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ARBITRATION AND CONCILIATION ACT, 1996
AT Ud Yole A4, 1996

Sections 34 and 36 — Execution petition of arbitral award may be instituted after disposal
of application u/s 34.
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ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

€RTY 34 U4 36 — AR YAIC & (ST B ITRADI, €RT 34 & IFed IS &
fARTEHROT & gedrd |ARed &1 ST Fad & | 118 159

CIVIL PRACTICE
fafaer gorr

— Reasons must be assigned while passing any order and legal questions arising in
that case must be properly examined by the Appellate Court.

— fHY ft eew BT WIRT BRI THT BRI A IeelRgd fby I a1fey ud
IR =TT §RT S A # Sou1 fafdies gl &1 Sfad dR W= wkieror faar
ST =TfRy | 119 160
CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908
fafaer ufspar wfear, 1908
Section 9 — Exclusion of the jurisdiction of Civil Court is not to be readily inferred.
&RT 9 — RAfde IR & &SR BT AUSTH AT STHATIT T8I [BAT ST
Gl 120 160

Section 11 and Order 1 Rule 10 — (i) Application for same relief which was denied
earlier by the Court can be filed at later stage again if fresh cause of action arises.

(ii) Impleadment of parties — Where a transferee pendente lite acquires any substantial
interest in property.

€IRT 11 U9 MY 1 199 10 — () I 1S 731 91 HROT I~ 8T 737 BT 79 A
AN =Y, fo1 9 # IRl - UG &R AT AR QAT o, geardad] Uhd W)
T: 3MISH URd far 7 Aahel 2 |

(i) UTPRI &1 SIS ST — S8l Yo dIGahleld ARl Hafed # oI difcad JIRIdR
31T BRI B | 121 161

Order 3 Rules 1 and 2 — Scope of evidence by Power of attorney holder and right of
Principal to enter into the witness box.

AR 3 79 1 TG 2 — GREARAHT 9IRS B A1ed BT [IKIR T ol W1 BT el
S W9 H IR B BT AP | 122 165

Order 6 Rule 17 — Amendment in plaint — Where the relief claimed by the proposed
amendment is already existing in plaint in substance.

AR 6 FFRT 17 — AQUF 3 G — 781 URATad | gRT gifed o gay yd
¥ 2 aeus # B o wu # wRa: faed e 2 123 166

Order 7 Rule 11 — (i) Question of limitation and rejection of plaint.

(i) Compromise decree — Can be challenged by person who was not party.
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ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

IR 7 R 11 — (i) aRANAT &1 U9 Ud arqum &7 AR fHar S|

(ii) FwsiiaT feat — V9 afdd & gRT AR <1 I Havcl! © Sl SUH UedHR e o |
124 167

Order 9 Rule 4 — See Section 5 of the Limitation Act, 1963.
e 9 a9 4 — < IR W, 1963 & ORT 5 | 125 168

Order 14 Rule 5 — Issue as to maintainability of the suit in absence of consequential
relief of possession when to be framed?

AT 14 A 5 — ARTRA & WRONMHG SIATY & AT H aTE BT AT
el areued b faxfer fbar Sier =nfey? 126 169

Order 22 Rules 5 and 12 — Limitation to bring legal heirs on record which applies to
suits, does not apply in execution proceedings.

IR 22 199 5 w9 12 — A ufafeal &1 aifferg W o= @1 gk, S fb
arel & ford @y B 7, fsares srdarfat § o 78 et 21 127 170

Order 32 Rule 5 — Effect of absence of formal order of appointment of next friend or
guardian ad litem by the Court.

AR 32 W 5 — IRITe™ R 16 33 AT aredlely kel & Fgfad &
SUATRS ATSI S TG BT T4 | 128 171

Order 39 Rule 2-A — An application under Order 39 Rule 2-A is maintainable only during
pendency of civil suit.

3T 39 T 2— — 3T 39 I 2— & 3N 3 A1F YIER 18 & offdd
BT B SR B 99 B | 129 173

Order 41 Rule 22 — Defendant has no right to file cross-objection in an appeal filed by
the co-defendant against the decree passed in favour of plaintiff.

AT 41 7 22 — T gfarc! &1 Aeufaardl gRT al & uet # aikd a1 &
fIog Ugd omdie # UIEy SRR SR &7 AfHR 8T 2 | 130 174

Order 41 Rule 23 and 23-A — Remand — When each and every oral and documentary
evidence is appreciated by the Trial Court and every issue was decided on the basis of
available evidence.

AR 41 A9 23 UG 23— — YU — 99 AR IRITT gRT 9P Hilkasd
Ud SIS A1ed Bl el B o 1T 81 3R SUA A1ed & AR R IAdH
greyed faoffa &) o T & | 131 175
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ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

CONSUMER PROTECTION ACT, 1986
SUHTFAT Avefor A, 1986

— Medical negligence — A child reduced to a vegetative state after surgery because of
medical negligence must be adequately compensated and factors to be taken into
account while awarding compensation in such cases.

— fafpaia Suar — Rifecia el & SR I fhar & uearq IRIRS 7 AFRTS
w9 guid: fSHa 81 9& e &1 gai< ufdax f&ar S anfee vd O Jrral H
gfiren AfAfofia sxd a9 & H W S Tl RS | 132 177

CONTEMPT OF COURTS ACT, 1971
AT 39914 JFferfaa, 1971

Sections 2(c) and 12 - Maligning and scandalizing the Court during lunch hour into
chamber amount to criminal contempt of Court.

€RTY 2(7T) Td 12 — MO ST & SR I8 Pet # =ararery &) fA=<1 o311 vd

I W YR HRAT ITATTT P SORIED SITATT DI Ao § 37T 2 |
133 177

CONTRACT ACT, 1872
wfaer arferfeam, 1872

Section 10 — See Section 34 of the Specific Relief Act, 1963.

€RT 10 — < fAFfde oA A aH, 1963 ®I aRT 34 | 173 238

CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973
gug yfpar wfzdar, 1973

Sections 2(h), 156 (3) and 173(8) — (i) Words ‘Investigation’, ‘enquiry’ and ‘trial’,
meaning of.

(ii) Further investigation empowerment of Police.

(iii) Power of Magistrate to order further investigation after receipt of report u/s 173(2)
extends till commencement of the trial.

gRIY 2(S7), 156 (3) TG 173 (8) — (i) ¥res ‘3r=Awvr, ‘Wid’ AR ‘fIaRor &1 A |
(i) gfer @1 R Srwor BT e |
(iii) ARTESE @ 3T TA9YT MR B B T &RT 173 (2) & Ir=<Td Tferda= al

it & ueanq faarer gRY 8 a6 faRaRd g 2 | 134 179

Sections 125 (1), 125 (5), 127 (2) and 362 — In the case of non-compliance of the
settlement by the husband in a maintenance case, wife’s claim of maintenance can be
revived by the Court.
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ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

gRT 125 (1), 125 (5), 127(2) TG 362 — RO UV & AT H Ul §RT SFa=RATIA
BT AFUTAT T BRA Pl A H YAl & AR UINOT & T Dl <RI §RT Y: el

fpar T At B | 135 182
Section 154 — FIR — Delay in lodging — Effect of.
€RT 154 — YH Ga=1 RUIC — og o # fadid — gw1a | 136 (ii) 182

Section 161 — Recording of statement of witnesses by police; delay in — Effect.
€RT 161 — Yfold g1 ARl & B o &1 # fadid — U¥1a | 137 (i) 185

Section 173 — First information reports related to common allegations may be clubbed
and accused may be proceeded at one place.

€RT 173 — T IWHAAT ¥ GG B Yo FaT RUIC FYad &I ST Al & Td

YT TR U & WM R BRIATE! DI S Febell © | 138 190
Section 227 — Discharge of accused - Parameters.
HRT 227 — WY BT IHET — HUGUS | 139 191

Sections 227 and 397 — Order of discharge while exercising revisional jurisdiction — At
this stage, final test of guilt is not to be applied.

SRTG 227 UG 397 — YARIET0T SFRIGR BT FART HRA §U SHIE BT MY — 54
TR R anfifg @ siftd wRierr o Sie T8 @) SR 2 140 193

Section 239 - Issue urged by the accused can be decided properly during trial after
evidence is adduced by the parties.

SIRT 239 — JAMYERT GRT ISR TR ATER] BT FRTHROT UGTHRI §IRT A& UK B
& IWIA S w9 A g o | 2 | 152 211

Sections 273, 299 and 317 — Recording of evidence in absence of accused — Validity of.

&R 273, 299 UG 317 — JAMYH I SuRATT H et ordg v S — e |
141+ 194

Section 319 — Summoning of accused — Degree of proof required.

€RT 319 — YT DI T AT ST — MALISH THI0T B ATAT | 142 195

Sections 437, 438 and 439 - Bail — Conditions that may be imposed — Whether a
condition of cash deposit in PM CARES fund or such similar fund while allowing bail
application can be imposed by Courts?

€IRTY 437, 438 U4 439 — SAMA — JARRINT B ST IR o — a1 <ATRATAT §IRT
STHT 3TAG WIBR Hd g UITH I H'S ] U A s § q 0T 5T
FRA D T ARRINT B S Feapell 27 143 196
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ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

Section 438 — Anticipatory bail — Where complaint does not make out a prima facie
case for applicability of the provisions of the Scheduled Castes And Scheduled Tribes
(Prevention of Atrocities) Act, 1989.

HRT 438 — 3AH ST — W9 Riebrad g i Td ggferd STl ((Tearr
faron) fAfH, 1989 & UIAEHl @1 TSI 7] UM Al AWl T8l a9 & |

144 197
Section 451 — Interim custody of vehicle and Forest Act, 1927.
€IRT 451 — 1 AT, 1927 Td a1 &I 3ART FYaii | 145 197
CRIMINAL TRIAL:
RIS faamor:

— See sections 201, 302 r/w/s 34 and 364-A of the Indian Penal Code, 1860.
— W MRAR qUS HfEdl, 1860 I URIU 201, 302 HEUST HRT 34 UG 364—F |
153 212
EVIDENCE ACT, 1872
ey Jferf-raH, 1872

Sections 3 and 32 — Dying declaration — Principles reiterated.

HRI¢ 3 UG 32 — GBI HoF — g QIe-IY Y | 146 199

Section 3 — Convictions can be based solely on the evidence of the prosecutrix.

SRT 3 — AN BT ThaE Fed ) SRl SmarRd 8 Iadl 2 |

156 216
Sections 6 and 24 to 27 — Extra-judicial confessions, appreciation of.
€RTY 6 U4 24 | 27 — bR ARG BT edid | 147 (iii) 202
Section 8 — Motive is not an exact requirement under the Penal Code.
€RT 8 — 30 Wfedl & 3 ega M= smaegaddar 72 2 | 148 (i) 207

Sections 9 and 45 — Cause of death — Determination of — Opinion of medical expert.
HRIC 9 U9 45 — g &I R — FaRor — fafeed fRmg o aftma |

136 (i) 182
Sections 11, 32, 114 and 154 — Hostile witness — Evidentiary value of.
- Dying declaration — Oral — Credibility of.
- Plea of alibi — Evidence required to prove.
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ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE

NO. NO.
gRIY 11, 32, 114 UG 154 — UeTGIEl Qe — AIeds 4 |
— HiRgD Ggobiicrd B — faeqdq=gdT |
— AT T AT — AIfad B @ oy 3maeds A | 137 (i), 185

(i) & (iv)
Section 68 — (i) Execution of Will — Whether the scribe of the will can be said to be an
attesting witness?

(ii) Proof of Will when signature of testator is disputed.

IIRT 68 — (i) TR T [T — PRI THIRIT BT oRgD SFIHATITD &l B AT 82

(i) STet airgadal @ gvareR faarfed 8 98 aiad & fered &1 |rfdd fear S |
149 209

Section 68 — Mode of proof — When execution of document is denied by other party.

€IRT 68 — SI9 SXATAS] & (WG BT TR 98 & gRT SRAIBR fdham 737 8 d9 JA0H
Bl AMT | 174 239

Section 106 — Offence committed in secrecy inside house — Initial burden to prove
offence is on prosecution and there is a corresponding burden on the inmates of the
house to explain how the crime was committed.

€T 106 — BN & 3icX Udhid H ITURTE BIRd fhar AT — TR ATfed B Bl
URMAS IR SIS TR 2 Ud R H HIRT fhar AT o1, Ig T B Bl
FHIdT YR TR b FEdiNal W 2 154 214

Section 114 — See Section 372 of the Succession Act, 1925 and Section 7 (2) of the
Hindu Marriage Act, 1955.

IRT 114 — IO ICRIMEGR ARIH, 1925 BT gRT 372 U4 fEwg, faars sifefrm,
1955 dI IRT 7(2) | 150 210
FOREST ACT, 1927
a1 JrfAfrad, 1927

Sections 52, 52-A, 52-B, 52-C and 53 — See Section 451 of the Criminal Procedure
Code, 1973.

SIRIU 52, 52—, 52—, 52— U4 53 — <& qUs UfshaT AT, 1973 BT &RT 451 |
145 197

HINDU MARRIAGE ACT, 1955
fa=g_ faqre siferfraH, 1955

Section 7 (2) — Presumption of valid marriage — Marriage between two Hindus without
“Saptapadi” is not a valid marriage.
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ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

&RT 7(2) — ¥ {3918 &1 SUYRT — A<l & 947 a1 275l & #e ¥ fdars
U dy faarg &8 2| 150 (i) 210
HINDU SUCCESSION ACT, 1956
farq Sciffrer rferfraH, 1956

Section 8 — Right of succession of son, born before his father's adoption, from his
adopted family’s property.

&RT 8 — fUTT & TPIBY & Yd S Y3 BT Scxih URAR B HUfd § STRIMADR
BT ATDK | 151 211
INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860
ARAII gvs GiEdr, 1860

Section 120 B — See Section 239 of the Criminal Procedure Code, 1973.

&RT 120 ¥ — < TUs UfhaT AiadT, 1973 B IRT 239 | 152 211

Sections 201 and 302 r/w/s 34 — Death sentence — Aggravating and mitigating
circumstances.

HIRT¢ 201 Yd 302 WEUSd ©RT 34 — JYIUS — [HaARDRI AT AGARBNI
gRReIferT | 147 (i) 202

& (ii)
Sections 201, 302 r/w/s 34 and 364-A — Case based on circumstantial evidence —
effect of circumstances which do not form a chain.

¢IRTY 201, 302 GBUfST SIRT 34 UG 364—& — IRRIfAT=T 16y UR SmaRa A
— U1 aRReIf™l &1 wra ST sf@er @ Ut 8l SRl 2 | 153 212

Sections 279, 304-A, 337 and 338 — See Sections 183 and 184 of the Motor Vehicles
Act, 1988.

RTY 279, 304—d, 337 Ud 338 — < HIeX I MR, 1988 T &IRT 183 UG

184 | 166 229
Section 302 — See Section 106 of the Evidence Act, 1872.
STRT 302 — < AEY IAIH, 1872 &I &IRT 106 | 154 214

Section 302 r/w/s 34 — See Section 15(1)(g) of the Juvenile Justice (Care and Protection
of Children) Act, 2000.

€IRT 302 HEUSd €RT 34 — <@ fH¥IR < @ddl & @R Td  axeo)
g, 2000 BT GRT 15(1)() | 155 215
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ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

Sections 302 and 304 Part Il - Murder and culpable homicide not amounting to murder.
ETRTY 302 U4 304 | |l — T 3R IMURISD AFG T ST 8T dI Dife § gl
SIS 137 (v) 185

Sections 302, 363, 376 and 377 — Rape and murder — Sentence —Application of doctrine
of proportionality.

SRT¢ 302, 363, 376 Ud 377 — JIcAT Ud 8T — QUSIQY — AU & RAgId
BT AT BT | 148 (i) 207

Sections 302 and 394 — See Section 154 of the Criminal Procedure Code, 1973 and
Sections 9 and 45 of the Evidence Act, 1872.

¢IIRTY 302 Ud 394 — <3 gUS YUfhaT ATl 1973 &1 &RT 154 UG WY AfAf=ra,
1872 @I &RV 9 TG 45 | 136 182

Section 304 — See Section 2 (33) of the Juvenile Justice (Care and Protection of Children)
Act, 2015.

gRT 304 — <@ fHIR I (AP & @G UG A& AffTH9, 2015 B
gRT 2(33) | 157 217
Section 306 — See Sections 227 and 397 of the Criminal Procedure Code, 1973.
&RT 306 — <% S0 UfhaT Ai2dl, 1973 @ ORIV 227 T4 397 | 140 193
Section 376 (1) — See Section 3 of the Evidence Act, 1872.

RT 376 (1) — < A1 IIAFRIH, 1872 T IRT 3 | 156 216
JUVENILE JUSTICE (CARE AND PROTECTION OF CHILDREN) ACT, 2000
fPek Mg (@ra®l 1 I@RE T G3eEvD) AferfH, 2000

Section 15 (1) (g) — Plea regarding juvenility can be raised even at the appellate stage.

gRT 15 (1) (B) — [PIRIIAT & e # IHATh U & TR W W ST ST Al

2l 155 215
JUVENILE JUSTICE (CARE AND PROTECTION OF CHILDREN) ACT, 2015
fpeik =g @ATa®! @ IR Td qvEvn) AfSfaH, 2015

Section 2 (33) — Heinous offence - Offence where maximum sentence is more than 7
years imprisonment, but no minimum sentence or minimum sentence of less than 7
years is provided shall be treated as ‘serious offences’ within meaning of the Act.

€RT 2(33) — AR T8l b ATABTH FSAT 7 9 A 31D BRMEN DI & g By
R[ATH TUSIQY A8l 2 AT 7 99 ¥ P BT JAdH USIQyl Iudfdd fhar T 7, 98
rfafre @ srif=ags & ofavfa IR STORT A ST | 157 217
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ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

LIMITATION ACT, 1963
gRaT 3rferfsaw, 1963

Section 5 — Condonation of delay — In absence of any explanation of delay, the Court
should not adopt a lenient view.

&RT 5 — fIcid & o) A% — RURIHhd fAeid & AP IR AR Pl STRIHAD
gfSceplv] &1 U =1y | 125 168

Article 61 (a) — Computation of limitation for suit for Redemption of usufructuary mortgage.

ITBT 61 (H) — IS & AET S S B oy IRAHAT @ TOMT |

176 242

Article 136 — Limitation to file execution petition of arbitral award.

IV 136 — HAEARF YA & WG B ARIHT SRR 6T S 2 gk |
118 159

MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988
e Iferfray, 1988

Section 2(30) — (i) Whether registered owner or financier has to be treated as “owner”
— Guiding factors.

(ii) Calculation of income — Deduction.

€RT 2(30) — (i) USiipd T 21T BIS+=R § 9 b Wl /191 S1¢ — Anieeid

Ry |

(il) 8 BT TUHT — BN | 158* 220
Section 147 (1) — Breach of policy — Liability of Insurance Company.

gRT 147 (1) — QAT &1 97 — 991 HUYT BT A | 159 220

Section 147(1)(b)(i) — Pay and recover — Fundamental breach of policy condition.

RT 147(1)(@)(i) — A FRT IR IRGAT — IfRAT BT 2T BT MR Seaie |
160 221

Section 149 (2)(a)(i)(c) — Permit — Liability of Insurance Company.
SRT 149 (2)(®)(i)(1) — SIS — 41 BUT BT QI | 161 222
Section 163-A — Borrower of vehicle — Liability of Insurance Company.

EIRT 163—® — dTe- BT ANTHR AT dTll Afdd — §IHT HI-1 BT ST |
162 223
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ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

Section 166 — (i) Future prospects should also be awarded in case of self employed
person.

(ii) Interest from the date of filing of the claim till the payment of the amount may be
awarded.

ERT 166 — (i) WFRARTT HHART & Al § W wiasgacdt o+ srfefeofta far s
B

(ii) TTfrepT IR R B AT A AR & Y= T <aral teofie fbar S |evar
2| 163 224

Section 166 — (i) Just compensation.

(ii) Quantum of compensation.
(iii) Notional Income.

(iv) Assessment of compensation — In cases of 100% physical disability coupled with
mental disability.

(v) Interest — If on account of negligence of claimant, the decision of the case is delayed.
ERT 166 — (i) =TT YT |

(i) "fcr &1 AT |

(iii) ST D M |

(iv) 100 UfTeTd IRIR® AeTHAT & ATI—ATT AMRIG S1&THAT & UHROT H Ui BT
fereiRo |

(v) &It — Afe TR &1 SUET & HROT YRl & (Foig # faeia ga |

164 224

Section 166 — Multiplier and loss of consortium.
€RT 166 — Y[UI[% Ud AEdd I Bl | 165 227

Sections 183 and 184 — Motor Vehicles Act and Indian Penal Code operate in entirely
different spheres — An offender can be tried and punished independently under both the
statutes.

€RTY 183 U9 184 — HICIM AfAIFIH vd YR g Afgar goid: sreRT—ater T et
H gafdd 8 — Us STREN M ARl & iqiia waaads ek gd gfvsd fear
ST AT | 166 229
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ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENTS ACT, 1881
W foraa sferf-raw, 1881

Section 138 — No prohibition u/s 138 on instituting criminal complaint based on the
second or successive statutory notice.

gRT 138 — < a1 ygardadt Jenfie Fo o9 & SR WR ORI 138 & favid
amuRTeres gRare AR axe #§ ®I3 ufomy =81 2| 167 230

Sections 138 and 139 — Standard of proof required to rebut the presumption of existence
of legally enforceable debt.

€IRTY 138 U4 139 — fAfSIT: Uad~1g 0T & 1R &I SULROI B WIS B B
U eraeyd g BT WK | 168 232

Sections 138 and 139 — Presumption of existence of legally enforceable debt/liability
and liability of accused to rebut such presumption by leading evidence.

gRIY 138 U9 139 — fAfe ©U A yad-i Scxefia /%ol & fdemHE 89 &
SUYROM 3R AGaRT §RT e U PR 8¢ U SULROT & Ted B Bl
IR | 169 233
PREVENTION OF CORRUPTION ACT, 1988
geraR fFarr siferf-aH, 1988
Sections 7, 12 and 13 — See Section 239 of the Criminal Procedure Code, 1973.
€RIY 7, 12 U9 13 — < SUs Yfshar |fdm, 1973 &1 ORT 239 | 152 211
REGISTRATION ACT, 1908
IoredTHror arferfras, 1908
Sections 17 (1) (b) and (2) (vi) — Registration of compromise decree — when necessary.
gRI¢ 17 (1) (@) wa (2) (8:) — IO ST BT IRREIBROT B 3MIP ¢ |
170 234

SCHEDULED CASTES AND SCHEDULED TRIBES (PREVENTION OF
ATROCITIES) ACT, 1989

Iggfaa sfa AR g faa st (R farn) aftrfee, 1989
Section 3(2)(v) — See Sections 227 and 397 of the Criminal Procedure Code, 1973.
gRT 3(2)(v) — <% <v Ufdhar Af2dr, 1973 &1 ORIV 227 T4 397 | 140 193
Section 18A — See Section 438 of the Criminal Procedure Code, 1973.

SRT 18% — < TUS UfhAT AT, 1973 BT &R 438 | 144 197
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ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE

NO. NO.
SERVICE LAW:
dar fafer:
— Effect of acquittal in criminal proceedings.
— 3T IR H Sgfdd &1 999 | 171 236

SPECIFIC RELIEF ACT, 1963
fatafdse iy srfeif-=r, 1963

Section 16 (c) — (i) Continuous readiness and willingness on the part of the plaintiff is
a condition precedent to grant the relief of specific performance.

(ii) Pleading and proof.

&RT 16 (1) — (i) I BT IR F AMAR TINT 3R Yol fafdfese arem @) dgma
Y& SR D QR o0 B |

(ii) srf¥raae iR wrfad far ST | 172 237
Section 34 — Suit based on violation of condition of tenancy.
HIRT 34 — fHRRER @1 oAl & Ieaa IR AERT 18 | 173 238

SUCCESSION ACT, 1925
ScaxTfSrer Iferf<aa, 1925

Section 372 — Mere nomination does not create any right in favour of a wife who was not
legally wedded.

&RT 372 — & Ul ol & s wu & faarfea =21 oft, & uet # w1 fAde™ o1
ATPR IO~ 8] BT © | 150 (i) 210
TRANSFER OF PROPERTY ACT, 1882
dufea sravor ferf~raH, 1882

Sections 3 and 123 — See Section 68 of the Evidence Act, 1872.

SIRIU 3 Ud 123 — <% q1ey I7fAfH, 1872 &1 &IRT 68 | 174 239
Section 10 — Restricted gift, validity.
RT 10 — T g, fafdar=ar | 175 241

Sections 58 (d), 60 and 62 — See Article 61 (a) of the Limitation Act, 1963.

€IRTG 58 (©I), 60 Yd 62 — o uRATHT Aff~1a¥, 1963 BT gz 61 () |
176 242

Section 60 — Extinguishment of mortgage — By the Act of parties.

€RT 60 — YSTHRI & Hd D GRT 98H BT (@i | 177 244
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PART -1TA

(GUIDELINES)
1. Guidelines for Special Courts Trying Cases under the Prevention of 245
Corruption Act, 1988
PART - 111
(CIRCULARS/NOTIFICATIONS)
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EDITORIAL

Esteemed Readers,

We are half way through this year. As of early June, 2020, millions of
people in the world have contracted and tragically, many of them have
succumbed as a result of a micro lethal organism. Despite living through these
difficult times, life is a horseback ride, galloping through the various ups and
downs that are thrown at it. Charles Bukowski, a German-American poet and
novelist is famously quoted saying, “What matters most is how well you walk
through the fire”.

While we are still in the midst of combating the spread of epidemic, it is
difficult to predict its long-term effects on our academic activities. But, ‘the
show must go on’. We wouldn’t allow it to throw us in a loop. Thus, we have to
innovate a way so as to balance our health concerns with admittance to the
activities of the Academy. With an aim to strike this balance, the Academy
came up with some alternative modes of judicial education in the last month.
The idea was that since participation in social life has gone digital and Academy
cannot function in the manner it did regularly, using technology now a days
can help to some extent. We, as well as the Academy, need to be a pro-active
force that will ensure courses to all the Judges for whom itis due, even during
the present crisis.

The Academy has conducted one of its core programmes namely;
First Phase Institutional Induction Course for the newly appointed Civil Judges
Class Il (Entry Level) Batch 2020, through online and other modes of
telecommunication from 11" May to 6" June, 2020. This was the first time in
the history of the judicial academies in our country that an Induction Training
Course of four weeks duration was conducted online which entails a lot of
responsibility with it.

Hon’ble Shri Justice Ajay Kumar Mittal, Chief Justice and Patron, while
addressing the participants in the inaugural session of this maiden online
course of Induction Training for the neophytes, has appreciated by saying that
“the Academy welcomed this challenge as an opportunity by preparing a
scheme of online training tools as it is well equipped in cutting edge information
technology to ensure the quality of education imparted in this training session,
at the very least, remains the same as traditional methods of teaching.” Hon’ble
Shri Justice Sanjay Yadav, Judge In-charge, Judicial Education addressed
the valedictory session online. Hon’ble Shri Justice Sujoy Paul and Hon’ble
Shri Justice Atul Sreedharan have also addressed the participants through
web platform on the topics “Judicial Ethics, Norms & Behaviour” and “Attributes
of a Judge”, respectively. The joining of Hon’ble Judges through online mode
with the opening attempt of Academy will certainly be a source of motivation
for future path.
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The pandemic has turned our annual calendar topsy turvy. Hence,
arrangements were made to retroactively fit a new method by which some
Specialized Judicial Educational Programmes can be conducted. Thus,
besides Induction Course, the Academy organised few other Specialized
Judicial Educational programmes online in the month of June namely, on the
issues relating to cases under Protection of Women from Domestic Violence
Act, 2005 and Criminal Appeal and Revision. The Academy, on similar lines,
will be conducting some more programmes online and through other modes
of telecommunication in the coming months.

Living in this new normal, what the Academy has achieved may be
recognized but, it could only be made successful with the support extended
by the District & Sessions Judges across the State by ensuring that this
transition to online modes of training are as seamless and convenient as
possible at their end which undoubtedly, deserve appreciation. Credit is also
due towards the participant Judges as well, whose active and avid involvement
does matter, as this training has always been a stable foundation because of
the two-way communication between the trainers and the trainees.

We have been working constantly to iron out all the errors and slowdowns
in our way. We are also looking at introducing other programmes in our itinerary
to the digital populous of the judiciary and expect same if not better results as
we have observed with our online Induction Training exercise. In this regard,
the suggestions from the District Judiciary may be helpful to make it more
purposive.

From this edition, we have resumed inclusion of some queries along
with answers on legal issues of short extent. The decision to re-introduce the
queries was taken keeping in mind to cover all bases in the quest for
knowledge.

As always, we strive to provide quality content through this journal. The
persistence to aim for nothing but the best when it comes to delivery of said
content is a journey with very little obstacles, thanks to our excellent and
esteemed readers who participate with the creative team behind this Journal
with their suggestions and valuable insights. Hence, kindly provide your much
valuable input that helps us astronomically in our pursuit of quality content
delivery.

In closing, due to the inescapable result of lock down which set-off a
chain reaction, one of the inconvenience caused was the delay in publication
of April, 2020 edition of this Bi-monthly which subsequently led to the delay in
delivery and we deeply regret.

Ramkumar Choubey
Director
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GLIMPSES OF FIRST PHASE INDUCTION COURSE (2020 BATCH)
CONDUCTED ONLINE
(11.05.2020 - 06.06.2020)

Hon’ble Shri Justice Ajay Kumar Mittal, Chief Justice, High Court of
Madhya Pradesh, addressing the Inaugural Session of the programme online

Hon’ble Shri Justice Sanjay Yadav, Hon’ble Shri Justice Sujoy Paul and
Hon’ble Shri Justice Atul Sreedharan addressing the participants online



GLIMPSES OF FIRST PHASE INDUCTION COURSE (2020 BATCH)
CONDUCTED ONLINE
(11.05.2020 - 06.06.2020)
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Participants at different District Headquarters



GLIMPSES OF E-INAUGURATION OF THE REGIONAL
TRAINING CENTRE OF MPSJA AT GWALIOR
(30.05.2020)
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Building of Regional Training Centre

Inaugural Plaque Auditorium



MADHYA PRADESH STATE JUDICIAL ACADEMY,
HIGH COURT OF M.P., JABALPUR

Specialized Education Programme on — Protection of Women from Domestic
Violence Act, 2005 conducted online (20.06.2020)

Specialized Education Programme on — Criminal Appeal and Criminal Revision
conducted online ( 27.06.2020)



PART -1
gcref &1 ATAT 3R Pgdl &1 AUifas d9e
ded: w@ue el IR Aywrdt uaref aifdrfaer, 1985
SRGERIE
GBI AR (HT3)

AR 5T ATAD ThTaH]

WY 3N IR A=:grdT ueTef sfaifm, 1985 (Wew # — A SIMNITE. Tae) &
3 IR B Ay g TTUD SN frdT FAYHE yaTef Sl AT BT U AdlD
HE BT & Rifd AR & WHU B LR AWMYad I Sa w@ud N 37erar
ALY ygrel P oted, HegH 3iR a1 A WR € fR aRar 7 | ARy =t
G A TR & faaRoT 81 T8 S @ UshA R 1 Tarud Sfer srerar A9+ Td ugret
B AT 3R YEAT B U DI PR s U S~ BRI & I WUD AN era
AT TaTf B AIHT 3R YET BT AR H AT 2 3R SHDT MRl DY {1 ST
RT3 WR Al ReIfty wse =1 &1 U 9 Meld & ArgH 3 fdhar a7 2 |

TASIULTH. Uae & e wrads S9er fear HH:94Td! yarel &1 AT & SR TR
STURTHT T e [T T & 3R Tvs fafed fbam ar & | /e & R wR fafed avs
BT TR & AR @ AABIRGT TF HRAT & | ST & Iehd IR T ffogaa 4
ST Y AW 3ferdT FFyArdT ugrel &1 /M B U8 FuiRa #xal 2 b gaerdied.
Tae 1 GRT 37 ST goid AN BN AT &l Fifds aIiidd AT & R & foly &Ry
37 & IS BT BT 2|

TAIIL.UE. Tae & 31fH warud 3iNfY d1erar AuTdl ueref @ AT 6 39 UHR
I ufRfya foar Tar 8-

IRT 2(vii—®) & ATAR WUS AN qom A9yl yarf & Hag § “arforias
AT ¥ A0 WU AN iR ATG9E Tl & Hae AFd 603 H SeRgET
R g WRGR gRT faffdse a1 718 Amn 9 aifde fa=f 7 9 gar 21

gRT 2(xxiii—) “3red AHT" A qOd WId Ay iR A.79rdt ueref & ddy
IS IGYF H S §RT ba ARBR gRT [AFCEE BT 15 A1 A AR [T
AT A BIAT 2

AT Daet ““3Teq AAT” (small quantity) T “arfoTia® AT (commercial
quantity) &I aRWINT FRar g IRfs § “#eaw J1=T° (medium quantity) @1
gR9IT &1 fasar a1 2 | 37eq /73 i diid ARG R §RT AR AT &4 dein
QIR AT 31 B WRGR §RT JIRfId #137  31fdres Ifud 8 | o1 “"aTed
AT 9 1A =g qmfsas A= § &9 9131 999 737 2 | S WRAR gRT
T AT @1 gfte 9 39 FHSAT SUYad B |
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IR & FHe Aol URgd 5 S €, $1 AT $9 UBR o

%. | @ sttt / agard) g 3 qIAT arfoTfae A=
No.| (Narcotics Drugs/Psychotropic |(Small Quantity) (Commercial
Substances) Quantity)

1 | eRreifee 2 M 50 T

2 | ofersH 2 I 50 UTH

3 | DA UG DN A AR 100 UTH 1 foetrm
4 | BIBT SIS (blh BISHT) 2 I 50 UTH

5 | BIHT g 100 ITH 2 e
6 | drod 2 I 100 ITH

7 | HrEH 10 U™ 1 faretrom
8 | sl Twie 10 I 100 ITH

9 | e 1 faretrom 20 ot
10 | &g 5 T 250 UTH
11 | HTHA 5 UTH 250 ITH
12 | & 25 I 2 el 500 I
13 | B I 5 U 250 UTH
14 | UR (peper) 2 ™ 50 UTH
15 | SISTRT 1 ferm 50 e
16 | Herfdga™ (Foga) 20 I 500 UTH
17 | SISIGE 20 U™ 500 UTH
18 | Siuadl EESIR RIS 10 T 250 UTH

31 Tee & o SURIa qrfereT H arey HIAT & ©U H &Y T AET A HH A '3
HEAT” (small quantity) & 3R drferar # aftta arforsaes AT | sifde wrEm “arfvfsas
HEAT” (commercial quantity) & | TifeldT # <1 78 Ieud =T | arfoiiads AET dd @
AT “HEIH WEAT' (medium quantity) el SITYE 8 96T IETeRYT ¥ 59 UHR T
ST T ® & afe s aafad & v fraum arifq v gsiR a1 IioT ST &I @
ar JEIfl B WRGR R AT Gl § U (AT IS e A13T & dicH d
IeellRad 8 fobg URMTST WU 2(xxiii—®) “3Ted HIFAT" & JJAR Teb fhelluTd ol A B4
AT 31T AT B 39 UHR Udh fhellim TS “Hedq #4131 (medium quantity) &
wu # faref gnm|
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o ueref &1 ’HrEr &1 fAerdRor

TS Ue Ieu~ BIAT & fob 9T ST yaTed 1 AR0T AIHT DI A9 BT 9 # forar
ST Jferar IHH SuRerd Ufdiftg yarel &l ar<ifdd gg A3 bl & “qrar iR & foy
e # foram S =nfey ? fafi=1 =g geefdl & ofeilas H 9 e &l 8t o=l Sl Wbl
g

RMISId §. #Igdel ¥Id f[dwg gcdlo~ Jifeax, aRdlficd dgia <.
(2008) 5 TEreIel 161, FSRIH AT & MU H 4 fhAIH BRI oI gg o s
QAT H B 1.4% TAT 1.6% A TS TS, AAT Bt o< uared 4 AR &g
H 60 UTH AIHE UTS TS fl, AFHR STaad RITerd @ afid die | g8 |q far i
S WU AN AT AAgHEl ueref § aRdfdd w9 ¥ SuRerd ufifig uared @
qRifdes ATAT B faeR & forar S =iy | 39 gebror H oY <yrirery o gaadi iy
SRl E YISl 913 9IR1G % JGIRTd X199, (2005) 7 YaeIHT 550, % ST yarel
B F[ AT I AR H o qAT ITH SURT Ufiivg usTel I WA T e el
AT I faufad wrd g I8 SraenRd fbar 2 fob w@de fvfer sierar J=:g4rdT uaref
& Y H ISy HIAT AT “AIOSAS ATHT BT [FRIR0T BT H FRFs1or H | et sperdn
vl yeTef dI AT Bl fdaR | el ol € | daet ufdftig ueref @l arRadfde Jem Yo
2 | g | ST |AfSIOT | UTY S dTel @ es SAI9Te sferar AyHTar uaref 7 IuRerd
arIfae ufiiig ugrel & uferd W &1 gve &1 FuR iR & | 59 <IRigela |
ITERVT $ AR W G b qHAT W1 6 afe forel afd | 4 9 &_1s7 o<t el
2 A1 98 3fcU AT © fb=g Ife I 4 UM BRI 50 fhaARH UFhx & UISSI & AT
AT & wY H ST Bl ® A1 98 arforiass AT 81 OiRlt 2 1 3 RN 39 TR @
affsor § IuRerd ardfds ufiiNg ugrel &1 73 @1 €1 =R # forr S =2y |

§. FIgda vror (qatad) & ol & IuRid faTid 18.11.2009 BT Bl TRER RT
STTERTET AT BI3AT. 2941(31) & ATEIH ¥ ARIST [T 1055(31) a7 19.10.2001 H
HeMed &R g AR & 3 H Al (3) & e FrefaRad Ae Sirer -

“(4) Bfct 2 & q2TS T3 AT MRt & Haer H# AR & BicH 5 3R BicH
6 ¥ TUs TS AMAN FHUl fAsor rerar Bl arel rar fasdl v a7 &1 s
ST arerdr S Ay Wi & AU yaTeil WR QR & HU H 3] A,
ey, 3N iR g 3Rl & sraud g¥ed, 3 iR s @ 31gud Afed gl
W geref @1 iRaw W 7 IR T 6 fgg vl srawa & w7 oy gnfi

9 e & §RT § #Tgdbel ¥of (qaiaa) & 07 & yra &l R fobam 731 | et
3RS IR TAT U8 BT R Gt aoi AAT ST U AT Ferar F:g4Ta!
U1} B Bl AAT D MR W Bar M o9 | I AT FRRAT BIAT. 2941 (37)
fRi® 18.11.2009 BT AT Iwadq T gRT gvofld Rig fawg Yorrg 3o,
(2011) 4 THHRAT 441 T A7l | AIAT U B4 g AR & ®Y H T G B
gl AT BT fdaR H ofd g qvs ARG wr- wael e faar T |
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&1 Rig fawg 9va w4, (2017) 8 Tl 162 & wHc H ol GRGR Bl
ST HRT BI3M. 2941(37) f3AIH 18.11.2009 BT TH ER WR AN & T8 b a9
2001 ¥ AR oY gRT 27 H USd T BT YIANT R g Alferdt 9418 T8 & R
yfafte wAid 239 H vgT@c—"ufdfte HHiG 1 v Tad 238 & A1 fHd fwer uaref &
ARSI BT Ioerd fHAT AT 2 | UlAfe HHid 239 BT dald TRBR AT F&AT
B 2941(37) 3B 18.11.2009 ERT AR @ 1055 (31) fafid 19.10.2001 #

A HRA DT A BT T el 997 Fhdl 2 | AAaEId Wel sravE ¥l °ig
§I7IS ([@iad), §- #ATgder 1o (qaiad) Ud gvofla g (qataa) & deavd g W =
AT T ST G g FeT g (Jaiae) & I=id A Seaad IrTerd gRT

fa=gall TR AeT 988 Ul &l YR fdhar 1am —

(a)

(e)

Whether the decision of this Court in E. Micheal Raj (supra) requires
reconsideration having omitted to take note of entry no. 239 and Note
2 (two) of the notification dated 19.10.2001 as also the interplay of
the other provisions of the Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic
Substances Act, 1985 (for short “the NDPS Act”) with Section 21?

Does the impugned notification issued by the Central Government
entail in redefining the parameters for constituting an offence and
more particularly for awarding punishment?

Does the NDPS Act permit the Central Government to resort to such
dispensation?

Does the NDPS Act envisage that the mixture of narcotic drug and
seized material/substance should be considered as a preparation in
totality or on the basis of the actual drug content of the specified
narcotic drugs?

Whether Section 21 of the NDPS Act is a stand along provision or
intrinsically linked to the other provisions dealing with “manufactured
drug” and “preparation” containing any manufactured drug?

ENT W8 T 31 fav%g HIvd &9 q 377, 2020 VeIl T7eTsT G . Pl 382
# eI 22 31, 2020 BT HEC Ieddq AT BT I TSR NS §RT XBI BT

IR AR fear—

The decision of this Court in the case of E. Micheal Raj (Supra) taking the

view that in the mixture of Narcotic Drugs or Psychotropic substance with

one or more neutral substance(s), the quantity of the neutral substance(s)
is not to be taken into consideration while determining the small quantity
or commercial quantity of a Narcotic Drug or Psychotropic Substance and
only the actual content by weight of the offending narcotic drug which is
relevant for the purpose of determining whether it would constitute small
quantity or commercial quantity, is not a good law;
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II.  In case of seizure of mixture of Narcotic Drugs or Psychotropic Substances
with one or more neutral substance(s), the quantity of neutral substance(s)
is not to be excluded and to be taken into consideration along with actual
content by weight of the offending drug, while determining the “small or
commercial quantity” of the Narcotic Drugs or Psychotropic Substances;

lll.  Section 21 of the NDPS Act is not stand-alone provision and must be
construed along with other provisions in the statute including provisions in
the NDPS Act including Notification No. S. O. 2942(E) dated 18.11.2009
and Notification No. S. O. 1055(E) dated 19.10.2001;

IV. Challenging to Notification dated 18.11.2009 adding “Note 4” to the Notification
dated 19.10.2001, fails and it is observed and held that the same is not ultra
vires to the Scheme and the relevant provisions of the NDPS Act.

39 UBR &V RiE (qafaa) # & #1g@ar wror (qatad) & gfaurfed Rigia o1 ‘e
fafey =i wrem 2| Af ST u<ref wffwsor & wu H {1 Sad Afasr § v 6y T
et ggTel &1 AAT BT Hof AT H e qSI (AT S FhdAT © | ST ARSI DI B
AT BT 3T AT AT aiioiisgsd 71 & FeiRer § far # <=1 g

JAufey iy gareE wrr rftrfew, 1940 IR wA.Sidiud. vae, 1985 H
Jaxaae

ALY ggTel UrIT ST ® | U Aol iU ok e Arnft i, 1940 (W
A3 . vae”) & AT & TSI YT, YT & SN TR & AT B4 & | 79 By R
I8 U IU Bl © b U ueel & Hey d Aygad &1 Ao aF H 9 ey
it & Siaeta farar ma?

9 94y H TASIULUH. U Bl ORI 80 @G & T IR M &
i g=TT Y At & Suder Sl vae a1 g9a 1 991y T el & sifaRad gt
9 & Saad SdipRor ¥ | AIGE FI8RI¢ HeIg] T [dwg 31a¥ ¥4, (2012) 13
vl 491, ¥ SEl JIWNYFT & AU I IS AHT H BIEIF BRBE Jad $b (RT
ST @ T oft, g afafuiRa frar war {5 aft 1% afda o e § < A
H fafafia siiwfer e ufafie w@rue ierar #9uWrd) uerel IURed 8, I@dT © a1
qRIET oAl & A MU & Hae I8 S¥araol <fid &3l 811 s O fohedl fafarita
SURANT 3f2dT YR B AT ST I8T © | T YIS Td 98 SISl & 3747 H U A7l
H TN TN, vae & Wae™ any 8 |

S ey A ISR AT % siSAr fdwg wofla 4. <erare, (2014)13
veredidl 1, % afafEiRa far T 16 91 w1 # fafafia <ivfdy s ufaftg s
3T arerar FyET uerel SURT &, & JMMEY & Hae 3 AMYad BT dHacl S,
TFe & A SIS Ueb 36T Bl el © | 2Y Irred | W fbar & var 78
2 fr S vae & W I WUE. Tae & Wae BT 9eR R o § |
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RGN GoIrq Iy [dvg WTH I FAR, (2019) 2 vadld! 466, 5 sfafaiRa
foam T {6 1. gae 39 Nl &1 a1 HRar 2 1 fAfbed i SUIT s1erar SUER 2g
3T 8 | TA.SIULUH. Uae &1 MR I SNl & YANT Bl Ufaferd gd afosd &
&SIl T AT SIS &G START Bl S & | U Al § STAL. Gae &1 Hig aoid el
2 oifhd 1. vae & urauEl & MfaRed TSN ud. vae & uraem ff ang g |

SR I BT AT ol BT AT HLIIQY Iod RTAI Bl Thelulo
gRT BT & # 3P favasal fawg 7egucer wod, (MCRC - 9917—2020 37a3T
faHT® 18.03.2020) H I7 ARG far ar € f& afe foft =afdd @ <nfdueg & &%
RRY A1 DI wbe 3T gar 97 d9 SIS & il Sl € A1 98 g,
TFe & YTl & AT AMANSTT AT ST | $9 UehR0T 3 AR & AT H 100
Al @ &% RRY o 316 dfcel T g o T 59 &% RRY H DISH Bhehe IuRerd
AT | S YRV H Bl TRBR B AR 31 18.11.2000 TAT gvolld g (qaia)
BT Aedd oIl gY D% FARY & ARASOT BT fel AT DI AURY & WHY & FEIRT B
foar # foram mam 2|

9 UBR USRS & HE, A9 SR YT B ATGUIRIS dee gor Sl vae 3R
TN T, Tae # R Hey vy adae faffe Refa 39 uaR 28—

1. OI< @I SN ferar AF:94Td! UaTef &l J13T Bl aifidd B H AR gl
TIAT TA.SIUNTH. Ude & Ifafd <f s URHTYT BT Uh AT YT ISP 2 |

2. IfONgfaa g # 3fcu AT @& BicH H Seolkgd AT W HH AT IS AT
(small quantity) & iR I # aTRRISG A3 & BIed H IoeoiRad AT A 31D
AET “qIOTRA® ATAT” (commercial quantity) © | 2 H Scellad Teqd AT |
RIS A= T &1 J1=1 “HegH HIAT” (medium quantity) ®a! STl 2 |

3. & g (gatad) fofa famie 22.04.2020 # & #Ig@er wror (qatad) # gfaurfed
fagia @1 gt Ay 7 w7y 2| I} o7 uered AT & w9 H § a1 Sad
A § g 6 T e uerel o 4151 Bl i |4E 9 aex T8l fhar o
AP & | ST ARSI D1 el AT Dl AUHTAT IT arforsges 73 & fHerivor 4
frar % o= ¥

4. TASIGUE Ude & IUee SI). Ude 7 390 i 910 v At & sifaRaa ©
T fb ST srfidror ¥ |

5. Ife foult fed @ enfoucy & <1 9= § fafafig el o+ ufaftg s
ey Jrerar FH:YHTd garef SURYT ® O &% XY IT hled Bbe A gar
anfe fo=r fRafeciy yAoH 8q Td o1 99 Sards & gl SRl @ A1 98 GA.Sl.
UG, Tde B U B Aid O AfaeT B ST |
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COGNIZANCE AND TRIAL OF OFFENCES REGISTERED FOR
VIOLATION OF PROHIBITORY ORDERS ISSUED TO ENFORCE
LOCKDOWN

Yashpal Singh
Deputy Director, MPSJA

SYNOPSIS

1. Introduction

2. Offences that may be registered

3.  Whether registration of FIR is permissible ?

4. Special provisions relating to cognizance

5. Form of Complaint

6. Procedure when cognizance cannot be taken

7. Procedure to be followed after taking cognizance
8. Procedure for trial of such cases

©

Some special efforts : Adjudication of cases through Plea Bargaining
10. Sentencing Policy in such cases

11. Some Questions

12. Conclusion

Introduction

The country has witnessed an unprecedented event in the past few months
wherein several steps have been taken by legislature, executive and judiciary
which were not imaginable for the present generation before the outbreak of
Novel Corona Virus (COVID-19). World Health Organization had declared COVID-
19 as a pandemic on 11" March, 2020. It was declared as a National Disaster by
Government of India on 24" March, 2020 and absolute lockdown was imposed
from 24" March, 2020 in the country which continued till 315t May, 2020.

Various restrictive orders and preventive measures were taken by the
Ministry of Home Affairs, Government of India under the provisions of Disaster
Management Act, 2005 to impose the lockdown. Various prohibited orders were
also passed by the District Magistrates and other Executive Authorities in their
jurisdiction to ensure the strict enforcement of lockdown measures.

However, as the society comprises law abiding and non-law abiding citizens,
a large number of cases have been registered throughout the country for violation
of these lockdown measures. Some of these cases have also been reported
where accused persons have assaulted the frontline warriors such as police
and health workers who are fighting with COVID-19 for common people. As per
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an estimate, nearly 2500 cases have been registered for violation of COVID-19
related orders in district Jabalpur itself.

All these reported cases would now be filed in Magisterial Courts. However, a
lot of confusion has been raised as to the legality of registration of FIR, competency
to take cognizance, trial procedure, requirement of complaint and expeditious
disposal of these cases. This article is an attempt to address these issues.

Offences that may be registered

The most used provision for violation of orders, regulations or directions
issued to prevent the spread of COVID-19 is Section 188 IPC. However, this is
not the only provision in which an offence can be registered for violation of such
orders, regulations and directions.

Sections 269 and 270 of IPC, Sections 51 to 60 of the Disaster Management
Act, 2005, Section 3 of the Epidemic Diseases Act, 1897, various provision
of Epidemic Disease (Amendment) Ordinance, 2020, Regulation 4 of
Madhya Pradesh Epidemic Diseases, COVID-19 Regulations, 2020 and Sections
143-144 of Madhya Pradesh Public Health Act, 1949 are other provisions under
which such offences may be registered. Sentence that may be passed upon
conviction under these offences also vary. Some of these offences are
cognizable, some non-cognizable, some bailable and some are non-bailable.
There are certain offences for which cognizance can only be taken by Magistrate
on complaint of a particular public servant. Composite offences may also be
registered in certain circumstances where lockdown measures are violated by
accused alongwith commission of some other cognizable offence(s).

A detailed chart of various acts or omissions which may constitute an
offence under present subject may be classified in the table appended at the
end of this Article.

Whether registration of FIR is permissible?

A perusal of the second-last column of appended table suggest that most
of the offences mentioned therein are non-cognizable. Therefore, registration
of FIR therein is not permissible. However, if any one of the offences of alleged
incident is cognizable, the whole case will become a cognizable case making
way for registration of FIR. Section 188 of IPC is a peculiar provision which
would be applicable in almost every case registered for violation of orders,
regulations and directions issued to prevent the spread of COVID-19. Offence
under Section 188 of IPC is a cognizable offence. Moreover, vide notification
No0.33207-F No0.6-59-74-B-XXI| dated 19.11.1975 of Govt. of Madhya Pradesh,
Section 188 IPC has been made a non-bailable offence in the State of Madhya
Pradesh.
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It means officer in charge of police station has power to arrest a person
who is accused of an offence punishable under Section 188 IPC with or without
other offences, without warrant of a Magistrate. High Court of Madhya Pradesh
in the case of Manish Kumar Chouksay v. State of M.P, 2017 LawSuit (MP) 1424
has held that there cannot be any detention of any accused beyond 24 hours of
arrest in absence of FIR and investigation. Further, after relying upon the
judgment of Hon’ble Supreme Court, State of Haryana v. Bhajan Lal, (1992) Supp.
SCC 335 and Lalita Kumavri v. State of U.P, (2014) 2 SCC 1, it was held that
registration of FIR upon disclosure of commission of a cognizable offence is
mandatory on part of police.

In case of Pankaj Agrawal v. State of Delhi, 2001 LawSuit (SC) 427, an FIR
was registered for offences punishable under Sections 186 and 332 IPC. Hon’ble
Supreme Court held that the FIR was valid. Therefore, when an offence otherwise
cognizable is also committed alongwith Section 188 IPC and some other non-
cognizable offences, FIR may be registered.

A question arises whether an FIR may be registered where offence
punishable under Section 188 IPC is committed alone or with some other non-
cognizable offences. Hon’ble Supreme Court in M.L. Sethi v. R.P. Kapoor, AIR
1967 SC 528 has considered the meaning of term “cognizance” in detail and laid
down in paragraph 31 that the stage of taking cognizance comes after the
investigation is complete and registration of FIR is nothing to do with taking
cognizance. Therefore, the bar created by Section 195 CrPC for taking
cognizance of offence punishable under Sections 172 to 188 of IPC would come
after filing of report under Section 173(2) CrPC and not before.

Similar view was taken in Vishal Agrawal v. Chhattisgarh State Electricity Board
and anr., (2014) 3 SCC 396. Paragraph 23 is relevant for the purpose which is as
follows :

“Thus, the clear principle which emerges from the aforesaid
discussion is that even when a Magistrate is to take
cognizance when a complaint is filed before it, that would
not mean that no other avenue is opened and the complaint/
FIR cannot be lodged with the police. In view thereof, we
are of the opinion that the respondent’s Counsel is right in
his submission that if the offence under the Code is
cognizable, provisions of Chapter XII containing Section 154
Cr.P.C. and onward would become applicable and it would
be the duty of the police to register the FIR and investigate
into the same.”

In Dr. Varsha Gautam v. State of U.P., 2006 LawSuit (All.) 1043, an FIR was
registered for offences punishable under the provisions of PC & PNDT Act, 1994
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alongwith Section 312/511 IPC. There is a special provision under Section 28 of
the PC & PNDT Act, 1994 for taking cognizance of offences punishable under
that Act. It provides that cognizance can only be taken on complaint of appropriate
authority etc. It was held that the bar is on taking cognizance and not on
investigation. Therefore, registration of FIR and consequent investigation was
held to be valid.

Similarly, in Mahesh Datt Mishra v. State of M.P., 2019 LawSuit (MP) 575
offence was committed inside the police station for which FIR was registered for
offences punishable under Sections 147 and 188 IPC. High Court of Madhya
Pradesh refused to quash the proceedings and held that if an offence is
committed inside the police station and the offence is cognizable, then the officer
in charge of the police station or any other police officer having jurisdiction to
arrest, may take action suo motu and can proceed further in the investigation.

Thus, even for offence punishable under Section 188 IPC alone or alongwith
some other non-cognizable offences, FIR can be registered.

Special provisions relating to cognizance .-

Section 195 CrPC, Section 60 of Disaster Management Act, 2005 and
Section 148 of Madhya Pradesh Public Health Act, 1949 make special provisions
for taking cognizance of offence registered under the above special Acts and
under Section 188 IPC.

It is apposite to mention the said provisions :
Section 195(1)(a) of Cr.P.C.

195. Prosecution for contempt of lawful authority of public servants, for
offences against public justice and for offences relating to documents
given in evidence :-

(1) No Court shall take cognizance-

(a) (i) of any offence punishable under sections 172 to 188 (both inclusive)
of the Indian Penal Code (45 of 1860), or

(ii) of any abetment of, or attempt to commit, such offence, or
(iii) of any criminal conspiracy to commit such offence,

except on the complaint in writing of the public servant concerned or of
some other public servant to whom he is administratively subordinate;

Section 60 of Disaster Management Act, 2005
60. Cognizance of offences:-

No court shall take congnizance of an offence under this Act except on a
complaint made by —
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(a) the National Authority, the State Authority, the Central Government, the
State Government, the District Authority or any other authority or officer authorised
in this behalf by that Authority or Government, as the case may be; or

(b) any person who has given notice of not less than thirty days in the
manner prescribed, of the alleged offence and his intention to make a complaint
to the National Authority, the State Authority, the Central Government, the State
Government, the District Authority or any other authority or officer authorised
as aforesaid.

Section 148 of Madhya Pradesh Public Health Act, 1949
148. Cognizance of Offences:-

No Court shall take cognizance of any offence punishable under this Act
except on a complaint in writing of the facts constituting such offence filed by an
Executive Authority or such other officer as may be authorised by it.

The offences registered for violation of orders, regulations and directions
issued to prevent the spread of COVID-19 may be classified in to two categories.
First, where offence is punishable under Section 188 IPC alone or with some
other non-cognizable offence. For example a case where FIR is registered under
Section 188 IPC and Section 143 of Madhya Pradesh Public Health Act, 1949.
Second category of offences are those where FIR is registered under Section
188 IPC alongwith some cognizable offence. For example a case where FIR is
registered under Section 188 IPC alongwith Section 269 or 270 or 332 of IPC.
Law and procedure for taking cognizance in these two categories of cases would
be different.

1. Cognizance of offence registered under Section 188 IPC alone

Section 195 CrPC provides that without a written complaint of the public
servant concerned, no prosecution for an offence under Section 188 can be
launched nor any cognizance of the offence can be taken by the Court. However,
registration of FIR and investigation by police in such cases is permissible as
has been discussed above.

In State of Madhya Pradesh v. Jyotiraditya Scindia, 2014 (1) JLJ 326 (DB),
and more recently in Sarvesh Soni v. State of M.P., 2019 LawSuit (MP) 396, High
Court of Madhya Pradesh considered the question and held that the registration
of FIR and the launching of proceedings thereafter against the petitioner without
complaint of public servant is not permitted by the Code and thus, cannot be
allowed to be sustained.

Therefore, even if FIR is registered and offence is investigated by police,
a complaint containing above particulars of the District Magistrate is required
for taking cognizance of such cases.
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However, there are certain offences for which complaint of some other
authorities are required. For example, as per Section 60 of the Disaster
Management Act, 2005, cognizance can be taken on complaint of the National
Authority, State Authority, Central Government or State Government or District
Authority or an Officer Authorized by such authority or Government. Government
of Madhya Pradesh, Home Department by order No.F.2-1472/2020/Two/C-2 dated
23 April, 2020 has authorized all the officers incharge of police station (not
below the rank of Sub-Inspector) to file a complaint in the Court for offences
punishable under Sections 51 to 59 of the Disaster Management Act, 2005.
Similarly, by order No. IDSP/2020/266 dated 23 March, 2020 of the Directorate
of Health Services, Govt. of Madhya Pradesh, District Magistrates, Chief Medical
and Health Officers as well as Civil Surgeon cum Hospital Superintendent have
been authorized to take action under Madhya Pradesh Public Health Act, 1949.
By the same order District Magistrates have been appointed as Executive
Authorities under that Act. Therefore, District Magistrate is alone is empowered
to file complaint for offences punishable under Madhya Pradesh Public Health
Act, 1949 before the concerned Magistrates.

2. Cognizance of offence under Section 188 IPC alongwith other offences.

This question was considered by Hon’ble Supreme Court in C. Muniappan
and others v. State of Tamilnadu, (2010) 9 SCC 567. It was held that -

“In case the charges under Section 188 IPC are quashed,
it would by no means have any bearing on the case of the
prosecution, so far as the charges for other offences are
concerned.”

Meaning thereby, in cases of composite offences, cognizance cannot be
taken for offence punishable u/s 188 IPC except on complaint of public servant
concerned. But for other offences, there is no bar and court can proceed on the
basis of chargesheet to take cognizance and proceed towards trial/committal as
the case may be.

Therefore, if FIR is registered for offences punishable under Sections 188,
269 and 270 IPC and after investigation police files a charge sheet which is not
supported by complaint of District Magistrate, still Magistrate would be competent
to take cognizance of offence punishable under Sections 269 and 270 IPC.

Offences punishable under Regulation 4 of Madhya Pradesh Epidemic Disease,
COVID-19 Regulations, 2020 have been made punishable under Section 187/188/
269/270/271 IPC. The question of cognizance shall be decided accordingly and for
Section 188 IPC complaint by District Magistrate would be required.

Form of Complaint

No form of complaint is provided under Schedule | of CrPC. Section 2(d)
CrPC defines complaint as follows -
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“2(d) “Complaint” means any allegation made orally or in
writing to a Magistrate, with a view to his taking action under
this Code, that some person, whether known or unknown, has
committed an offence, but does not include a police report.

Explanation.- A report made by a police officer in a case
which discloses, after investigation, the commission of a
non-cognizable offence shall be deemed to be a complaint;
and the police officer by whom such report is made shall be
deemed to be the complainant.”

Therefore, every complaint in relation to violation of orders, regulations
and directions to enforce lockdown measures should contain details relating to
allegation of commission some offence, details and particulars of person against
whom allegation is made and a request to the Magistrate to take action under
the Code.

The proper procedure which may be adopted by investigating officer is
that after completing investigation, he must submit the final report to the District
Magistrate or public servant authorized to file complaint (officer in charge of
police station in case of offences under Disaster Management Act, 2005). The
District Magistrate or public servant concerned must then formulate a complaint
alleging commission of offence(s) upon which they propose to take action. The
complaint must be addressed to the jurisdictional Magistrate containing a request
to take action against the accused. The complaint alongwith final report of
investigating officer may then be either returned to the investigating officer for
filing before the Magistrate or may be directly send to the Magistrate for initiating
proceedings under CrPC. Where complaint is returned to the investigating officer,
he may also file the same before jurisdictional Magistrate and physical presence
of complainant public servant is not necessary.

At the time of scrutiny of complaint and report of investigation officer
attached therewith, Magistrate should impress upon full and complete address
alongwith mobile number and email (if using) of the accused. This will ensure
the proper service of process upon accused.

So far as court fees on complaint is concerned, Rule 550 (40) of Madhya
Pradesh Rules and Orders (Criminal) provide that court fees payable on a
complaint before criminal courts on behalf of State are exempted. Since all these
complaints would be filed on behalf of State, no court fees would be required.

Procedure when cognizance cannot be taken

Where after investigation police files a charge sheet for offence punishable
under Section 188 IPC or offence under Section 60 of Disaster Management Act
etc. without any of the cognizable offences, Magistrate must refuse to take
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cognizance on the ground of specific bar created by Section 195 CrPC, Section
60 Disaster Management Act etc. and must drop the proceeding resulting into
release of the accused. Taking cognizance without complaint would be abuse of
process of law and would result into illegality.

However, where a charge sheet is filed alleging offence punishable under
Section 188 IPC alongwith some other offences where cognizance is not barred
by any law (such as Sections 269 and 270 IPC), Magistrate must take cognizance
in those offences leaving Section 188 IPC or other offences for which a complaint
is required. These offences may be tried by the Magistrate notwithstanding that
a complaint has not been preferred by a public servant concerned.

It is to be kept in mind that if at or before the framing of charges or
explanation of particulars of offences to accused, a private complaint is filed,
the Magistrate may frame charge or explain particulars of offences punishable
under Section 188 IPC or Disaster Management Act etc.

Procedure to be followed after taking cognizance

A Magistrate is competent to take cognizance on a private complaint by
virtue of Section 190(1)(a) CrPC. Hon’ble Supreme Court in Devarapalli
Lakshminarayana Reddy & ors. v. Narayana Reddy and ors., AIR 1976 SC 1672 has
observed that when on receiving a complaint the Magistrate applies his mind for
the purpose of proceeding under Sec. 200 and the succeeding sections in
Chapter XV of Cr.P.C., he is said to have taken cognizance of the offence within
the meaning of Sec. 190(1)(a). Therefore, as soon as a Magistrate proceeds
under Section 200 CrPC for examination of complainant and his witnesses, it is
said that he has taken cognizance of offence.

Whenever a complaint is filed by a public servant, Section 200 CrPC makes
an exception to the general rule of examination of complainant and witnesses and
Magistrate is not required to examine the public servant and witnesses on oath.
Thus, physical presence of complainant shall not be necessary at this stage.

Therefore, upon receiving the complaint, Magistrate may scrutinize it and
proceed to register the case as RCT under the offences disclosed by the
complaint. Thereafter, summons must be issued to ensure presence of accused.
Warrant should never be issued at first instance. If accused remains present
before the court at the time of filing of complaint in compliance of notice issued
by investigating officer, bail may be taken for ensuring his presence during the
trial.

It is to be remembered that although, offence punishable under Section
188 IPC is non-bailable in Madhya Pradesh, but it does not mean that Magistrate
should deny bail in all such cases. We are in the process of de-congestion of
jails. Most of these offences are triable by procedure of summons trials.
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Therefore, it is advised that except in extremely peculiar facts warranting judicial
custody of accused, any person accused of these offences should be released
on bail.

Procedure for trial of such cases

Most of the offences that may be registered for violation of orders,
regulations or directions issued for prevention of spread of COVID-19 as
mentioned in the above table are punishable for a period of imprisonment which
is less than two years. There are only few exceptions such as offences punishable
under the provisions of Epidemic Diseases (Amendment) Ordinance, 2020 or
offence punishable under Section 332 IPC. Therefore, most of such case would
be triable by the procedure for trial of summons cases. Where offence is
punishable for a period of more than two years, the offence will be triable by
procedure for trial of warrant cases.

It is also apposite to mention here that Magistrates empowered to try cases
summarily should consider adopting the procedure of summary trial of offences
punishable for a maximum period of two years, including offence punishable
under Section 188 IPC, Disaster Management Act, 2005 etc.

So far as summons or summary trial are concerned, there is no confusion
as the procedure is same whether cognizance is taken on police report or
complaint. However, while adopting the procedure for warrant trial, a question
would arise whether Magistrate should follow the procedure for warrant trial
instituted on police report or warrant trial instituted otherwise than on police
report?

Offences for which maximum punishment prescribed by law is more than
two years would be cognizable cases and no complaint of any public servant or
authority would be required. Therefore, even though Section 188 IPC is applicable
in that case, Magistrate must follow the procedure for trial of warrant cases
instituted on police report as the cognizance could have been taken in such
cases even without complaint of the public servant concerned. In other words,
in such cases the complaint of public servant will not change the procedure for
trial. Since, such cases are instituted at the instance of State, Additional District
Public Prosecutor must be permitted and directed to represent the State. In this
way, there would not be any chance of absence of complainant during trial.

So far as the applicability of Section 258 CrPC is concerned, where
cognizance is taken on complaint of public servant concerned, Section 258 CrPC
would not be applicable as it is applicable only on cases in which cognizance is
taken on police report. Therefore, Magistrate must decide the appropriate
procedure for trial of such cases accordingly.
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Some Special Efforts : Adjudication of cases through Plea Bargaining

Although some legal issues relating to registration of FIR, competency to
take cognizance, appropriate procedure to be followed after taking cognizance
and cases where cognizance cannot be taken have been discussed above,
however, principal issue which still remains is the proper adjudication and disposal
of these cases.

In my humble opinion, Magistrates must be conscious of the fact that the
accused of offences registered for violation of orders, regulations and directions
issued to impose lockdown are not habitual or hardened criminals. Although,
few cases may be found where a person may have deliberately and willingly
disobeyed the prohibitory order. But, in most of the cases the accused persons
would have left their home for securing their daily needs to support their family.
One must also be conscious of the fact that these kind of lockdown measures
were imposed for the first time in generations, no one had seen it before and
there was no time for preparation to face the situation of lockdown.

The cases registered during lockdown period for violation of lockdown
measures are again creating arrears in already over burdened courts. Most of
these cases are petty offences committed in a casual manner without any
intention to spread COVID-19. Therefore, a casual violation of lockdown
measures must not be viewed as an offence against society. Courts are required
to deal with these cases with a different mind set and not as trial of traditional
cases. Plea Bargaining may be a successful tool for disposal of these kind of
cases expeditiously.

As per section 265-A CrPC, these cases do not fall under the category
which are kept out of the purview of plea bargaining. At the time of taking
cognizance or framing of charge/explaining particulars of accusation, Magistrate
may consider apprising the accused about the provisions of “Plea Bargaining”
contained in Chapter XXV-A CrPC. Upon receiving an application for plea bargaining
from accused, complainanti.e. District Magistrate or officer in charge of police station
may be called along with the accused persons in a batch of cases for taking
preliminary meeting under Section 265-B CrPC. This meeting may be attended
by ADPO and the Advocates of accused persons one-by-one. A large number of
cases may be settled through this mode in a single day. More than one meeting
may be called looking to the number of cases in a particular court.

After such meeting and reaching to a mutual satisfactory disposition,
Magistrate should make a proper report under Section 265-D CrPC and may
proceed to dispose the cases as per Section 265-E. Since, no minimum sentence
is prescribed for these offences, except offences made punishable by Epidemic
Diseases (Amendment) Ordinance, 2020, it would be appropriate to resort to
the provision for Section 360 CrPC i.e. releasing the accused on probation of
good conduct or admonition, as the court may consider appropriate.
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In this way, without going into the detailed trial of large number of cases
registered during the lockdown period for violation of lockdown measures, the
same may be disposed of expeditiously. This will ensure that the Courts will not
be called upon to spend their precious time on these petty cases and that time
instead may be utilized for trial of more urgent matters.

Sentencing Policy in such cases

Of course, after the termination of trial holding accused guilty or on reaching
to a mutual satisfactory disposition through plea bargaining, Magistrate would
be required to consider the quantum of sentence to be imposed upon accused.
Hon’ble Supreme Court in Shivu v. Registrar General, High Court of Karnataka,
(2007) 4 SCC 713 had an opportunity to emphasize on the doctrine of
proportionality of sentence. It was observed that -

“The principle of proportion between crime and punishment
is a principle of just desert that serves as the foundation of
every criminal sentence that is justifiable. Indeed, the
requirement that punishment should not be
disproportionately great, which is a corollary of just desert,
is dictated by the same principle that does not allow
punishment of the innocent, for any punishment in excess
of what is deserved for the criminal conduct is punishment
without guilt.”

Sentencing the accused upon conviction is very sensitive issue. Particularly
in cases where mens rea is not an essential element of the offence, accused is
found to be a first time offender, offence is not accompanied by any perpetration
and there is a casual, not planned violation of lockdown measures, a lenient
view is desirable from courts. Remember, lockdown was imposed, but has been
lifted now. That too, when cases on graph are rising. As has already been
observed, all the offences relating to violation of lockdown measures neither
carry a minimum sentence nor is punishable with imprisonment for period of
more than seven years, except offences made punishable by Epidemic Diseases
(Amendment) Ordinance, 2020. Therefore, most of these cases fall under the
category where Section 360(1) CrPC would be applicable and accused may be
released on probation of good conduct. Accused persons may also be released
after admonition under Section 360(1) CrPC in case of Section 188 IPC only
(punishable with not more than two years of imprisonment). Itis to be remembered
that Section 360(3) CrPC applies to offences other than IPC in cases which are
punishable with fine only. Therefore, where an accused is convicted for offences
punishable under the Act of 2005, he cannot be released after admonition.

So far as the applicability of provisions of Probation of Offenders Act, 1958
are concerned, it is not advisable to resort to those provisions. Recently, Hon’ble
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Supreme Court in Lakhanlal @ Lakhan Singh v. State of M.P, 2019 (3) Crimes 95
(SC) has held that under the 1958 Act, the Court is required to seek report from
the Probationary Officer before allowing an offender the benefit of probation
apart from satisfying other conditions, whereas there is no such limitation while
exercising the powers under Section 360 of the CrPC. Section 360 will not affect
the provisions of 1958 Act.

If courts start directing the Probation Officers to provide report of each
accused in these cases, then it will result into chaos as it would be highly
impracticable for Probation Officers to gather the relevant information in case
of each accused and file report in court within a reasonable time. Therefore,
applying Section 360 CrPC would be the appropriate and pragmatic approach.
It is also to be kept in mind that where same act or omission of accused constitute
different offences under different provisions of law, accused can only be punished
in anyone of those offences (for which maximum punishment is prescribed) by
virtue of Section 71 IPC.

Some Questions:

Ques.1 What steps may be taken when cognizance has already been
taken of offence punishable u/s 188 IPC etc. without complaint?

Ans. Where cognizance has already been taken of an offence in absence
of complaint for which special provision has been made for taking
cognizance, further proceedings would depend upon the nature of case.
In case of composite offences, trial for other offences for which there is no
requirement of complaint shall continue while discharging the accused
from offences for which complaint was required. In case charges had
already been framed, trial shall continue but there cannot be any conviction
under the provisions for which complaint was required.

In case of sole offence, Section 258 CrPC may be resorted to stop the
proceedings whether particulars of accusation have been explained
or not, provided that the procedure of summons trial has been followed.
In case of warrant trial, accused is entitled to discharge. In case charges
have already been framed, only remedy available to the accused is to
either file a revision against order of framing of charge or to move for
quashment of proceedings under Section 482 CrPC. Magistrate cannot
go to correct the previous stage in the light of law laid down by Supreme
Court in Adalat Prasad v. Rooplal Jindal, (2004) 7 SCC 338.

Ques. 2 What steps may be taken when police files a chargesheet for
offence punishable under Section 188 IPC without complaint of
public servant concerned?

Ans. There is a specific bar created by Section 195(1)(a) CrPC on the power
of Magistrate to take cognizance for offence punishable under Section
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188 IPC without complaint of public servant concerned. Therefore,
proper procedure would be to drop the proceedings and release the
accused as held by the Division Bench of High Court of Madhya Pradesh
in State of M.P. v. Jyotiroditya Scindia (supra).

Ques. 3 Whether subsequent complaint is maintainable where

Ans.

Magistrate had refused to take cognizance under Section 188
IPC on police report?

Yes. Refusal to take cognizance and release of accused does not
amount to charged, tried, convicted or acquitted under Section 300
CrPC. Therefore, even when Magistrate had refused to take cognizance
in absence of complaint of competent public servant, the defect may
be cured and a complaint may again be filed before the Magistrate for
taking cognizance in same case. Reliance may be placed on the
judgment of High Court of Madhya Pradesh in In Reference v. Alok Singhai,
LL.R. (2009) M.P. 264.

Ques. 4 Whether complaint may be made by a person who is subordinate

Ans.

to the public servant concerned?

There is a difference between Section 195(1)(a) CrPC and Section
148 Madhya Pradesh Public Health Act, 1949 on one hand and Section
60 of Disaster Management Act, 2005 on the other hand on this point.
While Section 148 of the Act of 1949 only authorizes Executive Authority
(District Magistrate at present) to file complaint for offences punishable
under the Act, Section 195 CrPC provides that complaint can only be
made by the public servant concerned (whose order has been violated)
or public servant whom he is administratively subordinate. Therefore,
such a complaint cannot be made by any public servant who is
subordinate to the public servant concerned so far as offences
punishable under Section 188 IPC and Act of 1949 is concerned.

Reliance may be made on the judgment of Hon’ble Supreme Court in
P.D. Lakhani v. State of Punjab, (2008) 5 SCC 150 where it was observed
that Section 195 CrPC, in no uncertain terms, directs filing of an
appropriate complaint petition only by the public servant concerned or
his superior officer. It, therefore, cannot be done by an inferior officer.
It does not provide for delegation of the function of the public servant
concerned.

On the other hand, Section 60 of the Act of 2005 inter alia provides
that a complaint alleging offences punishable under the Act may be
made by District Authority or officer authorized in this behalf by that
authority. It means District Authority, i.e., District Magistrate (as Chairman
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of District Authority) can delegate its power by authorizing any
subordinate officer to file complaint under that Act.

Section 60 of the Act of 2005 is pari materia with Section 28 of the PC &
PNDT Act, 1994. In Dr. Preetinder Kaur v. State of Punjab, 2011 CriLJ
876, Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court has held that where
complaint is filed by a subordinate officer of Appropriate Authority
appointed under PC & PNDT Act without any authorization, the
irregularity may be ratified by subsequent authorization. The same
analogy is also applicable for complaints filed under the Act of 2005.

Ques. 5 Whether physical presence of public servant concerned in court

Ans.

is necessary?

Hon’ble Supreme Court in Associated Cement Co. Ltd. v. Keshavanand,
(1998) 1 SCC 687 followed by National Small Industries Corporation Limited
v. State (NCT of Delhi), (2009) 1 SCC 407, has held that examination of
complainant on oath can be dispensed with only under two situations,
one if the complaint is filed by a public servant acting or purporting to
act in the discharge of his official duties and other when a court has
made the complaint. Except under the above understandable situations,
the complainant has to make his physical presence for being examined
by the Magistrate.

Therefore, physical presence of complainant public servant is not at

all necessary before the Magistrate where his examination under Section
200 CrPC is not required.

Ques. 6 Whether more than one complaint would be required for Section

Ans.

188 IPC and Sections 51-59 of Disaster Management Act, 20057

For offence punishable under Section 188 IPC, complaint of District
Magistrate as public servant concerned is mandatory. District Magistrate
himself is the Chairman of District Disaster Management Authority
constituted under the Act of 2005. Therefore, as per Section 195(1)(a)
CrPC and Section 60 of the Act of 2005, a single complaint of District
Magistrate would be sufficient.

However, where complaint alleging offences punishable under Sections
51-59 of the Act of 2005 is made by the officer in charge of police
station being empowered by order of State Government dated
23.04.2020, a separate complaint of District Magistrate for Section 188
IPC would be required for convincing the jurisdictional Magistrate to
take cognizance.
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Conclusion

After the registration of FIR and completion of investigation, investigating
officer may submit the report under Section 173 CrPC before the public
servant concerned (District Magistrate in case of Covid-19 violations).

The public servant shall then have to formulate a complaint setting forth
the detailed facts which constitute the commission of alleged offence. For
e.g., the details of order passed, the act or omission by which order is
violated and a request to take action against the accused.

The complaint must be addressed to the jurisdictional Magistrate. Such a
complaint along with the report of investigating officer may be produced
before jurisdictional Magistrate by any person and personal presence of
public servant is not necessary.

In case of offence punishable under Section 188 IPC alone, Magistrate
may take cognizance on such complaint and proceed to register the case
as examination of public servant and inquiry u/s 202 CrPC is not required.
Thereafter, procedure of summons trial shall be followed.

In case of composite offences, Magistrate may take cognizance of offence
punishable under Section 188 IPC on the basis of complaint and of other
offences on the basis of police report. Thereafter, as per Section 210(2)
CrPC trial of the case shall begin as if the case was registered on police
report. The procedure of trial shall be determined by the maximum sentence
that can be imposed on any one of such offences. In case of summons
trial, there is no confusion. In case of warrant trial, procedure of trial of
warrant cases instituted on police report shall have to be followed.

Every endeavour should be made to dispose of these cases without going
into detailed trial and provisions relating to plea bargaining should be
resorted to.

After the termination of trial holding accused guilty or on reaching to a
mutual satisfactory disposition through plea bargaining, provisions of
Section 360 CrPC may be resorted to for releasing the accused on probation
of good conduct.
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INTERIM CUSTODY OF PROPERTY IN FOREST OFFENCES

Smt. Anu Singh
Officer on Special Duty, MPSJA

Introduction

Protection of forest, environment, eco-system and ecology is enshrined in
Articles 48 and 51A(g) of the Constitution of India. Some very stringent penal
provisions have also been made in special statutes enacted by Parliament and
State Legislature to carry out these constitutional directives. However, offences
relating to illegal mining, unauthorized quarrying and degradation of forests,
forest produce and wildlife are often reported. In such cases, question of interim
custody of property immediately comes before a Court. Since, the general law
of CrPC is not always applicable in these cases, the question of interim custody
requires special attention.

Provisions of CrPC apply to investigation, inquiry and trial of all offences
under the Indian Penal Code, 1860. Section 4(2) of CrPC provides for application
of the Code to other laws. It stipulates that offences under “any other law” are
also to be investigated, inquired into, tried and otherwise dealt with according
to the same provisions. This is subject to any enactment for the time being in
force regulating the manner or place of investigation, inquiring into, trying or
otherwise dealing with such offences. Hence, unless a special Act provides to
the contrary, provisions of CrPC would be applicable.

According to the principles of Jurisprudence, special law overrides the
provisions of the general law. Further, Section 5 of CrPC, which is the Saving
Clause also specifically provides that nothing contained in CrPC shall, in the
absence of a specific provision to the contrary, affect any special or local law for
the time being in force. This principle Generalia Specialibus Non Derogant, i.e.,
special provision must prevail over the general law has been reinstated by
Hon’ble the Apex Court on numerous occasions. (Motiram Ghelabhai v. Jagan
Nagar, (1985) 2 SCC 279 and Kamal Singh v. State of UP, 1990 CrLJ 1721).

The Supreme Court, in State (Union of India) v. Ram Saran, (2003) 12 SCC
578 while holding specifically in the context of CrPC, has also mentioned that
where a special law envisages special procedure for manner or place of
investigation the provisions thereof of the special law must prevail and no
provisions of the CrPC can apply. It is pertinent to mention here that the Indian
Forest Act, 1927 (hereinafter referred as 'Forest Act') is a special law for the
matters relating to forests. Hence, in a situation of any conflict between the
provisions of CrPC and Forest Act, the latter shall take predominance.
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Provisions of Forest Act regarding seizure of property

Before dwelling on the topic, it is pertinent to refer relavant provision of
the Act. Section 52 of the Forest Act forms a part of Chapter IX which deals with
penalties and procedure. In relation to Madhya Pradesh, Section 52 was amended
and substituted by MP Act No. 25 of 1983 and is in the following terms:

52. Seizure of property liable to confiscation and procedure therefor.—

(1) When there is reason to believe that a forest offence has been committed in
respect of any reserved forest and protected forest or forest produce, the
produce, and all tools, boats, vehicles, ropes, chains or any other article used
in committing such offence, may be seized by any forest officer or police officer.

(2) Every officer seizing any property under this section shall place on such
property a mark indicating that the same has been so seized and shall, as soon
as may be, either produce the property seized before an officer not below the
rank of an Extra Assistant Conservative of Forests by the State Government in
this behalf by notification (hereinafter referred to as the authorized officer) or
where it is, having regard to the quantity of bulk or other genuine difficulty, not
practicable to produce property seized before the authorized officer, make a
report about the seizure to the authorized officer, or where it is intended to
launch criminal proceedings against the offender immediately, make a report of
such seizure to the magistrate having jurisdiction to try the offence on account
of which the seizure has been made.

Provided that, when the forest produce with respect to which offence is
believed to have been committed is the property of the Government, and the
offender is unknown, it shall be sufficient if the officer makes, as soon as may
be, a report of the circumstances to his official superior.

(3) Subject to sub-section (5), where the authorized officer upon production
before him of property seized or upon receipt of report about seizure, as the
case may be, is satisfied that a forest offence has been committed in respect
thereof, he may by order in writing and for reasons to be recorded confiscate
forest-produce so seized together with all tools, vehicles, boats, ropes, chains
or any other article used in committing such offence. A copy of order of
confiscation shall be forwarded without any undue delay to the Conservators of
Forests of the forest circle in which the timber or the forest-produce, as the
case may be, has been seized.

(4) No order confiscating any property shall be made under sub-section (3)
unless the authorized officer—

(a) sends an intimation in form prescribed about initiation of proceedings for
confiscation of property to the magistrate having jurisdiction to try the offence
on account of which the seizure has been made;
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(b) issues a notice in writing to the person from whom the property is seized,
and to any other person who may appear to the authorized officer to have some
interest in such property;

(c) affords an opportunity to the persons referred to in clause (b) of making a
representation within such reasonable time as may be specified in the notice
against the proposed confiscation; and

(d) gives to the officer effecting the seizure and the person or persons to whom
notice has been issued under clause (b), a hearing on date to be fixed for such
purpose.

Section 52-C contains a bar to the jurisdiction of courts, tribunals and
authorities which is as follows :

52-C. Bar of Jurisdiction of court, etc., under certain circumstances.—

(1) On receipt of intimation under sub-section (4) of section 52 about initiation
of proceedings for confiscation or property by the magistrate having jurisdiction
to try the offence on account of which the seizure of property which is subject
matter of confiscation, has been made, no Court, Tribunal or Authority (other
than the authorised officer, Appellate Authority and Court of Sessions referred
to in sections 52, 52-A and 52-B) shall have jurisdiction to make orders with
regard to possession, delivery, disposal or distribution of the property in regard
to which proceedings for confiscation are initiated under section 52,
notwithstanding anything contrary in this Act, or any other law for the time being
in force.

Explanation.— Where under any law for the time being in force, two or more
Courts have jurisdiction to try forest-offence, then receipt of intimation under
sub-section (4) of section 52 by one of the Courts of Magistrate having such
jurisdiction shall be construed to be receipt of intimation under that provision by
all the Courts and the bar to exercise jurisdiction shall operate on all such Courts.

(2) Nothing in sub-section (1) shall affect the power saved under section 61.

Section 53 deals with the power to release property which is seized u/s 52. It
provides that :

53. Power to release property seized under Section 52.— Any Forest officer
of a rank not inferior to that of a Ranger, who, or whose sub-ordinate, has
seized any tools, boats, vehicles or any other article Section 52, may release
the same on the execution by the owner thereof, of a security in a form as may
be prescribed of an amount equal to the value of such property, as estimated by
such officer, for the production of the property so released, when so required,
before the authorised officer under Section 52 or the Magistrate having
jurisdiction to try the offence on account of which the seizure has been made.
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54. Procedure thereupon.— Upon the receipt of any such report, the Magistrate
shall, with all convenient despatch, take such measures as may be necessary
for the arrest and trial of the offender and the disposal of the property according
to law:

Provided that before passing any order for disposal of property, the
Magistrate shall satisfy himself that no intimation under sub-section (4) of
Section 52 has been received by his Court or by another Court having jurisdiction
to try the offence on account of which the seizure of property has been made.

The proceedings for confiscation envisaged under the Forest Act and
provisions relating to criminal prosecution, as amended by the MP Act No. 25 of
1983 are distinct. Section 52(2) stipulates that where it is intended to launch a
criminal proceeding against an offender immediately, a report of the seizure
has to be made to the Magistrate having jurisdiction to try the offence. Where
the property which has been seized u/s 52 is released by an Authorised Officer
u/s 53, it must be upon execution of security in such form as may be prescribed,
equal to the value of the property, so as to ensure the production of the property
when required before the Magistrate having jurisdiction to try the offence. On
receipt of a report u/s 52(2), Section 54 stipulates that the Magistrate must take
all measures necessary for the arrest and trial of the offender and the disposal
of the property according to law.

Amendment in provisions and its objectives

As underlined by Hon’ble the Supreme Court in case of State of Madhya
Pradesh v. Uday Singh, 2019 SCC OnLine SC 420, the underlying object of these
amending provisions clears the picture and necessity to adhere these law

“The Madhya Pradesh amendments to the Indian Forest
Act, 1927 are infused with a salutary public purpose.
Protection of forests against depredation is a constitutionally
mandated goal exemplified by Article 48A of the Directive
Principles and the Fundamental Duty of every citizen
incorporated in Article 51A(g). By isolating the confiscation
of forest produce and the instruments utilised for the
commission of an offence from criminal trials, the legislature
intended to ensure that confiscation is an effective
deterrent. The absence of effective deterrence was
considered by the Legislature to be a deficiency in the legal
regime. The State Amendment has sought to overcome that
deficiency by imposing stringent deterrents against activities
which threaten the pristine existence of forests in Madhya
Pradesh. As an effective tool for protecting and preserving
environment, these provisions must receive a purposive
interpretation.”

JOTI JOURNAL - JUNE 2020 - PART I 92



In Kailash Chand v. State of MP, AIR 1995 MP 1, a Division Bench of the High
Court of Madhya Pradesh considered a challenge to the constitutional validity
of the State Amendments to the Forest Act through MP Act 25 of 1983. Noticing
that a criminal prosecution and a proceeding for confiscation are distinct, each
with its own purpose and object, the High Court held that criminal prosecution is
not an alternative to confiscation proceedings. The two proceedings are parallel
proceedings, each having a distinct purpose and object. The object of
confiscation proceeding is to enable speedy and effective adjudication with
regard to confiscation of the produce and the means used for committing the
offence. The object of the prosecution is to punish the offender. Explaining the
underlying purpose and object of the State amendment, the Division Bench
further noted that the scheme of the Central Act contemplating successful
prosecution of the offender leading to confiscation has been drastically modified
by the 1983 Act to provide for an additional procedure for confiscation, a
procedure which is less cumbersome and more expeditious than the procedure
of prosecution and at the same time, assuring necessary safeguards to the
affected persons. The scheme of the Central Act provides for prosecution
incidentally leading to confiscation of property. The scheme of the amendments
introduced by the 1983 Act prescribes an independent procedure for
confiscation. The intention is to ensure that the vehicle used in the transaction
is no longer available for such misuse and to act as deterrent for the other
offender and others. These objects can be well served by confiscating the vehicle.

Jurisdiction of Magistrate to release seized property in Forest Offences

Section 52-C contains a bar to the jurisdiction of courts, tribunals and
authorities. In the case of State of M.P. v. Kunwarlal, 1994 (I) MPWN SN 48, High
Court of Madhya Pradesh held that after perusal of Section 52, 52-A, 52-B and
52-C of the Indian Forest Act (as amended by M.P. Amendment), it is clear that
the Forest Authorities had seized the tractor trolley, laden with stone-slabs, as
they had reason to believe that a forest offence had been committed in respect
of the forest produce and that the same was liable for confiscation and, hence,
intimation of the aforesaid seizure had been sent to the Chief Judicial Magistrate,
Raisen, who had, therefore, rightly rejected the application u/s 457 of Criminal
Procedure Code, for return of the aforesaid seized property on supurdiginama.

This stand has continued with in Vishambhar Yadav v. State of M.P., 2002 (3)
MPLJ 245 and also in Biresh Kumar Singh v. State of M.P. & ors., 2014 (3) MPHT
192. Recently in Anil Kumar Sharma v. State of Madhya Pradesh, 2019 SCC OnlLine
MP 4172 our Hon’ble High Court has observed that :

“This proviso is significant, because before passing any
order for disposal of the property, the Magistrate must be
satisfied that no intimation has been received under
Section 52(4).”
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Impact of these provisions and authority of Magistrate to release the property
on interim custody has been dealt at length by Hon’ble the apex court in the case of
Uday Singh (supra). In para no. 33 it was held in unequivocal terms that :

“Our analysis of the amendments brought by MP Act 25 of
1983 to the Indian Forest Act, 1927 leads to the conclusion
that Specific provisions have been made for the seizure
and confiscation of forest produce and of tools, boats,
vehicles and articles used in the commission of offences.
Upon a seizure under Section 52(1), the officer effecting
the seizure has to either produce the property before the
Authorised Officer or to make a report of the seizure under
sub-section (2) of Section 52. Upon being satisfied that a
forest offence has been committed, the Authorised Officer
is empowered, for reasons to be recorded, to confiscate
the forest produce together with the tools, vehicles, boats
and articles used in its commission. Before confiscating any
property under sub-section (3), the Authorised Officer is
required to send an intimation of the initiation of the
proceedings for the confiscation of the property to the
Magistrate having jurisdiction to try the offence. Where it is
intended to immediately launch a criminal proceeding, a
report of the seizure is made to the Magistrate having
jurisdiction to try the offence. The order of confiscation
under Section 52(3) is subject to an appeal under Section
52-A and a revision under Section 52-B. Section 52-C
stipulates that on the receipt of an intimation by the
Magistrate under sub-section (4) of Section 52, no court,
tribunal or authority, other than an Authorised Officer, an
Appellate Authority or Court of Sessions (under Sections
52, 52-A and 52-B) shall have jurisdiction to pass orders
with regard to possession, delivery, disposal or distribution
of the property in regard to which confiscation proceedings
have been initiated. Sub-section (1) of Section 52-C has a
non obstante provision which operates notwithstanding
anything to the contrary contained in the Indian Forest Act,
1927 or in any other law for the time being in force. Hence,
upon the receipt of an intimation by the Magistrate of the
initiation of confiscation proceedings under sub-section
(4)(a) of Section 52, the bar of jurisdiction under sub-
section (1) of Section 52-C is clearly attracted.”

Therefore, as soon as Magistrate receives a report of initiation of
confiscation proceedings of seized articles relating to a forest offence u/s 52(4)
of the Forest Act, he sans jurisdiction to release the seized articles on interim
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custody u/s 457 or 451 CrPC. Apart from that, before releasing any property in
absence of intimation, it is the statutory duty of Magistrate to satisfy himself that
no intimation has been received in his Court u/s 52(4) of the Forest Act.

In cases relating to forest offences State of M.P . v. Madhukar Rao, (2008) 14
SCC 624 is generally cited and creats a confusion. Therefore it is pertinent to
discuss this law laid down by Hon’ble Supreme Court while approving Full Bench
decision of High Court of Madhya Pradesh. The issue in that case was whether
upon the seizure of a vehicle or vessel u/s 50(1)(c) of the Wildlife Protection
Act, 1972, the Magistrate has no power to direct its release u/s 451 of the CrPC
during the pendency of a trial. Significantly, in that case the provisions of the
Wildlife Protection Act, 1972 did not contain provisions analogous to the M.P.
State Amendments to the Forest Act. The decision in Madhukar Rao (supra)
involved interpretation of provisions distinct from the special provisions contained
in the State Amendment to the Forest Act in relation to Madhya Pradesh. Indeed,
application of Madhukar Rao (supra) in forest offences has been well distinguished
in Uday Singh, (supra).

Whether confiscation is subject to conviction of the accused?

Hon’ble the Apex Court in the case of State of M.P. v. Kallo Bai, (2017) 14
SCC 502 while construing the provisions of the Madhya Pradesh Van Upaj (Vyapar
Viniyam) Adhiniyam, 1969 has held that by virtue of the amendments made to
the Adhiniyam, Section 15-A to 15-D were introduced to provide for confiscation
proceedings in line with the provisions contained in the Forest Act as amended
in relation to the State of Madhya Pradesh. It was held that :

“23.Criminal prosecution is distinct from confiscation
proceedings. The two proceedings are different and
parallel, each having a distinct purpose. The object of
confiscation proceeding is to enable speedy and effective
adjudication with regard to confiscation of the produce and
the means used for committing the offence while the object
of the prosecution is to punish the offender. The scheme of
the Adhiniyam prescribes an independent procedure for
confiscation. The intention of prescribing separate
proceedings is to provide a deterrent mechanism and to
stop further misuse of the vehicle.

24. At the cost of repetition we clarify that confiscatory
proceedings are independent of the main criminal
proceedings. In view of our detailed discussion in the
preceding paragraphs we are of opinion that High Court as
well as the revisional court erred in coming to a conclusion
that the confiscation under the law was not permissible
unless the guilt of the accused is completely established.”
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Moving a step ahead while dealing with the issue of staying confiscation
proceedings during the pendency of the trial Hon’ble the Apex Court in Uday
Singh (supra) has observed that:

“The mere fact that there was an acquittal in a criminal trial
before a Magistrate due to a paucity of evidence would not
necessarily result in nullifying the order of confiscation
passed by an Authorised Officer based on a satisfaction
that a forest offence had been committed.”

Therefore, it can be concluded that final outcome of criminal trial has no
relation to the confiscation proceedings and both are mutually independent.

Effect of Section 52-C in composite offences
In the case of Anil Kumar Sharma (Supra) it was held that :

“From bare perusal of the Section 52-C of Indian Forest
Act (as amended by M.P. Amendment), it is apparent that in
prosecution solely or inter alia for offences under the Forest
Act, once a Magistrate receives information under Section
52 (4) of Forest Act about initiation of confiscation
proceedings, its jurisdiction to release the disputed property
on Supurdnama ceases.”

It means the bar created by Section 52-C not only applies in offences
registered under Forest Act but also applies when an offence is registered under
any other law in addition to the Forest Act.

Summary
The discussion in this article can be summarized as follows:

® Only when the vehicle involving in a forest offence is seized and is produced
before the Magistrate and no confiscation proceeding is pending then and
then only the Magistrate would have jurisdiction to pass any order of interim
custody in exercise of power u/s 457/451 CrPC.

® Once a Magistrate receives information u/s 52 (4) of Forest Act about
initiation of confiscation proceedings, his jurisdiction to release the disputed
property on interim custody ceases.

° Before passing any order for disposal of the property in forest offences,
the Magistrate must be satisfied that no intimation has been received
u/s 52(4).

° Criminal prosecution is distinct and can run parallel to confiscation
proceedings. Confiscation proceeeding is not subject to conviction of the
accused. The mere fact that there was an acquittal in a criminal trial before
a Magistrate due to a paucity of evidence would not necessarily result in
nullifying the order of confiscation passed by an Authorised Officer based
on a satisfaction that a forest offence had been committed.
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fafére e vad aHET
(S[ 2020 @ 3ieb & A1 Y URH 5 KW & fTiId] HeAYQ el & SFEf-Re] =Arrerdl

& IR §RT JBIGH & T H Alg TS [AfSd TRl &1 IuYad 8t U DR
BT G fhaT ST 8 | T & ford =i MRy =il fafdrs awRamg e &1 99

FIHd 8 | TId AR & AHTE ST il H UdTRId ) SITe |)

1.

1 gferd IfRer § FRIg &1 JmdeT @R fal RdeR f5d o &
AR & fawg gRieer aifasr vl @ 3k« siffrgad o FRig § 9%
M 9 YW UaE fead a1 @af & uvara Wi qA8evr [Irimed gIRT SifRad
@ gferw g o yifrea fear w1 |@ar 272

gRT 167 TUS UfshaT Aidd, 1973 & Sicia fdl ifigad &I gfera PR & <wr
ST UTerhd fhdl ST B Sfde WIbR $HR Bl AT ORI 397 (2) T8 Ufshar
Afedr & el # e ofqddl ameer 8, forae faveg grvieror aifeer qivoiy 8l
2 SIT o A STaqq <IrTerd 5 W19 §T°T YloTd $¥dey va 3 [awg U,
vH.dl. ST R T, U.IIE.SIIY. 2004 AT HIT 2282, ¥ vfurfed faar 2 |
A ORI Sod AT - HE G¥HT TSl [dg uIRId W, 2012
1. GG, 4165, ¥ A I=dqd AT & U.94.81. oG $HHIgHclC (qaiad)
Ao &1 faaR & o1 gu oraenRa foan & o gferss Ry uifdrgd o 9 iR
B DT MM AT QL 2, SFaci < T8l 2 FAq Yfersd R urfdrpd &<
A AEHR B B AW & [dg G Ayt auefid 2 |

AR Seecd <IRIerd -1 Hidlang 78 faeell fawg srgud of. fawoff, (1992)
3 vl 141, ¥ W &A1 7 {6 9)7 167 (2) & UM A SMRITT BT Yo IR
3ffRer | f&d S & el & uwss feaw @l @ & yzard gferd AR # Ja@n
ST WTId AT T =18l 7 |

JrIgeid ge7 Rig fdwg yorre wrod, (2000) 9 vadlel 266, ¥ A0\ ST BT
JIE IRAIBR BIF & 918 A F &7 TS ARG T & A-ITed H FHuor
T T8 & IHHT Ugel AT FRIE UTferhd fham 121 doIr ugerndad UhH uR
gferd R uTferga fobam T | SrET AfBRY = Ueh fTda IR BR AMGad
BT Y: gfor R =meT fovg g <aiRies AT gIRT 3Tde SRAIBR fobar 1 |
SIS & [Iog T <A § AT ATfeIhT TR o1 T8 off FRET - <
Tg | 9 IR & QY & [Aog Sod IR & 99 J1IdT TR o T ol
R B TR &g 1S ARge & Afgad &1 gfors iftrer § R
U B Haell ATIed WhR R o R f6ar 17| o =[rred &
IMIed & favg Seadd e ¥ ARy orgafad | il U @ 7S | Swaad
IRy A S1fAd QT b ST RIS BT S<E GRT 167 TUM. W IUERd
fafere Sudel BT Sece BT & | i AMRET dadl URWS u=sg faad o &
IR B S Fabell & | Sod IR BT ATGL YR fhar 17 |
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_RgRd vee Ryd<s gy Sivudt fawg ofl®. gedlg™n va 3
fafirer RdlorT #. 366 /2015 [TTH 27.04.2015 FGIRT ETEHIC, ¥ ATHH
SIHNT FRT ANIFITOT & AT fARET H I8 g Yo fvRer § R a1
JTIEd TR fham a7 ST faRIY <IATed gIRT A2 BT A9 g SRATBR
fopam T | S e & fIeg Sea =ArATerd H§ YARIE ATfDT UG B TS 9
T M JTReET Bl faids | u=ig faad &1 3fafey =adia 81 ool o | Ife g
b U fbar 1T b verd uwsg fagqd # €1 grieqor Iferept U R &l 178 o |
9 UBHRYT H HETH Sod IR gRT AT FRET B g A faam w6
gfers arfRer foedl ot Rerfer # o uveg feaw o1 rafe) # €1 WidR o T Hebell
2 3R I8 Rrgra 9 <IRredl R 99 w9 9 AN BT 2 | el GARIeToT
IR BT A1 VAT 371<el 81 Rl ARy |

2. o uiifEg @ fawg ardia A ardiareff &1 srgulRerfa # srdier &1 FRI®Ro1
OUIEIY UR fHAT ST GabdT @ 97 SIfda & fawg @1 18 ardia 4§ ardiemef
@ arguRRerfa § gfpar «=m g1 eh?
AR Seaad AR < §i) RiE va 3 fAvog 9cd¥ U9 V1o, U3IIS3IIR
1996 Uwre] 2439, ¥ e a1 b Afe srdiemedt &1 ufaffe fodl siferaar grr
I o S 3&T 7 &R Q4T srfiemed fARaR srgulRerd v&ar &, a9 VN rdrermeff &
SrguReIfa # Sffeg & MR WR 3l BT FARTHROT 07 Q1Y WR fHAT ST Al € |
rdieT <Rl & faveg @1 T8 81 Jfrar Qg & fawg, ami 8 uRRerfarl 4
arfremeft @1 srguRRerfa # ordiiel & fARTERT @ ufhar FHE 2R |
ARG VHARY JIed q 3 [d%g 9818 /13, USIIgare 1987 vae! 1500,
H arqierefl @l srguRerfay 3 ardier T I[ur A W FRIPGT 7 B dadl ruReId
H R BT Haell i faam Tam o foheg ISl ¥U9 &9 UIvS § 37
fatg 4817 159, 1971 TOHISIR 133, H Fdemell &1 JguRefy # +f et &1
ARTEBROT 7707 Q1Y WR =1 HaedT IR AT 17 o IR ARG /779 J1]q
(q@taq) 3§ g9 T (Yala) @l faar # 72 foram 737 o | SWiad JF1 IRIgsid]
B! AR H oid g a1 g (Yaiaa) & UaRor H ardiet &l FRTHRoT dretredl &
SR # 0T T WR PR BT AMAT A7 T B |
RGN &. UH. YIvgYIT [a%wg dlced vod, (2013) 3 vadidl 721, H
arfr foam rr € 1 srfiemell & St # 8 o <Irred 3 SuRerd T8l 89 W
Jars IR 1 S Ahall & s AT e famies @1 srdiemedi &1 SuRerd
e BT IR A 9% | A} rdfiemedi & e SuRerd 81 81 iR <RI
ST TSI 2 A1 MBI I WR A S e R Faval & | I8 i 1 faar
T B 5 S # g rdiemei @ 3iR | ST UeT @ 7 <1 1 (amicus
curiae) AT fAfdrs FETIAT UHTS A SR Al P fBam S Havar & |
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3. Soad¥ T §RT Suo Motu Writ Petition (Civil) No. 3/2020 ® a3 3ne9r
faT® 23.03.2020 TAT 06.05.2020 HT &RT 167 (2) TUNH. @ IJ=aviad FRIT
@1 3afSr DY AT R FIT YHIG B2

HRMET TR (DIfAS—19) AEMRI A Icq~ YRRARY # AT STaad <RiTerd gRT
Suo Motu Writ Petition (Civil) No.3/2020 # f3=Ti& 23.03.2020 &7 JMMeT UIRT R
IIfIHIY, MM, dTE, 37T 3R 37T FH HrIAIRA BT SRR &= & forg gk
faware A= erar faey fafer & eefi= fafdq uRHT &rar & f3Hie 15.03.2020
A I 31T AP & foTy T FGTAT T B | AR ITdad =ArdTerd H 319+ 1T
fami 23.03.2020 ¥ e AT 2 b AfaUM & /=0 142 FEUST ATewa 141
# Uy el @ UERT # uiRd I SMey ARG SITaTerdl, Siffrawvn 3R
IHIRAT TR de-ar B |

TSR BT FATd 3T 9 UHR = — “..... difficulties that may be faced by
litigants across the country in filing their petitions/applications /suits/
appeals/all other proceedings within the period of limitation prescribed
under the general law of limitation or under Special Laws (both Central
and/or State). To obviate such difficulties and to ensure that lawyers/litigants
do not have to come physically to file such proceedings in respective Courts/
Tribunals across the country including this Court, it is hereby ordered that
a period of limitation in all such proceedings, irrespective of the limitation
prescribed under the general law or Special Laws whether condonable or

not shall stand extended w.e.f. 15" March 2020 till further order/s to be
passed by this Court in present proceedings....”

A Sedd R 3feel fadie 23032020 & FgHH H Y AR
a7 06.05.2020 UIRT PR HeReIAT U eTs ATIH, 1996 Td WRepr fdorg
M, 1881 & e Wl fafed uRA™T ®rell &1 fa7i 15.03.2020 ¥ AW
ST 3T T & for Fe7 f3am 2 | w21 €1 9% we faan & 6 gt uRRefr oret
15.03.2020 & T HHIGT §aAT & d81 Hafod &, ford fdare a1 are dRor I~
83T ©, # <l SIS WATK 81 9 3IR 31 U=sg oAl dd & forg fawariRa =
SR |

AT 39 UHR B— “In view of this Court’s earlier order dated 23.03.2020
passed in Suo Motu Writ Petition (Civil) No.3/2020 .......... , it is hereby
ordered that all periods of limitation prescribed under the Arbitration and
Conciliation Act, 1996 and under section 138 of the Negotiable Instruments
Act 1881 shall be extended with effect from 15.03.2020 till further orders
to be passed by this Court in the present proceedings. In case the limitation
has expired after 15.03.2020 then the period from 15.03.2020 till the date
on which the lockdown is lifted in the jurisdictional area where the dispute
lies or where the cause of action arises shall be extended for a period of
15 days after the lifting of lockdown.”

PRI IRRE (BIfde—19) HEHRI & HROT Yo 3R =T <Y Yol ORI

BT =T Yot v+t 3R ORT 167 (2) Tus. ¥ fAfdwe 3rafdr 6o srerar 90 ket &
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AR TIRT = I BT F eraet &l %\' | Q?}f AT § Suo Motu Writ Petition
(Civil) No.3/2020 5 9TRT 3M<eT fadie 23.03.2020 3iR MY feAid 06.05.2020 &
UHTG | FT ORI 167 (2) TUH. # fAfdse 3m@fd 60 3rerar 90 feaw &1 favwaR A
ST SR fAfdw 3/ 60 a1erar 90 faaw qoi & WR T et 1 3ff+ard ST
BT AW e e m? 39 g W FdugM 9a STd SR F Settu v. State
(Cr. OP (MD) No.5291/2020, D/ 08.05.2020) % ifywa fear f& ar1 167 (2)
T # ffde sr@f 60 a1erar 90 fRaw & HiaR AT o W &1 B W
ST P ST BT 4 T | cifhT HETH Sedl AT Bl &1 Ueh 3 Ul
WS 1 S. Kasi v. State (Cr. OP (MD) No.5296/2020, D/11.05.2020) % fquia #q
I PR Y ST @ 39 ANHR F R a1 e f9eg Swadq =amred
H a1 @Y S | Sad 1A S. Kasi v. State, (Criminal Appeal No. 452 of 2020,
D/ 19.06.2020) 5 9110 S=aaqd AT gRT I8 @R fam = 8 &6 =7 ar
STadH RTITeTd & 3MQYT f&H1d 23.03.2020 I &RT 167(2) 9.5, # fafzd srafyr &1
resTfed fhar T ® 3R 7 & WREGR §RT dld S99 & R IMERINT BIs
gfraer MY & 1RT 167(2) & §RT ARIEK D STHIAT & Ao ATBR W b
AT & | A1 Seara¥ <RITerd & 377 el faih 19.06.2020 PT FHI 39T 59

UHR B— “We, thus, are of the view that neither this Court in its order dated
23.03.2020 can be held to have eclipsed the time prescribed under Section
167(2) of Cr.P.C. nor the restrictions which have been imposed during the
lockdown announced by the Government shall operate as any restriction
on the rights of an accused as protected by Section 167(2) regarding his
indefeasible right to get a default bail on non-submission of charge sheet

within the time prescribed.”

39 UGR S. Kasi v. State (T@T9T) § AFHRI I=daqd AT §RT W fBar =
% Suo Motu Writ Petition (Civil) No. 3/2020 ¥ &1 a77eer f&Tia 23.03.2020 T2
06.05.2020 & &RT 167(2) TU¥. & 3r=<id, fafeqd srafr 60 srrar oo faawd #
SIFRINT O YR T8l &1 U 9, JAfNgad @ UeT § U~ ST & ord AfAHR
TR DI YA & TSI |

A STadd Ry & 3fael Bl Jfaagad fIiad I8 8l Fobdl & fb fafed
IR FTal § fORAR Adell e veTdRl & I AMGRI & &7 & fog & <
I BRHT IRRA (BIfds—19) AEMRNT & Icu~ uRReIfT #, & S= 8k
PR RT AR URIGEl & BRI GAC 8 SId JIfh UedHR 59 3fafer H fue
BRI BT YINT B &g 3rawed o | olfbT Sigl @afdd &1 s PR fafy &
fod fram o fuiRa Iwamaf & s W S 8ram & a8 vl feiRa
T BT A Al SIS AT AXBR §RT AT Ufcaelf @l rafy & SR 8
TR AT QAT SAfBR I~ AT AFT ST | SBR BT Ied=~1 871 fdeifaa ar i
& BT |

JOTI JOURNAL - JUNE 2020 - PART I 100



NOTES ON IMPORTANT JUDGMENTS

118. ARBITRATION AND CONCILIATION ACT, 1996 — Sections 34 and 36
LIMITATION ACT, 1963 — Article 136
Filing of execution — Execution petition of arbitral award may be
instituted after disposal of application u/s 34 and such petition
cannot be termed as time barred.
Hqreaeed IR gelg AR, 1996 — &R 34 U9 36
g aiferfs, 1963 — =BT 136
eI @Y Frfaer 1 IR fea ST — AreIed 49 & e &t
IIFIHT €RT 34 & AeA A & FUeR @ ygarq ARa & o1 9&dl 2
R Y Wfaet wwg aftfa =@ & 1 dadi |

Ushadevi and anr. v. Cotton Corporation of India Ltd. and anr.
Order dated 28.02.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh (Indore Bench) in Miscellaneous Petition No. 6029 of 2018,
reported in 2020 (1) MPLJ 200

Relevant extracts from the order:

So far as the issue of limitation is concerned, Article 136 of the Limitation
Act, 1963 provides the limitation of 12 years from the date when decree becomes
enforceable. Before amendment in Section 36 of the Arbitration and Conciliation
Act, 1996, the award would become enforceable after expiry of the time for
making an application to set-aside the arbitral award under Section 34 and
dismissed or such application has not been made, the award shall be enforced
under the CPC in the same manner as if it were a decree of the Court. The
Respondent No.1 initiated the executing proceedings after dismissal of the
application filed under Section 34 of the Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996.
Section 36 of the Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996 undergone substantial
amendment w.e.f. 31.12.2015 and before that there was an automatic stay of
an enforcement of the award, the moment application under Section 34 of the
Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996 is filed. The aforesaid view has been
confirmed by the Apex Court in the case of BCCI v. Kochi Cricket (P) Ltd., (2018)
6 SCC 287. Therefore, the objection of the petitioners that the execution
proceedings has become time barred is also not tenable, hence liable to be
dismissed.
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119. CIVIL PRACTICE:
(i) Reasons must be assigned while passing any order.
(ii) To make any order legally sustainable, facts of the case and
legal questions arising in that case must be properly examined
by the Appellate Court.

fafaer gem:

() foh sy & TIRa HAd G99 RN HI AT IdTT ARY |

(ii) o= sewr &1 faftra: aRvr A 91 & forg, rdfiefa =T grRT
M ® 9l U4 89 AWa A S fafSre el &1 sfaa dik )
gigr fear S arfey |

Shri Revansiddeshwar Pattan Sahakari Bank Niyamit v. Taluka
Tokrekoli (Ambiga Samaji C. Vikas Sangh Indi) (Earlier
Gangamath Sangha) and anr.

Judgment dated 25.02.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 2013 of 2019, reported in 2019 (4) MPLJ 549 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:
The need to remand the case to the High Court has occasioned for the
reason that firstly, the High Court did not assign any reasons for allowing the

writ petition and secondly, the High Court seemed to have passed somewhat
inconsistent order.

We are, therefore, unable to agree with the view taken by the High Court
as the High Court neither examined the facts of the case properly nor the legal
questions arising in the case, therefore such order is legally unsustainable.

120. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Section 9
Jurisdiction of Civil Court — Exclusion of the jurisdiction of Civil
Court is not readily to be inferred unless there is an express bar
under a particular Act.

ffaer gfsear dfadr, 1908 — aRT 9

fafae = &1 aafter — Rifda <Ay @ A3Mf¥eR &1 rudst
AT | srgwIfa 2l fhar S @i o9 9@ o fedY st fagiy
$ Jaiid 39 weea: afstd J fhar 1T 8 |

Meena alias Munni and ors. v. State of M.P. and ors.

Order dated 09.08.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya

Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in Writ Appeal No. 232 of 2015, reported in
2020 (1) MPLJ 91 (DB)

Relevant extracts from the order:
Exclusion of the jurisdiction of the civil court, as held by Hon’ble Surpeme
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Court in Dhulabhai v. State of M.P. and anr., AIR 1969 SC 78 is not readily to be
inferred. Therefore, as appellants having remedy before the Civil Court and in
view of such legal position when judgment of learned Single Judge is tested and
in view of the fact that there exists disputed questions of facts, learned Single
Judge has rightly observed that parties are free to get their rights determined
before the competent court of civil jurisdiction.

121. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Section 11 and Order 1 Rule 10

(i) Res judicata — Application for same relief which was denied earlier
by the Court can be filed at later stage again if fresh cause of
action arises in favour of party and in such a situation, bar of
res judicata does not apply.

(ii) Impleadment of parties — Where a transferee pendente lite
acquires any substantial interest in property, he should be
impleaded as necessary party in the suit even if dominus litis
lies with the plaintiff.

fafae ufepar dfdar, 1908 — &RT 11 ¢q an<er 1 =9 10

(i) Yd=ma — A yasR & g A SIS AT 916 HROT I &l 747 8 a9
ST gAY g, 59 gd o ~Irarerd 3 99 A | 791 S A o,
AT B YHH R Y IAAET Y& HAT ST Gahar 2 MR ¢ aRkRerfa
H g &7 g6 a0 A8 BT 2 |

(i) 9HBRI ST FAST AT — W81 Y& dIQdld Jafkdl Gufed d &g
arfca® fad 9T &xar @ d9 S9 915 ¥ S ATaAP 9HTHR & ®Y §
SITST ST a1fay Ty a1 &1 rferarfica ardt & g ghar 2

Tilak Sahkari Grah Nirman Sanstha Maryadit v. Aqeel Ahmed
and ors.
Order dated 16.09.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya

Pradesh in Miscellaneous Petition No. 2496 of 2019, reported in
2020 (1) MPLJ 332

Relevant extracts from the order:

Learned counsel for the petitioner has relied upon a decision passed in
the case of Savitri Devi v. District Judge, Gorakhpur and others, (1999) 2 SCC 577
in which the Supreme Court has observed as under:-

“9. Order | Rule 10 CPC enables the court to add any person
as a party at any stage of the proceedings if the person
whose presence before the court is necessary in order to
enable the court to effectively and completely adjudicate
upon and settle all the questions involved in the suit.
Avoidance of a multiplicity of proceedings is also one of
the objects of the said provision in the Code.
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10. In Khemchand Shankar Choudhari v. Vishnu Hari Patil,
(1983) 1 SCC 18, this Court held that a transferee pendente
lite of an interest in an immovable property which is the
subject matter of a suit is a representative in the interest of
the party from whom he has acquired that interest and has
a right to be impleaded as a party to the proceedings. The
Court has taken note of the provisions of Section 52 of the
Transfer of Property Act, 1882 as well as the provisions of
Rule 10 of Order XXII CPC. The Court said:

“It may be that if he does not apply to be impleaded,
he may suffer by default on account of any order
passed in the proceedings. But if he applies to be
impleaded as a party and to be heard, he has got
to be so impleaded and heard.”

11. In Ramesh Hirachand Kundanmal v. Municipal Corpn. of
Greater Bombay, (1992) 2 SCC 524, this Court discussed the
matter at length and held that though the plaintiff is a
“dominus litis” and not bound to sue every possible adverse
claimant in the same suit, the Court may at any stage of
the suit direct addition of parties and generally it is a matter
of judicial discretion which is to be exercised in view of the
facts and circumstances of a particular case. The Court said;

“8. The case really turns on the true construction
of the rule in particular the meaning of the words
‘whose presence before the court may be
necessary in order to enable the court effectually
and completely to adjudicate upon and settle all
the questions involved in the suit’.

The court is empowered to join a person whose
presence is necessary for the prescribed purpose
and cannot under the rule direct the addition of a
person whose presence is not necessary for that
purpose. If the intervener has a cause of action
against the plaintiff relating to the subject-matter
of the existing action, the court has power to join
the intervener so as to give effect to the primary
object of the order which is to avoid multiplicity of
actions.”

The Court also observed that though prevention of actions
cannot be said to be the main object of the Rule, it is a
desirable consequence of the Rule. The test for impleading
parties prescribed in Razia Begum v. Sahebzadi Anwar Begum,
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AIR 1958 SC 886 that the person concerned must be having
a direct interest in the action was reiterated by the Bench.”

As per the view taken by the Supreme Court, it is clear that despite the fact
that the “dominus litis” lies with the plaintiff, the Court is not bound to follow the
said principle, but can exercise its discretion at any stage of the suit directing
addition of parties, if the Court finds that without impleading the said party in the
suit, the Court would not be in a position to effectively and completely adjudicate
upon and settle all the questions involved in the suit. Avoidance of multiplicity of
proceedings is also one of the objects of the said provision in the Code.

Learned counsel for the petitioner has also placed reliance upon a decision
of the Supreme Court passed in the case of Thomson Press (India) Limited v.
Nanak Builders and Investors Private Limited and ors., (2013) 5 SCC 397 in which
the Supreme Court has observed as under:-

“It is well settled that no one other than the parties to an
agreement to sell is a necessary and proper party to a suit
for specific performance thereof. However, a simple reading
of Order 22 Rule 10 CPC would show that in cases of
assignment, creation or devolution of any interest during
the pendency of a suit, the suit may, by leave of the court,
be continued by or against the person to or upon whom
such interest has come or devolved. Thus, independent of
Order 1 Rule 10 CPC the prayer for addition/impleadment
made by the appellant can be considered in the light of
Order 22 Rule 10 CPC and thus the appellant can be added
as a party-defendant to the suit. The application which the
appellant made was only under Order 1 Rule 10 CPC but
the enabling provision of Order 22 Rule 10 CPC can always
be invoked if the fact situation so demands.

The Supreme Court in many cases has held that a
transferee pendente lite can be added as a party to the suit
lest the transferee suffered prejudice on account of the
transferor losing interest in the litigation post transfer.
Sometimes, a transferor pendente lite may not even defend
the title properly as he has no interest in the same or may
collude with the plaintiff in which case the interest of the
purchaser pendente lite will be ignored. To avoid such
situations the transferee pendente lite can be added as a
party-defendant to the case provided his interest is
substantial and not just peripheral. This is particularly so
where the transferee pendente lite acquires the interest in
the entire estate that forms the subject-matter of the
dispute.”
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From the facts of this case, it is apparent that the plaintiffs were contesting
the suit for declaration of their title at one point of time, but thereafter, they lost
interest and entered into a compromise with the defendants. The petitioner
purchased the suit property from the plaintiffs and their sale was based upon
the fate of the suit and as per the contingent contract executed between the
plaintiffs and defendants, the sale had to be given effect only if the instant suit
is decided in favour of the plaintiffs. Accordingly, the petitioner was trying to
defend his right and to establish the title of the plaintiff, but that cannot be done
unless it is allowed to be added as a party/co-plaintiff.

Thus the view taken by the Supreme Court as above, transferee pendente
lite can be added as a party especially when his interest is substantial and not
just peripheral.

In view of the discussion made herein above it is clear that the interest of the
petitioner was substantial and not just peripheral and accordingly its application
ought to have been allowed and it be permitted to be added as party.

So far as the decision of the Supreme Court in the case of Hameeda Begum
and anr. v. Champa Bai Jain and ors., 2009 (3) MPLJ 472 relied upon by the
learned counsel for the respondent No.6 that the principle of res judicata is also
applicable in the interim stages of the suit, is concerned, this legal position is
undisputed that the principle of res judicata is also applicable in the proceeding
of same suit but at different stages. However, here in this case, it is not a
contention raised by learned counsel for the petitioner that the principle of res
judicata would not be applicable in a pending suit or at different stages, but it
has been contended that in the changed cause of action, principle of res judicata
will not be applicable and as per his submission, when the plaintiffs and
defendants entered into a compromise and sought compromise decree, then
the petitioner got a fresh cause of action for making request before the Court
for its impleadment just to protect its interest or to prosecute the suit further as
a co-plaintiff. Agreeing with the contention raised by learned counsel for the
petitioner, | am not satisfied with the view taken by the Court below that the
application submitted by the petitioner for impleadment as a co-plaintiff, is hit by
res judicata.

The learned counsel for the respondent No.6 has relied upon the decision
reported in Junior Telecom Officers Forum and others v. Union of India and others,
AIR 1993 SC 787 which is relating to Section 11 of CPC in which it is observed by
the Supreme Court that the issue of res judicata applies when the issue has
already been decided then the same cannot be reopened. But, here in this
case and discussion made hereinabove it is observed that in the present case
since new cause of action acquired by the petitioner and as such application
can be filed again. Therefore, this judgment is not helpful for respondent No.6.

In the case of Ishwar Dutt v. Land Acquisition Collector and another, (2005) 7
SCC 190, the Supreme Court has considered the fact regarding application of
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principle of res judicata at different stages of the same proceeding but here in
this case since new cause of action accrued in favour of the petitioner as alleged
colluded compromise application was moved by the plaintiff and defendant,
therefore, in view of the law laid down by the Supreme Court in case of Hameeda
Begum (supra), subsequent application for the same purpose would not be hit
by the principle of res judicata.

122. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Order 3 Rules 1 and 2
Power of attorney — Scope — Power of attorney holder cannot be
permitted to depose on behalf of the Principal for the acts done by
the Principal and therefore, evidence of power of attorney holder
does not foreclose the right of Principal to enter into the witness
box.

fafaer ufeear dfgar, 1908 — aneer 3 a9 1 w9 2

AEARATT — fORR — J&IRAM gR$ &1 Afdd gRT f$d T T 28q
Aifa® @ I WR AR 37 &) gafa T2 & o "adl iR guferd
HEARATT gRS B A1 Aiferds & Aiefl & w9 § gEqd 811 @ AHR &1
gfaafea 78 st 2 |

Narmada Prasad v. Bedilal Burman

Order dated 16.04.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya

Pradesh in Miscellaneous Petition No. 1623 of 2017, reported in
2020 (1) MPLJ 217

Relevant extracts from the order:

A plain glance of the judgments passed in Janki Vashdeo Bhojwani & anr. v.
Indusind Bank Ltd. & ors., AIR 2005 SC 439 and S. Kesari Hanuman Goud v. Anjum
Jehan & ors., (2013) 12 SCC 46 will lead to an inevitable conclusion that a power
of attorney holder has a limited right to depose. He cannot be permitted to
depose on behalf of the principal for the acts done by the principal.

As a necessary corollary, he cannot be cross-examined on those aspects
in respect of the principal. Thus, right to adduce evidence by the power of
attorney holder is available to a limited extent. By no stretch of imagination, he
can be treated to be a representative of principal in all aspects and, therefore,
it cannot be said that stand of defendant will deprive him from entering the
witness-box. In other words, this is trite that no estoppel operates against the
law. In view of Order 3 Rules 1 & 2 CPC and the law laid down by the Supreme
Court in the cases of Janki Vashdeo Bhojwani (supra) and S. Kesari Hanuman
Goud (supra), | am unable to hold that son/power of attorney holder had entered
into the shoes of father and his statement can be treated to be statement of
father/principal. To this extent, the order of Court below becomes vulnerable.
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In the peculiar factual backdrop of this case, once it is held that defendant
has a right to enter the witness-box and evidence of power of attorney holder
will not foreclose his right, the question of abuse of process of Court does not
arise. Resultantly, impugned order dated 28.11.2017 is set aside. The application
dated 04.10.2017 (Annexure-P/6) is allowed. The Court below shall proceed
from this stage in accordance with law.

123. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Order 6 Rule 17
Amendment in plaint — If the relief claimed by the proposed
amendment is already existing in plaint in substance in any other
form, then amendment application should not be rejected inspite
of some delay and despite filing affidavit under Order 18 Rule 4
CPC.

fufae ufspar |fear, 1908 — ancer 6 7w 17
qreus H e — I yearfad Sed § arst T Sy qd | € 9eud
A fedl o= wu § 9Ra: faed= 2, 99 9¥lgd 8q Aded v fadq s
& Suxia Y va fufae ufsar wfzar @ smaer 18 faw 4 @ siasfa wueus
UEd X @ dra9[s H sdfIeR T fHar @ ARy |

Vallabh Electronics v. Branch Manager, United Bank of India
Order dated 21.06.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in Miscellaneous Petition No. 1396 of 2019,
reported in 2020 (1) MPLJ 100

Relevant extracts from the order:

The first question for consideration is that whether the relief claimed by
the petitioner is time barred or not? Admittedly, the application for amendment
has been filed after the period of three years from the date of filing of the suit.
The plaintiff in his plaint had sought a declaration that the amount so debited by
the respondents from the account of the petitioner is liable to be adjusted. Thus
it cannot be said that the petitioner had already abandoned his claim of recovery
of money. In fact the claim of money was already in substance in plaint though
was not formally made. The petitioner in spite of recovery of an amount of
¥ 2,65,000/- has sought relief for adjustment of the amount, therefore, this Court
is of the considered opinion that by seeking amendment the petitioner has not
tried to set up a new case but the relief claimed by the proposed amendment
was already in substance in another form.

So far as the delay in making the application for amendment of plaint is
concerned, it is well established principle of law that mere delay cannot be a
ground for rejection of the application unless and until a serious prejudice is
caused to the defendants.
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124. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Order 7 Rule 11
(i) Question of limitation — The plaint cannot be rejected on the
question of limitation under Order 7 Rule 11 of the Code
because this question cannot be decided in summary manner.
(ii) Compromise decree — A party can challenge the compromise
decree passed by the Lok Adalat in which he/she was not a party.

fafaer ufeear dfgar, 1908 — amewr 7 w11

() uRT &1 g —Rifaa gfear dfgar @ ey 7 99 11 @ s
areum UREHAT & YT WR ArioR Tl fHar &1 gahar |ife ag ue
<féraaa: faoffa 98 fear <im |a@ar

(i) wEiar fSo! — U@ UaaR dle aTad gRT UIRd 39 a#sitar fest
3l gHldl @ Pl & o 98 ugsR 121 o1 /7181 off |

Bondar v. Mishribai and ors.
Order/Judgment dated 17.09.2019 passed by the High Court of
Madhya Pradesh (Indore Bench) in Civil Revision No. 800 of 2018,
reported in 2020 (1) MPLJ 571

Relevant extracts from the order:

This Court has carefully gone through the entire record of the case.
Undisputedly, the trial Court has dismissed the application preferred by the
present applicant, who is defendant No.1 vide order dated 14.09.2018. In the
present case in the civil suit there is an issue involved in respect of limitation
and as the issue of limitation is a mixed question of law and fact the same cannot
be decided summarily on application preferred under Order 7 Rule 11 of the
Code of Civil Procedure.

In the considered opinion of this Court, as the trial Court is yet to decide
whether the suit was within limitation or not by framing an issue during the trial,
this Court is not commenting upon the issue of limitation at all. This Court has
carefully gone through the order passed by the trial Court rejecting the
application preferred under Order 7 Rule 11 of the Code of Civil Procedure.
The decree in which the plaintiff / respondent No.1 was not a party is not binding
upon her at all. The so called compromise has taken place before the Lok Adalat
on 13.12.2014 meaning thereby much after the death of her husband who was
defendant No.1 as the death has taken place on 30.05.2012 and therefore, the
respondent No.1 was not at all required to file a writ petition under Article 226 /
227 of the Constitution of India as argued by the learned counsel.
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125. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Order 9 Rule 4
LIMITATION ACT, 1963 — Section 5
Condonation of delay — In absence of any explanation of delay of 3
years and 2 months, the Court should not adopt a lenient view to
condone unexplained delay in presenting application under Order
9 Rule 4 CPC.

fufaer uferar wfaar, 1908 — 3m_er 9 7w 4

g€ arferf~raH, 1963 — &RT 5

facis & ford 7wl — 3 9 3R 2 #1% @ fadq 2 S ff wWwdiaxo &
ITE § ArITer B fafae ufshar wizar @ sneer 9 W 4 & sfasfa uvga
f5d T IEET § JEEIPHd fAdd T AW W IIRTHD gReHIoT 8]
YT ATfRY |

Rajeev Singh v. Ram Singh and ors.

Order dated 11.09.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya Pradesh
(Gwalior Bench) in Civil Revision No. 90 of 2015, reported in 2020
(1) MPLJ 134

Relevant extracts from the order:

If the grounds raised by the applicant in his application under Section 5 of
the Limitation Act are considered, then it is clear that the suit was dismissed
under Order IX Rule 2 CPC on 01.02.2010 and the application under Order IX
Rule 4 CPC was filed on 30.04.2013. In the application filed under Section 5 of
Limitation Act the applicant has merely mentioned that he came to know about
the dismissal of the suit on 13.04.2013, i.e. after expiry of more than three
years and two months. Except the above explanation, no other explanation has
been given as to why the applicant was keeping silent for a period of three
years and two months. From the impugned order, it appears that a submission
was made by the counsel for the applicant that the earlier counsel, namely, Shri
Deepak Sharma had assured the applicant that he should not unnecessarily
bother about the suit, as his presence on each and every date is not necessary
and whenever the presence of the applicant is required, he would inform him,
however, no information was given by his earlier counsel. It is clear from the
application filed under Section 5 of the Limitation Act that no such averment has
been made. The application under Section 5 of the Limitation Act was supported
by an affidavit of the applicant, whereas the submissions which were made by
the counsel for the applicant before the trial court were de hors the pleadings of
the applicant. When the applicant in his application under Section 5 of the Limitation
Act had not pleaded that he was assured by his earlier counsel that his presence is
not required and he will inform as and when required, then any submission made by
the counsel for the applicant during the course of arguments cannot be treated as
the statement of the applicant, but at the most it can be treated as an afterthought
statement made by the counsel himself. Under the Bar Council of India Rules, the
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counsel has to act on the instructions of his party. Any statement made by the
counsel without there being any factual foundation, cannot be said to be a
statement on the instructions of the party and if the counsel wants to substitute
his own submission, then it would amount to travelling beyond the authority
given by his party by executing a Vakalatnama. Therefore, the verbal submissions
made by the counsel for the applicant before the trial court to the effect that the
applicant was instructed by his earlier counsel that he would be informed as
and when required, cannot be accepted. Thus, it is clear that there is absolutely
no ground in the application filed under Section 5 of the Limitation Act explaining
the delay of three years and two months. When no explanation has been given
by the applicant, then the Court cannot substitute its reasoning under the garb
of lenient view. First of all it is for the party to raise a contention and only then,
the Court would come in picture to consider that contention. When there is no
contention at all, then there is no question of any interpretation.

Under these circumstances, this Court is of the considered opinion that
even after adopting a lenient view, no favour can be shown to the applicant,
who has failed to make out any case for condonation of delay under Section 5
of the Limitation Act.

)

126. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Order 14 Rule 5
Framing of issues — If the question of possession is relevant and
materially disputed fact then issue related to maintainability of the
suit in absence of consequential relief of possession must be
framed by the trial Court.

fafaer ufeear dfgar, 1908 — a<eer 14 w5
faarers! &1 FeiRer — Ift Fesl T U GEIG T IR faarfea T 2
9 Heol & UIRCNIAS JAIY & JHG H a1 B gdor-efiaar Geefl faares
farur e g ey g faxfaa fear s 3y
Salim Khan alias Pappu Khan and anr. v. Shahjad Khan and anr.
Order dated 09.04.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya

Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in Writ Petition No. 8177 of 2013, reported
in 2020 (1) MPLJ 355

Relevant extracts from the order:

Where the question of possession is in dispute, then this Court is of the
considered opinion that the trial Court must frame an issue with regard to the
maintainability of the suit in absence of consequential relief of possession.
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127. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Order 22 Rules 5 and 12
Legal representatives in execution case — The Executing Court has
the jurisdiction to determine who is a legal heir under the provision
of Order 22 Rule 5 of the Code — Limitation to bring legal heirs on
record which applies to suits, does not apply to cases relating to
death of the decree-holder or the judgment-debtor in execution
proceedings.

fafae ufsear dfadar, 1908 — e 22 1949 5 vd 12

forsares gever 9 fafere ufaffer — fasares =marera & Rifae ufsear Gfaar
D AR 22 FH 5 & YTae=l & Ad T8 JTHATRT B Y AATRIGIRGT
2 f& 19 dg aiRy 2 — faftre ufafify & sifae = |1 @ aRxfan, i
& arel @ ford @ A1) 2, frsure srfarfzay A feward ar foffawof
DI Y WR AN Tl BIel 2 |

Varadarajan v. Kanakavalli and ors.
Judgment dated 22.01.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 5673 of 2009, reported in AIR 2020 SC 740

Relevant extracts from the judgment:
We find that the order of the High Court is not sustainable in law.

The appellant claims to be the legal representative of Umadevi on the basis
of the Will executed by her. He has produced an attesting witness and the scribe
of the Will. The witnesses have deposed the execution of the Will by Umadevi in
favour of the appellant who is the son of her sister. No one else has come
forward to seek execution of decree as the legal representative of the deceased
decree-holder. It is Umadevi who has filed the execution petition but after her
death, the appellant has filed an application to continue with the execution. In
the absence of any rival claimant claiming to be the legal representative of the
deceased decree-holder, the High Court was not justified in setting aside the
order of the Executing Court, when in terms of Order XXIl Rule 5 of the Code,
the jurisdiction to determine who is a legal heir is summary in nature.

We may state that Order XXII of the Code is applicable to the pending
proceedings in a suit. But the conflicting claims of legal representatives can be
decided in execution proceedings in view of the principles of Rule 5 of Order
XXII. This Court in a judgment reported as V. Uthirapathi v. Ashrab & ors., (1998)
3 SCC 148 held that the normal principle arising in a suit — before the decree is
passed — that the legal representatives are to be brought on record within a
particular period is not applicable to cases of death of the decree-holder or the
judgment-debtor in execution proceedings. This Court held as under:-

“11. Order 22 Rule 12 of the Code of Civil Procedure reads
as follows:
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“Order 22 Rule 12: Application of order to proceedings.—
Nothing in Rules 3, 4 and 8 shall apply to
proceedisngs in execution of a decree or order.”

12. In other words, the normal principle arising in a suit —
before the decree is passed — that the legal representatives
are to be brought on record within a particular period and if
not, the suit could abate, — is not applicable to cases of
death of the decree-holder or the judgment-debtor in
execution proceedings.

13. In Venkatachalam Chetti v. Ramaswami Servai, AIR 1932
Mad 73 (FB), a Full Bench of the Madras High Court has
held that this rule enacts that the penalty of abatement shall
not attach to execution proceedings. Mulla’s Commentary
on CPC [(Vol. 3) p. 2085 (15th Edn., 1997)] refers to a
large number of judgments of the High Courts and says:

“Rule 12 engrafts an exemption which provides that
where a party to an execution proceedings dies
during its pendency, provisions as to abatement do
not apply. The Rule is, therefore, for the benefit of
the decree-holder, for his heirs need not take steps
for substitution under Rule 2 but may apply
immediately or at any time while the proceeding is
pending, to carry on the proceeding or they may
file a fresh execution application.”

14. In our opinion, the above statement of law in Mulla’s
Commentary on CPC, correctly represents the legal position
relating to the procedure to be adopted by the parties in
execution proceedings and as to the powers of the civil court.”

128. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Order 32 Rule 5
Appointment of guardian — Mere absence of formal order of
appointment of next friend or guardian ad litem by the Court does
not render the judgment and decree as null and void when the
interest of the person of unsound mind was well protected by other
defendants and such interest was not prejudical at all.

fufaa ufssar wfear, 1908 — aqer 32 9 5

e 31 FRIfea — o9 fagafac afaa &1 f2a s gfdarfear grr sl
e Gxfara fear A 2@ 3R 39 avE fRa R ufdae Y9 St arer T8
ofT Id <ATIT §RT a1s A= A1 areref Wxes &) Fgfaa & situaiRe smew
&1 341 A1, Fofa a1 i) &1 srpa a1 3 78 g97aT 2 |
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Kaluram v. Sitaram and ors.
Order dated 27.02.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh (Indore Bench) in Miscellaneous Petition No. 5864 of 2018,
reported in 2020 (1) MPLJ 411

Relevant extracts from the order:

Assuming there is a formal defect or irregularity in the proceedings for
appointment of next friend or guardian ad litem, unless; it is shown to the
satisfaction of the Court that interest of such person is seriously prejudiced or
deprived of some good and valid defence, it is not open to declare the judgment
and decree bad in law [Ram Rekha Singh v. Ganga Prasad Mukharaddhwaj,
AIR 1926 All 545 (FB), referred to].

The instant suit for partition and possession is between the plaintiff who
was real brother of Narayan Rathod. The original plaintiff had filed the suit against
the sons, wife, daughter-in-law of late son and minor grand daughter of late
Narayan Rathod with the claim of half share in the suit property jointly purchased
by him and late Narayan Rathod. Admittedly, as well reflected from paragraph 3
of the judgment dated 07.05.2007 (supra), the defendant No.1 all along looked
after the defendant No.8 and filed the written statement on behalf of defendant
No.8 and on his behalf protecting the common interest. He contested the suit
with the plea that the plaintiff has no right to the suit property or claim partition.
It was pleaded that the suit property (house and agricultural land) though jointly
purchased but during the life time of late Narayan Rathod, partition had taken
place between the plaintiff, Sitraram and late Narayan Rathod in the year 1971.
The suit property since has fallen to the share of late Narayan Rathod and after
his death, by way of natural succession fallen to the share of the defendants
who are in possession having succeeded to the rights, interest and tittle to the
suit property. It was also denied that the plaintiff at any point of time was in
possession of the suit property. The suit property has been developed by the
defendants by spending huge money, etc.

As such, by no stretch of imagination, any prejudice to the rights and interest
of defendant No.8 can be inferred with or understood or adverse to the interest
of defendant No.1.

Upon reading of the pleadings and the judgment rendered on 07.05.2007
(supra), this Court is of the view that no prejudice was caused to the interest of
defendant No.8 since the defendant No.1 has acted on behalf of the defendant
No.8 and on his behalf effectively with the common rights and interest. The
preliminary decree for partition attained finality with the judgment passed in
F.A.N0.411/2007 on 07.03.2014 by this Court. There was no further challenge
to the same. Under the circumstances, mere absence of formal order of
appointment of next friend or guardian ad litem by the Court shall not render the
judgment and decree as null and void. As discussed above, the judgment
rendered by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Ram Chandra Arya v. Man
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Singh and another, AIR 1968 SC 954 is clearly distinguishable on facts and is of
no assistance to the petitioner.

Defendant No.8, Kaluram died on 14.08.2018 during pendency of the
proceedings. Now at the stage of proceedings under Order 20 Rule 18 read
with section 54 CPC for separation of shares under the partition deed, the
application filed by Ahilya Bani styling herself to be sister of Kaluram and seeking
initiation of review proceedings under section 47 CPC is rightly held to be
misconceived and misdirected, as the said provision is referable to the execution
proceedings. Likewise, the question of appointment of next friend or guardian
ad litem under Order 32 Rule 5 CPC is equally misconceived. The application
under Order 22 Rule 4 CPC is also rightly held to be of no consequence in the
teeth of the fact that defendant No.| — the real brother; a Class | heir looked
after the defendant No.8 all along has filed the written statement on behalf of
the defendant No.8 and also on his behalf having effectively represented the
defendant No.8 with common interest as well as contested the suit.

129. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Order 39 Rule 2-A
Application for breach of injunction — Maintainability — An application
under Order 39 Rule 2-A is maintainable only during pendency of
civil suit, in case the interim order passed by the court or
undertaking given by the party is violated.

fafaer ufpar dfedar, 1908 — Jm_er 39 a9 2—

AT ® Sed o4 & Ga¢ H 3Mdad — Gyofiar — Jfe =Irarery gRT uikd
AR MY 3raT yABR gRT T ¢ yRa@= &1 w1 fHar Sirar @ a1 anaer
39 9 2— @ =N AT ST YR @ oifad 8 & <R & uiwefiy
=

Kanhaiyalal and anr. v. Rameshwar s/o Hardev and ors.
Order dated 22.08.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh Bench at Indore in Civil Revision No. 443 of 2018, reported
in AIR 2020 MP 7

Relevant extracts from the order:

In the present case, a civil suit has been filed by the non-applicant No.1 for
declaration of title and permanent injunction. Along with the said suit, the non-
applicant No.1 has also filed an application under Order 39 Rule 2-A of the CPC
for temporary injunction. The said application was allowed by the trial court vide
order dated 29.10.2013 and temporary injunction has been passed in favour of
the non-applicant No.1 and the applicants were restrained from making any
interference in the possession of the suit property. Thereafter, vide order dated
30.6.2014 the suit was decreed by the trial Court. After final disposal of the said
civil suit, on 8.9.2014 an application was filed by the non-applicant No.1 under
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Order 39 Rule 2-A of the CPC complaining the breach of injunction on 5.2.2014.
Thus, admittedly, the application under Order 39 Rule 2-A of the CPC was filed
by the non-applicant No.1 after final disposal of the civil suit. The Apex Court in
the case of Kanwar Singh Saini v. High Court of Delhi, (2012) 4 SCC 307, has held
as under:

“An application under Order 39 Rule 2-A CPC lies only where
disobedience/ breach of an injunction granted or order
complained of was one that is granted by the court under
Order 39 Rules 1 and 2 CPC, which is naturally to ensure
during the pendency of the suit. However, once a suit is
decreed, the interim order, if any, merges into the final order
and the court cannot entertain an application under Order
39 Rule 2-A. An application under Order 39 Rule 2-A is
maintainable only during the pendency of the suit in case
the interim order passed by the court or undertaking given
by the party is violated.”

Thus, as per the said judgment, an application under Order 39 Rule 2-A is
maintainable only during the pendency of the civil suit in case the interim order
passed by the court or undertaking given by the party is violated.

In the present case, the learned Additional District Judge has allowed the
appeal on the ground that on the date when violation of the injunction was
alleged, the civil suit was pending, which cannot be accepted in the light of the
judgment passed by the Apex Court in the case of Kanwar Singh Saini (supra).

130. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Order 41 Rule 22
Cross-objection — A defendant has no right to file cross-objection
in an appeal filed by the co-defendant against the decree passed
in favour of the plaintiffs.

fufaar ufeear wfgar, 1908 — smaer 41 W 22

JITEY — U YRaard] & Ggyfaard! g1 ardl @ ud 4§ uilka foa @ fawg
TR IFfid ®, TATEAY IR B3 BT AfTHR TE 2 |

Vidyabai and ors. v. Laxmi Rajoriya and ors.

Order/Judgment dated 19.08.2019 passed by the High Court of

Madhya Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in Second Appeal No. 38 of 2018,
reported in 2020 (1) MPLJ 156

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

From the plain reading of Order 41 Rule 22 CPC, it is clear that in order to
maintain the cross-objection, a party may not only support the decree, but may
also state that the findings against him in respect of any issue ought to have
been in his favour. In the present case, the entire decree was against the
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appellants. The decree was not in their favour and they had not challenged any
findings recorded by the trial court, but in fact the entire decree was challenged
by filing the cross-objection in an appeal filed by co-defendant/respondent no.7.

Under these circumstances, this Court is of the considered opinion that
once the suit was decreed against the appellants and their counter-claim was
rejected, then they should have filed two separate appeals under Section 96 of
CPC and they could not have filed a cross-objection in an appeal filed by the
co-defendant against the decree passed in favour of the plaintiffs. The cross-
objection can be filed by a successful party challenging some of the findings
which according to the said party should have been answered in his favour, but
the cross-objection cannot be filed challenging the entire decree passed against
the party filing the cross-objection. Under these circumstances, this Court is of
the considered opinion that the cross-objection filed by the appellants before
the first appellate court was not maintainable.

131. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Order 41 Rules 23 and 23-A
Remand — When each and every oral and documentary evidence is
appreciated by the Trial Court and every issue was decided on the
basis of available evidence by the Trial Court then it is not proper
to remand the whole case by the Appellate Court for retrial and in
such cases, Appellate Court should decide the appeal in accordance
with law on its own merit.

fufde ufsear wfEar, 1908 — amQw 41 =9 23 ¢a 23—
gfadsor —o9 AR [-ITEd §RT &A@ HIRad v qwIrdsll aed &1
AT B ForT 1T 81 3R SUTH WiEd B MR R YA S araye foffa
3R el A @8l, 99 rfieli <[ aTe gRT 9yl A $1 g faarer 2q
gfad i &= Sfaa 11 @ aon ¢ wmwel 9 srdielia =aramrer &1 srdia
faftra: a/a @ oy wR foffa s afeg

Sudesh Kohli v. Chandarani Mishra and anr.

Order dated 24.06.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya Pradesh
in Miscellaneous Appeal No. 904 of 2019, reported in 2020 (1)
MPLJ 377

Relevant extracts from the order:

On a bare perusal of the order of the First Appellate Court it is gathered
that nowhere it is stated by the First Appellate Court that respondent No.1 herein
who was appellant before the First Appellate Court has at any point of time
raised issue before the First Appellate Court that the trial Court has left any oral
and documentary evidence untouched or not allowed to be taken on record,
otherwise, the reasoning would have been different. It was also not a ground
that any issue left undecided but from the order of First Appellate Court, it reflects
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that the finding given by the First Appellate Court is wrong. However, the First
Appellate Court in paragraph 12 of its judgment has observed that from document
Ex.P-8, which is a possession letter, reveals that the plaintiff was given the
possession of plot No.114-A but has not given any specific reason as to why,
the finding of the trial Court, in this respect made in paragraph 22, is not proper
though arrived after appreciating the statement of the witnesses adduced by
the plaintiff and also taking note of the documents including the document Ex.P-
8 and thereafter, the First Appellate Court, in paragraph 13 of its judgment has
observed that the trial Court has not resolved regarding dissimilarity of plot
No.114-A and 114 whereas, the trial Court very categorically given finding in
this regard holding that the plaintiff failed to prove that plot No.114-A existed in
the sanctioned layout plan of Society from which, such plot has been purchased.
The First Appellate Court has also observed that the finding of the trial Court is
based upon the presumption and assumption but has not specified as to which
finding is based upon the presumption. Accordingly, in my opinion, the First
Appellate Court has acted beyond the scope of the provision which empowers
the Appellate Court to remand the matter wholesale for retrial and without
appreciating the jurisdiction conferred on it under Rule 23 and 23-A of Order 41
of the Code of Civil Procedure, instead of deciding the appeal on merits, directed
the trial Court for conducting the fresh trial. The order passed by the First
Appellate Court, therefore is not sustainable in the eye of law considering the
scope of remand as laid down by the Supreme Court, this Court and other High
Court as well discussed in P. Purushottam Reddy and anr v. M/s Pratap Steel Ltd.,
2002 AIR SCW 417, A.A. Prakasan v. Anupama and ors., (2017) 11 SCC 392, Municipal
Corporation, Hyderabad v. Sunder Singh, (2008) 8 SCC 485, Shri Deo Raghunathji
Bada Mandir, Bina v. Prahlad Singh and anr., 2003 (4) MPLJ Note 27, Ashwin
Kumar K. Patel v. Upendra J. Patel & ors., 1999 AIR SCW 780, Murarilal v. Ram
Kumar Ojha and anr., 2015 (1) MPLJ 243, Pushpadevi v. Harvilas, 2013 (4) MPLJ
135, Smt. Umrao Bai and ors. v. Sardarilal Khatri, AIR 1997 MP 62, Nilamani Dibya
v. Bishwanath Mohapatra, AIR 1987 Orissa 227 and Middi Ramakrishna Rao v. Middi
Rangayya and ors., AIR 1954 Madras 783.

In view of the law laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court as also by the
different High Courts as mentioned hereinabove, | am of the opinion that it is a
fit case in which, it can be held that the First Appellate Court has not exercised
its discretion as conferred under the provisions of Order 41 Rule 23 or 23-A of
the Code of Civil Procedure. The First Appellate Court instead of remitting the
matter could have decided the same on merits. However, the respondents have
also not contended that since the Society did not come forward to file any written
statement nor entered into the witness-box, adverse inference can be drawn
but failed to demonstrate as to against whom adverse inference would be drawn.

Accordingly, the cases relied by the respondent in any manner are not
helpful for the respondent/plaintiff and infact are not applicable in the present
case as has been discussed hereinabove. Accordingly, | allow the appeal, set
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aside the impugned judgment and decree passed by the First Appellate Court
in RCA No.07- A/2014 and remit the matter to the First Appellate Court i.e. Third
Additional District Judge, Jabalpur for deciding the appeal afresh on its own
merits by giving opportunity of hearing to the parties concerned. The parties
shall appear before the First Appellate Court on 05.08.2019 and the Appellate
Court is further directed to decide the appeal within a further period of three
months thereafter. The Appellate Court will decide the appeal in accordance
with law on its own merits without being influenced by any of the observations
made by this Court in relation to the merits of the case of the parties.

132. CONSUMER PROTECTION ACT, 1986
Medical negligence — A child reduced to a vegetative state after
surgery because of medical negligence must be adequately
compensated and Forum should take into account the requirement
of nursing care, medical help and other attendant requirements of
the child for the future, while awarding compensation.

SUHTFAT AT Affa, 1986

fafecir Star — fafeciia Star @ sRr 1w far @ 915 IR® 9
AFRIS ®U A goia: (s 8l 9@ aras &1 gaia yfaex & s anfag
vq yfaax siftifoffa sxad gy siftravor o wfass F saa) e, fafeciha
TR AR g DY I URTR MATIHATR DY STl Bl &q19 A @
e |

Shilaben Ashwinkumar Rana v. Bhavin K. Shah and anr.
Judgment dated 04.02.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 1442 of 2019, reported in 2019 ACJ 3020 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

While some element of redress has been provided to the appellant by the
enhancement of compensation by the NCDRC, the enhancement, in our view,
does not take into account the requirements of nursing care, medical help and
other attendant requirements of the child for the future. Taking an overall view
of the matter, we are of the view that the ends of justice would be served by
enhancing the compensation, which has been awarded by the NCDRC, by an
amount of ¥ 7,00,000 (Rupees Seven Lakh), which shall carry interest at the
rate which has been awarded by the NCDRC.

)
133. CONTEMPT OF COURTS ACT, 1971 — Sections 2(c) and 12

Criminal Contempt — Contemnor during lunch hour, without taking

permission from CJM, entered into his chamber and started hurling

filthy abuses, raised his hand to beat and also threatened him of
dire consequences — Such acts amount to criminal contempt of
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Court — Concerned advocate was not authorised to malign and
scandalize the Subordinate Court — The action has the effect of
weakening the confidence of the people in Courts — Considering
the nature of his conduct, Apex Court while upholding the conviction
for criminal contempt, modified the sentence.

ATATd I AT, 1971 — R 2(31) U9 12

ATRIS AT — IJAAFGA < AIG JAPIY & G & ATRAD
AfSeg T @1 Agafa & 31 S97a fasmw oa o ydw foan ik aga & erE
IAEH Harg IR a1, UaR $ @ ford 2121 SorT 3 S WA s
g @1 gt A AT — V8 @ ARSI $ MRS A BT Hofi
H I @ — A4 sftraadr a1 el <I™TEd @) <1 39 1@ 89 W
JIYRIYYT HRA BT Bls ABR T8 o1 — 39 I ST Y9G A-FTSAT A
AT & fI%ard &1 FAGIR S 91T 2 — IS ARV B YHfd R far
$Rd gU S AT A MRS Jrad =vq civfifE 1 Rer v@d gY
USSR SUTaRd fbar |

Rakesh Tiwari, Advocate v. Alok Pandey, C.J.M.
Judgment dated 10.05.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1223 of 2015, reported in 2019 (4) Crimes 365 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

In the instant case the advocate has acted contrary to the obligations. He
has set a bad example before others while destroying the dignity of the Court
and the Judge. The action has the effect of weakening the confidence of the
people in courts. The judiciary is one of the main pillars of democracy and is
essential to peaceful and orderly development of society. The Judge has to
deliver justice in a fearless and impartial manner. He cannot be intimidated in
any manner or insulted by hurling abuses. Judges are not fearful saints. They
have to be fearless preachers so as to preserve the independence of the
judiciary which is absolutely necessary for survival of democracy.

The act stated amounts to criminal contempt of court. The High Court has
noted that the concerned advocate did not apologise and has maligned and
scandalised the Subordinate Court. He has made bare denial and has not shown
any remorse for his misconduct. Considering the gravamen of the allegations
the High Court has imposed the imprisonment of Sl for 6 months with fine of
T 2000/- and in default to pay fine or to undergo Sl for 15 days. He has been
restrained from entering the judgeship of Allahabad for a period of 6 months
that was to commence from 15.07.2015 and he had been kept under watch for
a period of 2 years. Considering the nature of misconduct, while upholding the
conviction for criminal contempt, we modify the sentence in the following manner.
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134.

The sentence of imprisonment of 6 months shall remain suspended for
further period of 3 years subject to his maintaining good and proper conduct
with a condition that he shall not enter the premises of the District Judgeship,
Allahabad for a further period of three years in addition to what he has
undergone already. The period shall commence from 01.07.2019 to
30.06.2022. In case of non-violation of aforesaid condition the sentence
after three years shall be remitted.

However, sentence of imprisonment may be activated by this Court in case
it is found that there is breach of any condition made by the concerned
advocate during the period of three years.

He shall deposit fine of ¥ 2000/- as imposed by the High Court. In case of
failure to deposit fine he shall not enter the premises of District Judgeship
for a period of three months.

CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Sections 2(h), 156(3) and 173(8)

(i) Words ‘investigation’, ‘enquiry’ and ‘trial’, meaning of -
Investigation is conducted by police leading to a charge-sheet
— It can also be ordered by Magistrate in ‘complaint’ cases.

(ii) Further investigation — Power of Police — Police is empowered
to continue investigation even after filing of police report, till
commencement of trial.

(iii) Wide powers to Magistrate — Satisfaction of a proper
investigation — Includes ordering of further investigation after
receipt of a report u/s 173(2) till commencement of the trial.

(iv) When a Magistrate can order such an investigation during
entire process, he may also order further investigation
u/s 173 (8). (Devrapalli Lakshminarayna Reddy v. Narayana Reddy, (1976)
3 SCC 252 distinguished)

v yfepar wfear, 1973 — aRIY 2 (W), 156 (3) Ta 173 (8)

(i) wres erAYOr, WA R CfaERr &1 e — gfer g fear
AT AT 9= BI AR o W1 @ — uRare” ArTel d I e gRT
Hf 77 IR foar o wwar 2

(ii) <Mt s=Avor — gferw &) wfeaar — gferw Ruid silRaed %1 & uaK
Hfl 9 9P AR yRY T8 a1 <9 ORI @ @ fay gfew
T 2 |

(iii) wfoegc @) favga wifed — Sfaa v @ Gqfic — aR1 173 2) @
I=id gfiaasd @) yiita & ggarq faaRer yRH g9 @ AT <9y
BT AR ST H wftafera 2
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(iv) ufspar @ <RI o9 AfIg € T I=ANUT BT MY B Ghdl & a9 98
HRT 173 (8) @ 3NN AT IrAWOT BT AMRY Y B T B | (FgeTTech!
aefiarerger gt fa. AT €S, (1976) 3 vl 1. 252 faHfea)

Vinubhai Haribhai Malaviya and ors. v. State of Gujarat and anr.
Judgment dated 16.10.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 478 of 2017, reported in 2019 (4) Crimes 267 (SC) (Three
Judge Bench)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The statutory scheme contained in the CrPC puts “inquiry” and “trial” in
water-tight compartments, as the very definition of “inquiry” demonstrates.
“Investigation” is for the purpose of collecting evidence by a police officer, and
otherwise by any person authorised by a Magistrate in this behalf, and also
pertains to a stage before the trial commences. Investigation which ultimately
leads to a police report under the CrPC is an investigation conducted by the
police, and may be ordered in an inquiry made by the Magistrate himself in
“complaint’cases.

In paragraph 39 of Hardeep Singh v. State of Panjab & ors., (2014) 3 SCC 92,
referred to the “inquiry’stage of a criminal case as follows:

“39. Section 2(g) CrPC and the case laws referred to above,
therefore, clearly envisage inquiry before the actual
commencement of the trial, and is an act conducted under
CrPC by the Magistrate or the court. The word “inquiry” is,
therefore, not any inquiry relating to the investigation of
the case by the investigating agency but is an inquiry after
the case is brought to the notice of the court on the filing of
the charge-sheet. The court can thereafter proceed to make
inquiries and it is for this reason that an inquiry has been
given to mean something other than the actual trial.”

A clear distinction between “inquiry” and “trial” was thereafter set out in
paragraph 54 as follows:

“54. In our opinion, the stage of inquiry does not
contemplate any evidence in its strict legal sense, nor could
the legislature have contemplated this inasmuch as the
stage for evidence has not yet arrived. The only material
that the court has before it is the material collected by the
prosecution and the court at this stage prima facie can apply
its mind to find out as to whether a person, who can be an
accused, has been erroneously omitted from being
arraigned or has been deliberately excluded by the
prosecuting agencies. This is all the more necessary in
order to ensure that the investigating and the prosecuting
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agencies have acted fairly in bringing before the court those
persons who deserve to be tried and to prevent any person
from being deliberately shielded when they ought to have
been tried. This is necessary to usher faith in the judicial
system whereby the court should be empowered to exercise
such powers even at the stage of inquiry and it is for this
reason that the legislature has consciously used separate
terms, namely, inquiry or trial in Section 319 CrPC.”

With the introduction of Section 173(8) in the CrPC, the police department
has been armed with the power to further investigate an offence even after a
police report has been forwarded to the Magistrate. Quite obviously, this power
continues until the trial can be said to commence in a criminal case. The vexed
question before us is as to whether the Magistrate can order further investigation
after a police report has been forwarded to him under Section 173.

It is thus clear that the Magistrate’s power under Section 156(3) of the
CrPC is very wide, for it is this judicial authority that must be satisfied that a
proper investigation by the police takes place. To ensure that a “proper
investigation” takes place in the sense of a fair and just investigation by the
police - which such Magistrate is to supervise-Article 21 of the Constitution of
India mandates that all powers necessary, which may also be incidental or implied,
are available to the Magistrate to ensure a proper investigation which, without
doubt, would include the ordering of further investigation after a report is received
by him under Section173(2); and which power would continue to enure in such
Magistrate at all stages of the criminal proceedings until the trial itself
commences. Indeed, even textually, the “investigation” referred to in Section
156(1) of the CrPC would, as per the definition of “investigation”under Section
2(h), include all proceedings for collection of evidence conducted by a police
officer; which would undoubtedly include proceedings by way of further
investigation under Section 173(8) of the CrPC.

Whereas it is true that Section 156(3) remains unchanged even after the
1973 Code has been brought into force, yet the 1973 Code has one very
important addition, namely, Section 173(8), which did not exist under the 1898
Code. As we have noticed earlier in this judgment, Section 2(h) of the 1973
Criminal Procedure Code defines “investigation” in the same terms as the earlier
definition contained in Section 2(I) of the 1898 Criminal Procedure Code with
this difference — that “investigation” after the 1973 Code has come into force
will now include all the proceedings under the CrPC for collection of evidence
conducted by a police officer. “All” would clearly include proceedings under
Section 173(8) as well. Thus, when Section 156 (3) states that a Magistrate
empowered under Section 190 may order “such an investigation”,such Magistrate
may also order further investigation under Section 173(8), regard being had to
the definition of “investigation” contained in Section 2(h).
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135. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 - Sections 125 (1), 125 (5),
127 (2) and 362
Revival of claim - In the case of non-compliance of the settlement
by the husband in a maintenance case, wife’s claim of maintenance
can be revived by the Court and settlement order may be set aside
and this does not amount to alteration of judgment/order.

qus yfhar wfadr, 1973 — gRIT 125 (1), 125 (5), 127 (2) U4 362
JMd BT YA-9ad=] — ¥ROT UINYT & A § 9RT §IRT AT &7 JJuTd-
T B DI TN H Ul & AROT UINYT B I BT ARTAI §IRT YA-9aad famar
ST AT 8 TAT ATERJATY ST TS IUTET fHAT ST Gt @ SR VAT HIAT
favta /ameer ¥ aRads &1 @) Bife o =) amar 2

Sanjeev Kapoor v. Chandana Kapoor and ors.
Judgment dated 19.02.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 286 of 2020, reported in AIR 2020 SC 1064

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Section 127 Cr.P.C. discloses the legislative intendment where the
Magistrate is empowered to alter an order passed under Section 125 Cr.P.C.
Sub-Section (2) of Section 127 Cr.P.C. also empowers the Magistrate to cancel
or vary an order under Section 125. The Legislative Scheme as delineated by
Sections 125 and 127 Cr.P.C. as noted above clearly enumerated the
circumstances and incidents provided in the Code of Criminal Procedure where
Court passing a judgment or final order disposing the case can alter or review
the same. The embargo as contained in section 362 is, thus, clearly relaxed in
proceeding under section 125 Cr.P.C. as indicated above.

We, thus, are of the considered opinion that the order passed in present
case by Family Court reviving the maintenance application of the wife under
Section 125 Cr.P.C. by setting aside order dated 06.05.2017 passed on
settlement is not hit by the embargo contained in Section 362 Cr.P.C. The
submission of learned senior counsel for the appellant that Section 362 Cr.P.C.
prohibit the Magistrate to pass the order dated 05.01.2019 cannot be accepted.

136. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Section 154

EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Sections 9 and 45

INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Sections 302 and 394

APPRECIATION OF EVIDENCE:

(i) Cause of death — Determination of — Opinion of medical expert
— Gnawed bones were recovered at the instance of accused -
Medical expert unable to assess cause of death — Prosecution
story that death was caused by sharp weapon and gunshot —
Post mortem report reveals a severe injury on skull caused by
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blunt object — Held, injury caused by sharp weapon is not
established.

(ii) FIR — Delay in lodging — Effect of — Factum of death of deceased
was known to the informants — Yet, only missing person report
was lodged by brother of deceased — FIR was registered three
days thereafter, but not u/s 302 IPC - Held, whole prosecution
story becomes doubtful.

(iii) Stolen property — Loot of tractor belonging to deceased was
attributed as motive of crime by prosecution — Tractor was
recovered and handed over to brother of deceased by police
— Neither engine number nor chassis number was produced in
Court — Tractor was registered in name of another person who
allegedly sold it to deceased — No transfer of ownership was
made — Held, loot of tractor by accused becomes doubtful.

gus yfear Hikdr, 1973 — °RT 154

ey JAffrad, 1872 — GIRIC 9 U4 45

AR vs Hiddl, 1860 — ©IRIY 302 U4 394

qeg BT YAl h:

(i) TG B R — iR — fafecia fagiys o1 afma — sftgaa «
UPeT W SHER] g1 @18 TS Al e 3 T - Y B RO
DI ATHer -1 A Fafbedia fazivs srauef v — e sars &
] TRGR SRR 3R 95@ &1 Mefl ¥ FIRT g3 off — @ udaor
gfaded § dura § \ieR) a¥g | THR 9l &1 yded — fifeiRa,
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(ii) v a1 RUI — @ oA A fAd9 — y9E — A 1 g ST a4
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PRS B ©U H yId fHar a1 — aex s’ fear 1 ik gfesw
SRI s 3 T3 bl |IY AT AT — <AR™ATe™T | 9 a1 $9 A9 3R
9 & Afyw d9 99 fear ™ — Jaex fedl = aafed & W w®
gofigpa o1 o Sf3a U 4 39 Jaa a1 fawa fHar o — w@ifia
$T D3 gxdraRvl 81 f&ar 11 o — AfreiRa, e gRT e
@ qe wfeg 8t Al 2
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Indel Singh v. State of M.P.

Judgment dated 24.7.2019 passed by the High Court of
Madhya Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in Criminal Appeal No. 573 of 2000,
reported in 2020 CriLJ 462 (DB)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

In Ex.P/26 itself, it is mentioned that almost all the bones were gnawed i.e.
they were accessible to animals. As per Collins Advanced Learner’s English
Dictionary, New Edition, meaning of word “gnaw” is “if people or animals bite it
repeatedly”. In view of such meaning ascribed to the word ‘gnaw’, and that there is
a finding that almost all the bones were gnawed, recovery of bones from a particular
place becomes suspect. In this very report, it is mentioned that bones belong to
human beings and age and sex cannot be determined. Thereafter, there are reports
about material ‘D’ and material ‘E’ which leads to a doubt as to whether there
were bodies of more than two persons, two persons or less number of persons.

Another factor which has not been explained is that death has been shown
to be caused by an injury of axe on the head and gunshot, but medical report
Ex.P/26 relating to Guddu i.e. material E makes a mention of mark of injury on
the left temporal bone about 1" above the external acoustic meatus by the blunt
weapon, but it clearly makes a mention that cause of death and the methodology
cannot be assessed. No injury has been shown on the skull to corroborate Naksha
Panchayatnama.

Thus, it is apparent from report Ex.P/26 that cause of death could not be
ascertained by Dr. Khare (PW-13), and therefore, finding recorded by learned
Additional Sessions Judge in para 25 that injuries caused by sharp weapon is
conclusively proved from Ex.P/26 is contrary to the facts on record and the
ultimate finding as to cause of death recorded by Dr. Khare. In fact, there is
mention of injury to the right and left halves of mandible by sharp weapon, but it
has not been mentioned that how such finding has been recorded, specifically
when the lower part of the mandible was absent.

X X X

Another link which has not been carefully examined by the learned
Additional Sessions Judge is the evidence of Laxmibai (PW-3) who has admitted
in para 12 of her cross-examination that the day Agra police had visited, on the
same day skeletons of her husband and Guddu along with clothes were recovered
by them from Kanipura close to Gohad. This admission of Laxmibai makes the
whole prosecution story and recovery on 22.10.87 vide Ex.P/6, Ex.P/7, Ex.P/8,
Ex.P/9, Ex.P/10 and Naksha Pachayatnama Ex.P/5 and Ex.P/11 doubtful as none
of them have been prepared by Agra police but have been prepared by
Mahoganj police leaving a void in the chain of circumstances. Another missing
link in the chain of circumstances is lodging of missing person report by Ramesh
(PW-2) after admitting this fact that Agra police had visited him and his sister-in-
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law Laxmibai on 13.10.87 along with Indel and informed him about confession of
Indel that he has killed his brother and driver and thrown the remnant in a canal
at Dang Birkhari, yet missing person report was lodged and not a report of
murder in the hands of Indel. Yet another missing link is handing over of the
tractor in Supurdgi (custody) to Ramesh (PW-2) despite the fact that he was not
the owner of said tractor. Another lacuna is that information of incident was
recorded on 22.10.87 vide Ex.P/19, whereas FIR (Ex.P/18) was recorded on
16.10.87 under Sections 394, 392, 120-B of IPC while both Ramesh (PW-2) and
Laxmibai (PW-3) have admitted of having knowledge of death of Jagdish and
Guddu on 13.10.87 itself when Agra police had visited them.

X X X

Another missing link is that prosecution has neither produced the engine
number or chasis number of the tractor which was allegedly in possession of
Jagdish, nor bothered to corroborate such details of the tractor found to be in
possession of Indel. Prosecution has examined one Ramswaroop son of
Nakturam as PW-6. He has deposed that he had sold his HMT tractor bearing
No0.4653 to Jagdish of Girwai Naka for a sum of Rs.45,000/- about 7 to 8 years
prior to his date of deposition i.e. 17.06.1992. He has admitted that Rs.400/-
were still outstanding towards Jagdish and tractor was not transferred in the
name of Jagdish and was still registered in the name of Ramswaroop. He has
also admitted that he had not given any transfer paper to Jagdish. In cross
examination, this witness has admitted that police had not taken any statement
from him after death of Jagdish in relation to tractor. He also admits that he had
not made any documentation in regard to sell of Harrow Thresher and Trolley.
This statement of Ramswaroop makes the prosecution more vulnerable, specially
when as per the settled law as per the provisions contained in Chapter XXIV of
Cr.P.C. in regard to disposal of property, it is the criminal Court alone which can
make an order during any enquiry or trial handing over the proper custody of
the property pending conclusion of enquiry or trial. But there is no such order of
handing over of the custody by the concerned Magistrate on record. Besides
this, there is an admission of Ramesh (PW-2) of disposal of such property. In
fact, such property could have been handed over only to registered owner of
such property and not to Ramesh, and therefore, whole story of Indel taking
such tractor along with cultivator on hire becomes doubtful.

137. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 - Section 161
EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Sections 11, 32, 114 and 154
INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Sections 302 and 304 Part I
(i) Hostile witness — Evidentiary value of — Held, evidence of a
hostile witness must also be tested on the touchstone of normal
human behaviour - Injured witness was real brother of
deceased — He admitted his signature on Dehati Nalishi accusing

JOTIJOURNAL - JUNE 2020 - PART I 185



accused — He turned hostile in Court and stated that upon
reaching hospital, he did not inquire about the reason of the
incident and death of his brother — He further stated that he
had not seen his brother carefully and cannot say whether his
brother sustained injuries — Such conduct amounts of
unnatural human behaviour and he is trying to conceal the
material truth from Court — Dehati Nalishi and FIR proved by
scribes were relied upon.

(ii) Recording of statement of witnesses by police; delay in — Effect
— If the evidence led by prosecution is otherwise credible and
cogent, belated recording of statements u/s 161 Cr.P.C. loses
its significance.

(iii) Dying declaration — Oral — Credibility of — State of fitness of
deceased at the time of making statement — Whether certificate
of medical examiner is always necessary? Held, No - Incident
took place at 02:30 PM — As per parents of deceased, he
narrated about the incident and informed names of accused
to them — Medical expert received application for recording
dying declaration of deceased at 03:50 PM and found him unfit
to speak — Held, it cannot be said that deceased was not in a
fit state of mind before 03:50 PM - Oral dying declaration given
by deceased to his parents much prior to his examination by
medical expert relied upon.

(iv) Plea of alibi — Evidence required to prove — Accused is required
to prove with absolute certainty that he was far away from the
place of occurrence and it is extremely improbable that he
would have participated in the crime.

(v) Murder and culpable homicide not amounting to murder —
Injuries were outcome of hard and blunt object — No injuries
on vital part of the body — Cause of death was multiple injuries,
haemorrhage and excessive bleeding — Held, simple injuries
caused by several persons by inflicting blows of hard and blunt
object will not bring the assault within ambit of murder.

qus gfdpar Gfadr, 1973 — oRT 161

ey Irferfras, 1872 — ORT 11, 32, 114 UG 154

ARJIT gvs Gfgdr, 1860 — &IRIC 302 U4 304 HIT II
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BT ATAST TIUSR 03:50 g0 YT AT R 6 S < H A& uram
— fafreifRa, a8 98 w1 o1 G@ar 2 f& Jaa IUsR 03:50 g9 @
gel AMRT® U @ w9 T o — fafeca fagtys gRT Swa uReor
® 984 Ugd U AT B Jae g1 Ry ¢ wifae qgaitae
S WR fazara fear |

(iv) 3=z SufRera &1 3iffares — wrfad & @ fou smawas AT —
AR @ gof Fil=aar @ @ a8 |ifed &3 smaws @ 6 a8
geATd 9 980 §X T IR I8 A AT = b Su ruvme o
T foram g1 |

(v) =1 SR MRS AG 99 W1 &7 <121 @ — dIc HolR 3R A2 9%
3T 9RO off — IR @& AP 91T WR $ig dic g1 i — I &1
PR AP dic, AW 3R IARS Tha1d o — AffrEiRa, o3
fral gRT $oIR 3R Ao} 97 9@ FIRT WERT A 9 &I AT
31 aRfer 7 1Y @ |

Ramesh Kachhi v. State of M.P.

Judgment dated 12.09.2019 passed by the High Court of

Madhya Pradesh in Criminal Appeal No. 4833 of 2018, reported
in 2020 CriLJ 333 (DB)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The evidence of Akash (PW/3) may be viewed from another angle. If a
person comes to know that his real brother is hospitalised because of an assault
on him and is in critical condition, upon reaching the hospital, his first anxiety
would be to know regarding health condition of his brother and the reason behind
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his hospitalization. In the instant case, the statement of Akash (PW/3) that upon
reaching the hospital, he did not inquire about the reason behind the incident
and death of his brother is completely amounts to an unnatural human behaviour.
He further narrated that he had not seen his brother carefully in the hospital
and therefore is not in a position to state whether there was any bleeding in his
head and whether he sustained injuries. In Rathinam v. State of Tamil Nadu,
(2011) 11 SCC 140, it was ruled that the best check on the veracity of a witness is
the test of normal human behaviour. If the behaviour of a witness is unnatural
and grossly against normal human conduct that itself is a strong circumstance
in doubting the story projected by him. Such statements are held to be
untrustworthy if measured by applying any yardstick. Thus, we are constrained
to hold that Akash has tried to conceal the material truth from the court in order
to shield/protect the appellants for the reasons best known to him.

In view of foregoing analysis, we are unable to hold that court below has
committed any error of law in appreciating and evaluating the evidence of the
hostile witness. J.N. Gyarasia (PW/4) proved the dehati nalishi Exhibit P/3 and
the FIR Exhibit P/12. Similarly, PW/11 D.V.S. Nagar who recorded dehati nalishi
satisfactorily proved it. In no uncertain terms, he deposed that the dehati nalishi
was recorded at the instance of complainant Akash Patel. His statement and
also the statement of PW/4 could not be demolished. We concur the finding of
the court below in the manner the statement of hostile withess PW/3 was analyzed.
The judgments cited by the learned senior counsel for appellants are of no
assistance in the factual matrix of this case because prosecution has established
that dehati nalishi contains PW/3’s signatures and court below rightly opined
that in the manner he deposed in the court while turning hostile, his statement is
unacceptable and statement of PW/4 and PW/11 inspires confidence in the light
of principle of law laid down in Mahesh v. State of Maharashtra, (2008) 13 SCC 271.

X X X

The appellants contended that statements of parents of deceased Arjun
were recorded after ten days from the date of incident which makes the
investigation totally unreliable. The trial founded upon such a polluted
investigation and the judgment impugned needs interference. The effect of
defective investigation was considered by Supreme Court in Karnel Singh v.
State of M.P,, (1995) 5 SCC 518 and in Amar Singh v. Balvinder Singh, (2003) 2 SCC
518. It was ruled that because of negligence of prosecution alone the story of
prosecution cannot be discarded otherwise faith and confidence of people would
be shaken not only in the law enforcing agency but also in the administration of
justice (see — Rambihari Yadav v. State of Bihar, (1998) 4 SCC 517). The principle laid
down in these cases is that if evidence led by prosecution is worthy of credence,
the point that investigation was faulty or statements were belatedly recorded under
Section 161, Cr.P.C. pales into insignificance (Dhanaj Singh v. State of Punjab, (2004)
3 8CC 654). In the instant case, the mother (PW/8) deposed in her statement (Para
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18) that on the next date of incident, police came to her house and she informed
the police that her son was assaulted by the accused persons and they are also
under threat of being assaulted. She pleaded ignorance whether police had
recorded her statement at that point of time or not.

In this case, for the reasons mentioned in separate paragraphs, we have
recorded the findings that prosecution has satisfactorily established that
appellants have assaulted Arjun because of which he died. In view of this
satisfaction recorded by us, the interference on the ground that statements
were belatedly recorded is unwarranted.

X X X

In para 30 of the impugned judgment, the court below has analyzed the
statements of parents in the light of deposition of Dr. Sanjay Kumar Nigam (PW/
7) wherein he stated that Arjun was not in a fit condition to speak. It was held
that a holistic reading of statement of PW/7 shows that he received an application
from police at 3:50 p.m. on 24.01.2017 containing a request to record the dying
declaration. At 3:50 p.m., as per this witness, Arjun was not in a fit condition to
give any declaration. The court below meticulously examined the factual matrix
and opined that the District Hospital, Narsinghpur informed police chowki, District
Hospital, Narsinghpur at 2:30 p.m. that Arjun has been hospitalized and its a
medico legal case. The Court below on the strength of statement of Shanti Bai
(PW/10) and the document Exhibit P/18 opined that Shanti Bai came with Arjun
to the hospital. The finding given in para 30 is that as per dehati nalishi incident
had taken place at around 2:30 p.m. and after 1 hour 20 minutes, application
was sent to the doctor for recording the dying declaration. There is no evidence
of doctor to show that before 3:50 p.m., Arjun was not in a fit state of mind. We
do not find any infirmity in this conclusion drawn by the court below. Prosecution
has satisfactorily established that upon receiving information of assault on her
son, Shanti Bai took her injured son to the hospital. As noticed above, both the
parents categorically deposed that their son Arjun was in a fit state of mind at
the time of giving declaration and their statements could sustain the test of
cross-examination, hence we are of the view that statement of doctor which
reflects condition of Arjun at 3:50 p.m. will not cause any dent to the statements
of parents. Putting it differently, the statement of doctor (PW/7) reflects the
condition of Arjun at 3:50 p.m. and on the basis of this statement, it cannot be
presumed that when Arjun gave declaration to his parents which is much prior to
3:50 p.m., he was not in a fit state of mind. As per statement of doctor (PW/7),
there was no injury on the vital parts of body of Arjun. For this reason also, the
prosecution version cannot be doubted that Arjun was in a fit state of mind when
brought to the hospital and when he gave declaration to PW/8 and PW/10. We,
accordingly, countenance the finding of court below in this regard.

X X X
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The Latin word alibi means “elsewhere”. In order to establish that appellant
was far away from place of occurrence and it is extremely improbable that he
would have participated in the crime, he has to establish it with absolute certainty
by excluding the possibility of his presence at the place of occurrence. If evidence
adduced by accused is of such a quality and is of such a standard that the court
may entertain some reasonable doubt regarding his presence at the scene when
the occurrence took place, the accused undoubtedly is entitled to the benefit of
doubt. [Binay Kumar Singh v. State of Bihar, (1997) 1 SCC 283 and Vijay Pal v.
State (Govt. of NCT of Delhi), (2015) 4 SCC 749]

In the instant case, the court below has rightly held that no minutes, register
or documentary evidence is produced by defence to establish that this appellant
was indeed present in the said meeting. The meeting as per DW/1 was called by
Chairman of Municipal Council and attended by representative of Member of
Parliament. Neither said Chairman nor the representative was called in the
witness box to support this statement. The court below rightly applied Explanation
(a) of Section 11 because Bhola Thakur (DW/1) admitted that travel time between
Municipal Council and place of incidence is 5-10 minutes.

138. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Section 173
First Information Report — First information reports relating to
common allegations may be clubbed and accused may be proceeded
at one place.

qus yfshar wfEar, 1973 — &R 173
g A Ruld — |91+ Affdpel | wafta o3 yom Ja-n Ruid agaa
@I ST Pl © UG AT R T 81 I WR BRIATE! I o Fobell 2 |

Satinder Singh Bhasin v. Government of NCT of Delhi & ors.
Order dated 04.02.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Writ Petition
(Criminal) No. 242 of 2019, reported in 2019 (4) Crimes 213 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the order:

Be it noted that we are inclined to stay further proceedings only arising
from the FIRs registered at New Delhi because the substratum of the allegations
in the FIRs filed at Delhi are similar and, more so, as aforementioned, 72
complainants are common at both the places. We may, however, permit the
remaining informants/complainants in FIRs registered at New Delhi to register
their complaint with the Police Station Kasna, Gautam Budh Nagar, Greater Noida,
Uttar Pradesh if so advised, which can also be investigated by the SIT constituted
by the State of Uttar Pradesh.
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139. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Section 227

Discharge of accused — Parameters — If two views are possible and
one of them gives rise to suspicion only as distinguished from grave
suspicion, Trial Judge would be empowered to discharge accused
— Trial Judge is not a mere Post Office to frame charge at instance
of prosecution — Judge has merely to sift evidence in order to find
out whether or not there is sufficient ground for proceeding —
Evidence would consist of statements recorded by Police or
documents produced before Court — It is open to accused to explain
away materials giving rise to grave suspicion — Defence of accused
is not to be looked into at the stage when accused seeks to be
discharged u/s 227 of Cr.P.C. — Court has to consider broad
probabilities, total effect of evidence and documents produced
before court, any basic infirmities appearing in case and so on -
This, however, would not entitle court to make a roving inquiry into
pros and cons — Code does not give any right to accused to produce
any document at the stage of framing of charge — At the stage of
framing of charge, submission of accused is to be confined to
material produced by Police.

qus yfspar dfedr, 1973 — aRT 227

IR PT SHIAT — AUGvs — IfE 7T fIFaR 999 2 3R S 4 1 1HR
Hig ¥ feifea a3 W3 S oxar 2, farvr s arar =amanefer
e bl ST B & oIy qerad 8T — RIS ST YR WR AR
faxfad o @& ford famor &= arer =l 9= s16 'x a8 @ -
SrRIATEl @& oIy yaiw e 2 a1 18, 913 a8 udr o+ @ o =amarefa
IR B BA—dI BIAT & — ARTAI & A& U¥Jd A T qxaE« ar
gfers g faRea sif¥raerm wrew # wftfera g — ik 938 Saa= oA
areft arHfraY B Wipd F & forg e W@da @ — U, &) aRT
227 @ YH¥ R 94 JRYFT IHIGT aredT © a9 IR &1 gferar a2
<€l W @ — [T & 9¥E U¥d SEddll Ud Higd & fe 99,
faeqa FHTEAIY, Al A ydc B drell BIs MR HIAAT 3R 37 BI
ST §RT faaR f&ar S @ — g1dife I8 <Irimed i ue AR faug &
Heg o T8 W9 B3 oq aqef T 941 @ — RIY faRfad s & usA
R JNYERT Bl By WA TR B B ASR Afzar yar a1 el
2 — IARIY fa=1 & 9shd R ARRF &1 A g gRT uxga e
as T grar 2
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M.E. Shivalingamurthy v. Central Bureau of Investigation
Bengaluru

Judgment dated 07.01.2020, passed by the Supreme Court of India in
Criminal Appeal No. 957 of 2017, reported in 2020 (1) Crimes 125 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Legal principles applicable in regard is an application seeking discharge &
this is an area covered by a large body of case law. We refer to a recent judgment
which has referred to the earlier decisions, viz., P. Vijayan v. State of Kerala and
another, (2010) 2 SCC 398 and discern the following principles:

i If two views are possible and one of them gives rise to suspicion only
as distinguished from grave suspicion, the Trial Judge would be
empowered to discharge the accused.

ii.  The Trial Judge is not a mere Post Office to frame the charge at the
instance of the prosecution.

iii. The Judge has merely to sift the evidence in order to find out whether
or not there is sufficient ground for proceeding. Evidence would consist
of the statements recorded by the Police or the documents produced
before the Court.

iv. If the evidence, which the Prosecutor proposes to adduce to prove
the guilt of the accused, even if fully accepted before it is challenged
in cross-examination or rebutted by the defence evidence, if any,
“cannot show that the accused committed offence, then, there will be
no sufficient ground for proceeding with the trial”.

v. Itis open to the accused to explain away the materials giving rise to
the grave suspicion.

vi. The court has to consider the broad probabilities, the total effect of
the evidence and the documents produced before the court, any basic
infirmities appearing in the case and so on. This, however, would not
entitle the court to make a roving inquiry into the pros and cons.

vii. At the time of framing of the charges, the probative value of the
material on record cannot be gone into, and the material brought on
record by the prosecution, has to be accepted as true.

viii. There must exist some material for entertaining the strong suspicion
which can form the basis for drawing up a charge and refusing to
discharge the accused.

The defence of the accused is not to be looked into at the stage when the
accused seeks to be discharged under Section 227 of the CrPC (See State of
J&K v. Sudershan Chakkar and another, AIR 1995 SC 1954). The expression, “the
record of the case”, used in Section 227 of the CrPC is to be understood as the
documents and the articles, if any, produced by the prosecution. The Code
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does not give any right to the accused to produce any document at the stage of
framing of the charge. At the stage of framing of the charge, the submission of
the accused is to be confined to the material produced by the Police (See &
State of Orissa v. Debendra Nath Padhi, AIR 2005 SC 359).
([
140. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Sections 227 and 397
INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Section 306
SCHEDULED CASTES AND SCHEDULED TRIBES (PREVENTION OF
ATROCITIES) ACT, 1989 — Section 3(2)(v)
Revision — Order of discharge while exercising revisional
jurisdiction — At the stage of framing of charge, Court is merely
required to form an opinion whether there is strong suspicion that
the accused has committed an offence, which if put on trial, could
prove his guilt — At this stage, final test of guilt is not to be applied
— Deceased had filed several complaints against the accused, the
last one just few days before suicide — There is allegation that
accused got a loan fraudulently in the name of deceased, got her
terminated from employment and evicted from rented house — There
is dying declaration on record — Held, order of discharge not proper.

qus yfhar €fddr, 1973 — gRIC 227 U9 397

AR <vs wfadr, 1860 — ©IIRT 306

IpYgfaa sifa va sgyfad st (Sremar fFarer) siferfrem,
1989 — ©IRT 3(2)(v)

gEeT — Q&0 AFRGR ST ST Hd §Y SHIaT T e — ARIY
faRaT & Ushd IR AT B ATH I8 GHTE AT il © & T JIFY<h
$ §RI AT fHT A ST Y9 Waw © foraal [FaReT fHan 1= at saa!
<IfYar Rig 8 9adl @ — 39 W R 3ffad iufifg @ Sama-r &) wira =)
3 A 2 — YA 7 AP @ favg o3 RNed IR o1 off, Iifaw
IATHEAT 4 B B f&7 gl o1 off — gy 37 o & IPRgea 3 ducyds
AP @ A W F0T foram o1, 9 A8 9 FMedar f&ar o den fe=e &
R 9 Frs1fa axar fAn o — aftee R g aifas doe ff Sudaer @
— affreiRa, S=ireq &1 e Sfaa w18 2 |

State of Madhya Pradesh v. Deepak

Judgment dated 13.03.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 485 of 2019, reported in 2020 CriLJ 638

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

In State of Rajasthan v. Fatehkaran Mehdu, (2017) 3 SCC 198, a two-judge
bench of this Court has elucidated on the scope of the interference permissible
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under Section 397 with regard to the framing of a charge. Justice Ashok Bhushan
held thus:

“The scope of interference and exercise of jurisdiction under
Section 397 CrPC has been time and again explained by
this Court. Further, the scope of interference under Section
397 CrPC at a stage, when charge had been framed, is
also well settled. At the stage of framing of a charge, the
court is concerned not with the proof of the allegation rather
it has to focus on the material and form an opinion whether
there is strong suspicion that the accused has committed an
offence, which if put to trial, could prove his guilt. The framing
of charge is not a stage, at which stage final test of guilt is to
be applied. Thus, to hold that at the stage of framing the
charge, the court should form an opinion that the accused
is certainly guilty of committing an offence, is to hold
something which is neither permissible nor is in consonance
with the scheme of the Code of Criminal Procedure.”

In the present case, there is sufficient material on record to uphold the
order framing charges of the Trial Court. The discharge of the accused was not
justified. The High Court has evidently ignored what has emerged during the
course of the investigation. The material indicates that several complaints were
filed by the deceased. The last of them was filed a few days before the suicide.
It is alleged that the respondent had taken a loan of ¥ 5 lakh through fraudulent
means in the name of the deceased and an altercation took place between him
and the deceased in that regard. Moreover, the respondent is alleged to have
got the deceased evicted from a rented house as well as terminated from her
employment at Central Bank. There is a dying declaration.

*141.CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 - Sections 273, 299 and 317
Recording of evidence in absence of accused — Validity of — There
are only two exceptions when evidence can be recorded in absence
of accused — Circumstances provided in Sections 299 and 317 Cr.P.C.
— Any violation of this rule prejudices the right of fair trial of accused
making such evidence - a nullity — Instantly, several prosecution
witnesses were examined in absence of accused without
proceeding under Sections 299 and 317 Cr.P.C. — Case remanded
for fresh examination of witnesses who were already examined in
absence of accused as per the provisions of Cr.P.C. (Atma Ram &
ors. v. State of Rajasthan, AIR 2019 SC 1961 followed).

qus yfshar Widdr, 1973 — gRIC 273, 299 U4 317
g 31 FqulRefa ¥ e dEag fHar S — doar — g9 417 <l
IUarE & o9 IPY® B Igulkerfa § Aied dwag a1 & Gahdl ¥ — gy

JOTIJOURNAL - JUNE 2020 - PART I 194



299 3R 317 T.U.9. H ScalRaa yRRfoAT — 39 w9 &1 313 Seae=
IRYFd & Fq fARY & ARGR &1 yfdsma wu 4 garfaa s 0 a1
$I I[IGd 91 oAl @ — 9 AW A, B3 ARG wifdrl 3 wdar Afg®
BI TURfT A U H. BT TR 299 3R 317 & AehT BRIAE fHy a1 T
T8 off — 3ra: AFTeT U 9Tferl &1 SU9. @ 9TaETl @ IJER ¢ RR 9
oEdr w3 @ fore ufadfa fear wan | (e v 7 377 3. vroreerr T wrog,

VSIS IR 2019 el 1961 ITARA) |

State of M.P. v. Yogeshnath alias Jogeshnath

Order dated 06.09.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh(Gwalior Bench) in Criminal Reference Case No. 9 of 2019,
reported in 2020 CriLJ 721 (DB)

142. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Section 319
Summoning of accused — Degree of proof — Exercise of power
u/s 319 of the Code — To be more than prima facie but not of
satisfaction to the extent that the evidence, if goes uncontroverted,
would lead to conviction of accused.

<us gfdpar wfedr, 1973 — T 319

IFGET I AT — YHAIOT BT AT —Hiedl BI 9RT 319 & Aavid wfad T
YANT — I8 AR faRfad g S & 99 YoM gear aid 9 31fte, iRy
9 @1 @) wgiwar 9@ T8 i & afe arer suRafda w@ at sifrgaa a1
il fHar s g

Sugreev Kumar v. State of Punjab and ors.
Judgment dated 15.03.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 509 of 2019, reported in 2019 (4) Crimes 370 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The provisions contained in Section 319 CrPC sanction the summoning of
any person on the basis of any relevant evidence as available on record. However,
it being a discretionary power and an extraordinary one, is to be exercised
sparingly and only when cogent evidence is available. The prime facie opinion
which is to be formed for exercise of this power requires stronger evidence than
mere probability of complicity of a person. The test to be applied is the one
which is more than a prime facie case as examined at the time of framing charge
but not of satisfaction to the extent that the evidence, if goes uncontroverted,
would lead to the conviction of the accused.

JOTIJOURNAL - JUNE 2020 - PART I 195



143. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Sections 437, 438 and 439
Bail — Conditions that may be imposed — Whether a condition of
cash deposit in PM CARES Fund or such similar fund while allowing
bail application can be imposed by Courts? Held, No — Any such
condition would be unjust, irregular and improper.

qus gfpar Gfadr, 1973 — SIRIC 437, 438 UG 439

SHTA — JIERIYT & o1 a7 I — T STATAad §RT S e
WHR Hd Y NIgH IH H's AT V8 FAH Bs § 16 AR SHT A
3 ord ARG @1 o1 wadt 87 — afifeiRa, 7€ — A B i wd
sr=argef, sivfia S srgfaa s |

Fahad Ahmed and ors. v. State of Madhya Pradesh

Judgment dated 12.05.2020 passed by the High Court of
Madhya Pradesh in Miscellaneous Criminal Case No. 13259 of 2020,
unreported

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Learned counsel for the applicants by taking this court to the judgment of
Supreme Court reported in Moti Ram and ors. v. State of M.P., AIR 1978 SC 1594
and recent judgment of Kerala High Court in Chinna Rao Swayamvarappu v. State
of Kerala and ors., Cri. M.C. No. TMP 5/2020 urged that condition No.1 of bail
order dated 30.04.2020 directing the applicants to deposit ¥ 25,000/- each in
P.M. Care Fund runs contrary to the order of Supreme Court and Kerala High
Court. In absence of any enabling provision, the court below was not justified in
directing such deposit before the P.M. Care Fund.

It is apposite to mention the relevant portion of the judgment of Kerala
High Court in Chinna Rao Swayamvarappu (supra) which reads as under :-

“The learned Sessions Judge while granting bail has
directed the petitioner to deposit an amount of ¥ 25,000/-
towards the Corona Relief Fund.

This Court by its order in Crl M.C 3830/2012, relying on
the decision of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Moti Ram
(supra) has held that the imposition of cash security or
deposit of any amount for grant of bail is unjust, irregular
and improper.

In view of the above categoric declaration of law, | find that
Condition No.2 imposed by the learned Sessions Judge,
that the petitioner should deposit an amount of ¥ 25,000/-
towards the Corona Relief Fund is improper and unjust.
Hence, | quash the said condition. Nevertheless, the
petitioner shall comply with all the other conditions contained
in the impugned order.”
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| am in respectful agreement with the view taken by the Kerala High Court.
Considering the aforesaid, the impugned order dated 30.4.2020, to the extent
of condition No.1, is hereby set aside.

144. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Section 438
SCHEDULED CASTES AND SCHEDULED TRIBES (PREVENTION OF
ATROCITIES) ACT, 1989 — Section 18A
Anticipatory bail — Provisions of Section 438 of the Code shall not
apply to the cases under the Act of 1989 — But if the complaint does
not make out a prima facie case for applicability of the provisions of
the Act of 1989, the bar created by Section 18 and 18A (i) shall not
apply.
qus gfspar wfadr, 1973 — oRT 438

IrNfaa o vd g frd sieenfa @remarR faren) s,
1989 — €IINT 18P

IFUH SHTa — WiedT 3 aRT 438 & YTGETE 1989 & IATAFA & IGd
3T a1l AFEl WX AR T8 B — Ry afe Rera @ yert gwedar 1989
@ IfSiforaw & yraum=l @) gatsaar 2q ATEr 1) 9991 @, 99 OIRT 18 U4
18% (i) T A 1A IJaIe R 81 81 |

Prathvi Raj Chauhan v. Union of India and ors.

Judgment dated 10.02.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Writ
Petition (C) No. 1015 of 2018, reported in AIR 2020 SC 1036 (Three
Judge Bench)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Concerning the applicability of provisions of section 438 Cr.PC, it shall not
apply to the cases under Act of 1989. However, if the complaint does not make
out a prima facie case for applicability of the provisions of the Act of 1989, the
bar created by section 18 and 18A (i) shall not apply. We have clarified this
aspect while deciding the review petitions.

145. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Section 451

FOREST ACT, 1927 - Sections 52, 52-A, 52-B, 52-C and 53

Interim custody of vehicle — Tractor and trolley carrying sand illegally
excavated from a restricted area in national sanctuary seized -
Intimation of the seizure was given to the Magistrate u/s 52 of the
Indian Forest Act, 1927, vide Madhya Pradesh Amendment Act, 1983
specific provision has been made for the seizure and confiscation
of forest produce and of tools, boats, vehicles and article used in
the commission of offences — Once the authorised officer initiated
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confiscation proceedings, the jurisdiction u/s 451 of the Cr.P.C. not
available to the Magistrate.

qus yfepar wfdar, 1973 — aRT 451

9+ IAfAFTH, 1927 — &RV 52, 52—®, 52—, 52— U4 53
e BI JaRA Yl — WG IR & gfasfea 83 4 9 sdeantie
TP A T BT ST B o T W@ dex Ud glell & o fbar @ —
Sl BY I ARA a1 A, 1927 @Y aRT 52 @ d'd AT & &
TS — ALY G A4, 1983 §RT 99—-S<UTE U4 SUYBROT, A1,
qTE qAT 3 IEIY ST a1 H1Ra = § AT ganm 2 b o=t va
JIferaver & Wdyg A faeiy Sudy f&Hy 1Y @ — U@ IR 99 Ufrpa st
ST 3BT B HRIAIE IRA S ofl TS B TUE. DI TRT 451 &I
aatreR A e & foy Suder & 21

State of Madhya Pradesh and ors. v. Uday Singh and ors.
Judgment dated 26.03.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 524 of 2019, reported in 2019 (4) Crimes 420 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Our analysis of the amendments brought by MP Act 25 of 1983 to the
Indian Forest Act, 1927 leads to the conclusion that specific provisions have
been made for the seizure and confiscation of forest produce and of tools, boats,
vehicles and articles used in the commission of offences. Upon a seizure under
Section 52(1), the officer effecting the seizure has to either produce the property
before the Authorised Officer or to make a report of the seizure under sub-
section (2) of Section 52. Upon being satisfied that a forest offence has been
committed, the Authorised Officer is empowered, for reasons to be recorded, to
confiscate the forest produce together with the tools, vehicles, boats and articles
used in its commission. Before confiscating any property under sub-section (3),
the Authorised Officer is required to send an intimation of the initiation of the
proceedings for the confiscation of the property to the Magistrate having
jurisdiction to try the offence. Where it is intended to immediately launch a criminal
proceeding, a report of the seizure is made to the Magistrate having jurisdiction
to try the offence. The order of confiscation under Section 52(3) is subject to an
appeal under Section 52-A and a revision under Section 52-B. Sub-section (5)
of Section 52-B imparts finality to the order of the Court of Sessions in revision
notwithstanding anything contained to the contrary in the Cr.P.C. and provides
that it shall not be called into question before any court. Section 52-C stipulates
that on the receipt of an intimation by the Magistrate under sub-section (4) of
Section 52, no court, tribunal or authority, other than an Authorised Officer, an
Appellate Authority or Court of Sessions (under Sections 52, 52-A and 52-B)
shall have jurisdiction to pass orders with regard to possession, delivery, disposal
or distribution of the property in regard to which confiscation proceedings have
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been initiated. Sub-section (1) of Section 52-C has a non obstante provision
which operates notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in the Indian
Forest Act, 1927 or in any other law for the time being in force. The only saving
is in respect of an officer duly empowered by the State Government for directing
the immediate release of a property seized under Section 52, as provided in
Section 61. Hence, upon the receipt of an intimation by the Magistrate of the
initiation of confiscation proceedings under sub-section (4) (a) of Section 52,
the bar of jurisdiction under sub-section (1) of Section 52-C is clearly attracted.
The scheme contained in the amendments enacted to the Indian Forest Act,
1927 in relation to the State of Madhya Pradesh, makes it abundantly clear that
the direction which was issued by the High Court in the present case, in a petition
under Section 482 of the CrPC, to the Magistrate to direct the interim release of
the vehicle, which had been seized, was contrary to law. The jurisdiction under
Section 451 of the CrPC was not available to the Magistrate, once the Authorised
Officer initiated confiscation proceedings.

)
146. EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Sections 3 and 32

(i) Dying declaration — Principles reiterated.

(ii) Dying declaration — Irrespective of extent and gravity of burn
injuries, doctor certified victim to be in fit state — Such dying
declaration cannot be discarded.

(iii) Non-recording of dying declaration by Magistrate; effect of a
particular statement, when being offered as dying declaration
and satisfies all the requirements of judicial scrutiny, cannot
be discarded merely because it has not been recorded by a
Magistrate or that the Police Officer did not obtain attestation
by any person present at the time of making of the statement.

ey firfrgs, 1872 — gRI¢ 3 U9 32

(i) FgIIfad o — fagra Y Y|

(i) JgPIfa®d $AF — S » 919 I G 71 THRAT R fFar fey
fo1 fafecas gwT smea &1 Sfaa <em A 841 yifdra f&am am | ¢ar
SIS HA TRGR T3] fHa1 A1 9Har 2 |

(iii) afTEie @ g qgDIfad H AfiferRaa 9 fey S &1 ywT —
o9 $ig fafafde Fom qy@ifas som @ wu 4 faar omar @ sk a8
=i e gaa Aragadare oY gfd dvar @ 99 dad s9
PR W AFGR & fHar o "gear f& tar s aiRge gRI
siftferRera 12T faam ram 2 srerar gferd aiffrer) gRT doF fay o
Y SuRerd fedY aafaa &1 rqysTeE g &Y fear 2
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Purshottam Chopra and anr. v. State (Govt. of NCT Delhi)
Judgment dated 07.01.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No.194 of 2012, reported in AIR 2020 SC 476

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

For what has been noticed hereinabove, some of the principles relating to
recording of dying declaration and its admissibility and reliability could be usefully
summed up as under:

(i)
(if)

(iii)

(iv)

(vii)

(viii)

A dying declaration could be the sole basis of conviction even without
corroboration, if it inspires confidence of the Court.

The Court should be satisfied that the declarant was in a fit state of mind
at the time of making the statement; and that it was a voluntary statement,
which was not the result of tutoring, prompting or imagination.

Where a dying declaration is suspicious or is suffering from any
infirmity such as want of fit state of mind of the declarant or of like
nature, it should not be acted upon without corroborative evidence.

When the eye-witnesses affirm that the deceased was not in a fit and
conscious state to make the statement, the medical opinion cannot
prevail.

The law does not provide as to who could record dying declaration
nor there is any prescribed format or procedure for the same but the
person recording dying declaration must be satisfied that the maker
is in a fit state of mind and is capable of making the statement.

Although presence of a Magistrate is not absolutely necessary for
recording of a dying declaration but to ensure authenticity and
credibility, it is expected that a Magistrate be requested to record
such dying declaration and/or attestation be obtained from other
persons present at the time of recording the dying declaration.

As regards a burns case, the percentage and degree of burns would
not, by itself, be decisive of the credibility of dying declaration; and
the decisive factor would be the quality of evidence about the fit and
conscious state of the declarant to make the statement.

If after careful scrutiny, the Court finds the statement placed as dying
declaration to be voluntary and also finds it coherent and consistent,
there is no legal impediment in recording conviction on its basis even
without corroboration.

It has been contended that the statement Ex. PW-16/B cannot be accepted
for the same having not been recorded by or in the presence of Magistrate nor
any attestation having been obtained. Chapter 13-A of Delhi High Court Rules
has also been referred. In our view, the said rules as regards the expected
manner of recording of dying declaration, by their very nature, could only be
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considered directly and it cannot be laid down that want of compliance of any of
the expectation therein would result in discarding of a recorded dying declaration.
The expectations in the said rules that the dying declaration be recorded by a
Judicial Magistrate; the fitness of the declarant be examined; the statement be
in the form of simple narrative; signature or thumb impression of the declarant
be obtained etc. are all, obviously, intended to ensure that the dying declaration
is recorded in the manner that its credence does not remain questionable.
However, a particular statement, when being offered as dying declaration and
satisfies all the requirements of judicial scrutiny, cannot be discarded merely
because it has not been recorded by a Magistrate or that the police officer did
not obtain attestation by any person present at the time of making of the
statement. Even in this regard, the witness PW-19 Inspector Om Prakash has
pointed out that when asked to attest the statement of Sher Singh as recorded
by S| Rajesh Kumar, the doctor pointed out that the facts had already been
mentioned in the MLC and there was no need to attest the statement. Taking an
overall view of the matter, we find no reason that the statement Ex. PW-16/B be
discarded only for want of its recording by a Magistrate or for want of attestation.

Another emphasis laid on behalf of the appellants is on the fact that the
victim Sher Singh had suffered 100% burns and he was already in critical
condition and further to that, his condition was regularly deteriorating. It is,
therefore, contended that in such a critical and deteriorating condition, he could
not have made proper, coherent and intelligible statement. The submissions do
not make out a case for interference. As laid down in Vijay Pal v. State (NCT of
Delhi), (2015) 4 SCC 749 and reiterated in Bhagwan v. State of Maharshtra, (2019)
8 SCC 95, the extent of burn injuries — going beyond 92% and even to 100% —
would not, by itself, lead to a conclusion that victim of such burn injuries may not
be in a position to make the statement. Irrespective of the extent and gravity of
burn injuries, when the doctor had certified him to be in fit state of mind to make
the statement; and the person recording the statement was also satisfied about
his fitness for making such statement; and when there does not appear any
inherent or apparent defect, in our view, the dying declaration cannot be
discarded. Contra to what has been argued on behalf of the appellants, we are
of the view that the juristic theory regarding acceptability of statement made by
a person who is at the point of death has its fundamentals in the recognition
that at the terminal point of life, every motive to falsehood is removed or silenced.
To a fire victim like that of present case, the gravity of injuries is an obvious
indicator towards the diminishing hope of life in the victim; and on the accepted
principles, acceleration of diminishing of hope of life could only obliterate the
likelihood of falsehood or improper motive. Of course, it may not lead to the
principle that gravity of injury would itself lead to trustworthiness of the dying
declaration. As noticed, there could still be some inherent defect [As had been
in Dalip Singh and ors. v. State of Punjab, AIR 1979 SC 1173] for which a statement,
even if recorded as dying declaration, cannot be relied upon without
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corroboration. Suffice would be to observe to present purpose that merely for
100% burn injuries, it cannot be said that the victim was incapable to make a
statement which could be acted upon as dying declaration.

147. EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 - Sections 6 and 24 to 27

INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Sections 201 and 302 r/w/s 34

(i) Death sentence — Aggravating and mitigating circumstances -
There cannot be any hard and fast rule for balancing the
aggravating and mitigating circumstances — Each case has to
be decided on its own merits — In “rarest of rare case”, capital
punishment is to be imposed — To come to conclusion in each
case, aggravating and mitigating circumstances have to be
considered — Further, factors like age of the accused,
possibility of reformation, gravity of the offence, etc. are also
to be kept in mind.

(ii) Death sentence — Aggravating factor — Previous conviction for
similar offence can be considered as aggravating factor — Such
conviction for similar offence can be considered as
aggravating factor.

(iii) Extra-judicial confession — Accused have confessed before
independent witnesses — There was nothing on record to show
that such confession was caused by inducement, threat or
promise — Extra-judicial confession is a weak piece of evidence,
but at the same time, if the same is corroborated by other
evidence on record, it can be accepted.

a1eg fAfrad, 1872 — 9NV 6 U4 24 4§ 27

AR qUs Wfdr, 1860 — ©IIRIY 201 UG 302 WaUfSd ©IIRT 34
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Ishwarilal Yadav and anr. v. State of Chhatisgarh

Judgment dated 03.10.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1416 of 2017, reported in (2019) 10 SCC 423 (Three-Judge
Bench)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The deceased, a small two year old boy, by name, Chirag Rajput was the
son of Poshan Singh (PW-3) and Savitri Bai (PW-5). PW-5 works as a domestic
help whereas Poshan Singh (PW-3) was working in Bhilai. Smt. Vandana Rajput
(PW-21) is the sister of Savitri Bai (PW-5) and was at home along with the minor
child — Chirag — on fateful day, i.e., 23.11.2010. When Vandana Rajput (PW-21)
and deceased boy Chirag Rajput were at home on 23.11.2010, Chirag went outside
the house to play while she was inside. After sometime when she went out, she
could not find Chirag and Chirag was missing. She immediately rang her sister and
brother-in-law, i.e., PW-5 and 3 respectively who came back to their house.

It is the case of the prosecution that the two main accused, Smt. Kiran Bai
and her husband Ishwari Lal Yadav believed in tantrism. Smt. Kiran Bai wanted
to attain siddhi. She was also proclaimed as ‘gurumata’. To propitiate the God,
she asked her husband and disciples who are the other co-accused along with
them, to get a small child for human sacrifice. The main accused were neighbours
to PW-3 and 5. It is alleged that for the purpose of sacrifice to God, the child Chirag
was kidnapped and murdered in a gruesome manner, inside the house of main
accused Kiran Bai and Ishwari Lal Yadav. Thereafter he was buried in the precincts
of the house. To avoid sound of cries, music system was played loudly.

After the information from Vandana Rajput (PW-21) to her sister Savitri Bai
(PW-5) and brother-in-law Poshan Singh (PW-3), all started searching for Chirag.
When the parents of the child, family members and other people of the
neighborhood were searching for missing boy, they became suspicious from the
loud music, emanating from the house of two main accused. Thereupon, some
people have entered the house of Kiran Bai and Ishwari Lal Yadav and found
five mounds of freshly dug earth. It is alleged that there was also a leaf bowl
(Dona), one small bowl (Katori), one small round metal pot (Lota), a trident
(Trishul), idols and pictures of Gods and other items of puja were lying there.
There was blood on some of these items. It is alleged that when the crowd
asked the accused what had happened, Smt. Kiran Bai and Ishwari Lal Yadav
confessed that they had sacrificed Chirag with the help of other co-accused
and begged for mercy. Immediately thereafter, the crowd started digging the
freshly dug earth and body of Chirag was taken out. Thereafter police came to
the site and report was lodged. The body of Chirag was sent for post-mortem.
All the accused were questioned on which they made some disclosure statements.
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On the basis of such disclosure statements, recoveries of certain incriminating
articles were made. After completing the investigation, the police filed final report
under Section 173 Cr.P.C. against all the appellants and one other accused by
name Krishna Tambi. However, as he was absconding, his trial was separated.
All the accused have denied the guilt and claimed trial. They were tried for the
offences as referred above before the learned Sessions Judge, Durg and they
were convicted and sentenced vide judgment dated 27.03.2014. All the appellants
were imposed with the penalty of death. Reference was made to the High Court
under Section 366 of the Cr.P.C.

X X X

From the above evidence on record, it is clear that the parents of the
deceased boy along with others were searching for the boy, on hearing the loud
music from the house of Ishwari Lal Yadav and Kiran Bai, they got suspicious
and entered the house. It is consistently, deposed by the independent witnesses
mentioned above, that when they entered the house of the main accused, namely,
Ishwari Lal Yadav and Kiran Bai, they have confessed that they have committed
murder of the deceased child for the purpose of sacrifice. There is nothing on
record to show that such confessions are caused by inducement, threat or
promise. When such confessions are corroborated by other evidence on record,
the trial court as well as the High Court, rightly relied on such confessions. From
the evidence, it is proved that the place where the body of deceased Chirag
was traced belongs to Ishwari Lal Yadav and Kiran Bai and in absence of any
explanation from their side, there is no error committed by the trial court in
accepting such evidence on record. It is true that the extra judicial confession is
a weak piece of evidence, but at the same time if the same is corroborated by
other evidence on record, same can be accepted.

X X X

Vide impugned judgment, the High Court has confirmed the death sentence
imposed on appellants Ishwari Lal Yadav and Kiran Bai. Learned counsel for
the appellants relied on the judgment in the case of Ronny v. State of Maharashtra,
(1998) 3 SCC 625, wherein this Court has held, in a case of multiple accused,
where the culpability of each accused is not clear to examine whose case falls
within the “rarest of rare cases”, it would serve the ends of justice, if the capital
punishment is commuted into life imprisonment. On the other hand, learned
counsel appearing for the State of Chhattisgarh has submitted that the High
Court has considered the aggravating and mitigating circumstances and
confirmed the death sentence so far as main accused, namely, Ishwari Lal Yadav
and Kiran Bai are concerned and there are no grounds to modify the same.
Learned counsel for the State also relied on judgment of this Court in the case
of Sushil Murmu v. State of Jharkhand, (2004) 2 SCC 338. In the above said case
in similar set of facts where killing of a nine year old boy as a sacrifice to the
deity was dealt with, this Court has upheld the death sentence imposed on the
appellant therein.
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Itis clearly well settled that normal punishment for the offence under Section
302 IPC is life imprisonment but in a case where incident is of “rarest of rare
cases” death sentence is to be imposed. It is equally well settled that only special
facts and circumstances will warrant passing of death sentence and a just balance
has to be struck between aggravating and mitigating circumstances, before the
option is exercised. While referring to the earlier cases in the case of Bachan
Singh v. State of Punjab, (1980) 2 SCC 684 and Machhi Singh v. State of Punjab,
(1983) 3 SCC 470 further guidelines are summarised in the judgment in the case
of Sushil Murmu (supra). Paragraphs 15 and 16 of the judgment read as under :

“15. The following guidelines which emerge from Bachan
Singh (supra) case will have to be applied to the facts of
each individual case where the question of imposition of
death sentence arises: (Machhi Singh case, para 38)

(i)
(i)

(iii)

The extreme penalty of death need not be inflicted
except in gravest cases of extreme culpability.

Before opting for the death penalty the circumstances
of the “offender” also require to be taken into
consideration along with the circumstances of the
“crime”.

Life imprisonment is the rule and death sentence is
an exception. Death sentence must be imposed only
when life imprisonment appears to be an altogether
inadequate punishment having regard to the relevant
circumstances of the crime, and provided, and only
provided, the option to impose sentence of
imprisonment for life cannot be conscientiously
exercised having regard to the nature and
circumstances of the crime and all the relevant
circumstances.

A balance sheet of aggravating and mitigating
circumstances has to be drawn up and in doing so the
mitigating circumstances have to be accorded full
weightage and a just balance has to be struck between
the aggravating and the mitigating circumstances
before the option is exercised.

16. In rarest of rare cases when the collective conscience
of the community is so shocked that it will expect the holders
of the Judicial Power Centre to inflict death penalty
irrespective of their personal opinion as regards desirability
or otherwise of retaining death penalty, death sentence can
be awarded. The community may entertain such sentiment
in the following circumstances:

JOTIJOURNAL - JUNE 2020 - PART I

205



(1) When the murder is committed in an extremely brutal,
grotesque, diabolical, revolting or dastardly manner
so as to arouse intense and extreme indignation of
the community.

(2) When the murder is committed for a motive which
evinces total depravity and meanness e.g. murder by
a hired assassin for money or reward or a cold-blooded
murder for gains of a person vis-a-vis whom the
murderer is in a dominating position or in a position of
trust, or murder is committed in the course of betrayal
of the motherland.

(3) When murder of a member of a Scheduled Caste or
minority community etc. is committed not for personal
reasons but in circumstances which arouse social
wrath, or in cases of “bride-burning” or “dowry deaths”
or when murder is committed in order to remarry for
the sake of extracting dowry once again or to marry
another woman on account of infatuation.

(4) When the crime is enormous in proportion. For instance
when multiple murders, say of all or almost all the
members of a family or a large number of persons of a
particular caste, community, or locality, are committed.

(5) When the victim of the murder is an innocent child, or
a helpless woman or an old or infirm person or a person
vis-a-vis whom the murderer is in a dominating position
or a public figure generally loved and respected by
the community.”

It is clear from the judgment in Sushil Murmu (supra) that this Court has
laid down the guidelines, which are to be considered, in a given case whether
capital punishment should be imposed or not. There cannot be any hard and
fast rule for balancing the aggravating and mitigating circumstances. Each case
has to be decided on its own merits. In a “rarest of rare case” capital punishment
is to be imposed. To come to conclusion in each case aggravating and mitigating
circumstances are to be considered. Further factors like, age of the accused,
possibility of reformation, gravity of the offence etc. are also to be kept in mind.

In this case it clear from the evidence on record, the main accused, namely,
Ishwari Lal Yadav and Kiran Bai have committed the murder of the two year old
child Chirag as a sacrifice to the God. It is to be noticed, they were having three
minor children at that time. Inspite of the same, they committed the murder of
the deceased, a child of two years of age brutally. The head of the helpless
child was severed, his tongue and cheeks were also cut. Having regard to age
of the accused, they were not possessed of the basic humanness, they
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completely lacked the psyche or mindset which can be amenable for any
reformation. It is a planned murder committed by the aforesaid two appellants.
The appellants herein who are the main accused, namely, Ishwari Lal Yadav
and Kiran Bai were also convicted on an earlier occasion for the offence under
Section 302/34 and Section 201 of IPC in Sessions Trial No.98/2011 by the
learned Sessions Judge, Durg, for similar murder of a 6 year old girl for which
they were convicted and sentenced to death, but such sentence was modified
on appeal in (State of Chhatisgarh v. Ishwari Lal Yadav, 2016 SCC online Chh 1539)
by the High Court of Chhattisgarh at Bilaspur and they were sentenced to
undergo life imprisonment without any remission or parole. On appeal to this
Court, the order of the High Court was confirmed. Such conviction for similar
offence can be considered as aggravating factor. By following the guidelines as
mentioned in the case of Sushil Murmu (supra) we are of the view that this is a
case of “rarest of rare cases” where death sentence imposed by the trial court
is rightly confirmed by the High Court. As the case is proved beyond any
reasonable doubt so far as the main accused are concerned, the judgment
relied on by the learned counsel for the appellants in the case of Ronny (supra)
also is not helpful to them.

148. EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Section 8

INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Sections 302, 363, 376 and 377

(i) Motive — Motive is not an exact requirement under the
Penal Code though it may be helpful in proving the case of
prosecution in a case of circumstantial evidence — Lack of
motive would not be fatal to the case of the prosecution as
sometimes human beings act irrationally and on the spur of
the moment.

(ii) Rape and murder — Sentence — The society legitimately expects
the Courts to apply doctrine of proportionality and impose
suitable and deterrent punishment related with the gravity of
offence — Where the Court is satisfied that there is no
possibility of reforming the offender, the punishment imposed
must be befitting to the nature of the crime.

rey rfSfaa, 1872 — 9I™T 8

ARdT qus Higdl, 1860 — &IRIY 302, 363, 376 Ud 377
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Ravi v. State of Maharashtra

Judgment dated 03.10.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1488 of 2018, reported in (2019) 9 SCC 622 (Three-Judge
Bench)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

On the question of sentence, learned counsel for the appellant vehemently
urged that the Courts below have been largely influenced by the ‘nature’ and
‘brutality’ of the crime while awarding the extreme sentence of death penalty.
She referred to a list of as many as 35 decisions rendered by this Court in the
cases of rape and murder of a child-victim in which the death sentences were
commuted to life imprisonment. It was urged that brutality of the crime alone is
not sufficient to impose the sentence of death; it is imperative on the State to
establish that the convict is beyond reform and to this end it is relevant to see
whether this is the first conviction or there has been previous crimes. The socio-
economic conditions of the convict and the state of mind must be assessed by
the Court before awarding such a penalty; the death penalty must not be awarded
in a case of circumstantial evidence as any chink in the culpability calculus
would interdict the extreme penalty. Learned Counsel heavily relied upon Kalu
Khan v. State of Rajasthan, (2015) 16 SCC 492 in which a three-Judge Bench of
this Court commuted the death sentence in murder, abduction and rape, holding
that the life imprisonment would serve the object of reformation, retribution and
prevention and that giving and taking life is divine, which cannot be done by
Courts unless alternatives are foreclosed. Another three-Judge Bench decision
in Sunil v. State of Madhya Pradesh, (2017) 4 SCC 393 where a 25-year old was
held guilty of murder and rape of a 4-year old child, but not sent to gallows on
the parameters that he could be reformed and rehabilitated, has been pressed
into aid. She, in specific, cited several three-Judge Bench judgments where the
young age of the accused was taken as a mitigating circumstance and in the
absence of previous criminal history, the conduct of the accused while in custody
and keeping in view the socio-economic strata to which he belonged, the
possibility of reform was not ruled out and death penalty was commuted.

It is noteworthy that the object and purpose of determining quantum of
sentence has to be ‘society centric’ without being influenced by a ‘judge’s’ own
views, for society is the biggest stake holder in the administration of criminal
justice system. A civic society has a ‘fundamental’ and ‘human’ right to live free
from any kind of psycho fear, threat, danger or insecurity at the hands of anti-
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social elements. The society legitimately expects the Courts to apply doctrine of
proportionality and impose suitable and deterrent punishment that
commensurate(s) with the gravity of offence.

The sentencing policy, therefore, needs to strike a balance between the
two sides and count upon the twin test of (i) deterrent effect, or (ii) complete
reformation for integration of the offender in civil society. Where the Court is
satisfied that there is no possibility of reforming the offender, the punishments
before all things, must be befitting the nature of crime and deterrent with an
explicit aim to make an example out of the evil-doer and a warning to those who
are still innocent. There is no gainsaying that the punishment is a reflection of
societal morals. The subsistence of capital punishment proves that there are
certain acts which the society so essentially abhors that they justify the taking
of most crucial of the rights — the right to life.

149. EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Section 68
(i) Execution of Will — Whether the scribe of the Will can be said
to be an attesting witness? Held, No.
(ii) Execution of Will — Proof of Will when signature of testator is
disputed — Law explained.

ey AfSfraH, 1872 — ©IRT 68
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Rajaram through L.Rs. Smt. Bhagwati Bai and ors. v. Laxman

and ors.

Judgment dated 18.07.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh (Bench Gwalior) in Second Appeal No. 113 of 2002, reported
in AIR 2020 MP 9

Short facts of the case:

Whether the scribe of the will can be said to be an attesting witness or
not? The scribe appends his signatures on the ‘Will’ as scribe. He is not a witness
to the ‘Will' but mere writer of the ‘Will’. The element of the animus to attest is
missing, i.e., intention to attest is missing. His signatures are only for the purpose
of authenticating that he was a scribe of the ‘Will’.

The testator of the will has died within a month of the execution of the will.
None of the witnesses has stated that testator was medically and mentally fit at
the time of execution of will. Defendants themselves stated that testator was not
keeping well. Thumb impression of testator was disputed by either party.
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It is held that where the signature/thumb impression of the testator of the
will is not admitted then the will is required to be strictly proved in accordance
with the provisions of Section 63(C) of the Indian Succession Act.

150. HINDU MARRIAGE ACT, 1955 — Section 7(2)

EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Section 114

SUCCESSION ACT, 1925 - Section 372

(i) Presumption of valid marriage — Marriage between two Hindus
without performing of “Saptapadi” is not a valid marriage despite
their long cohabitation.

(ii) Nomination — Mere nomination does not create any right in
favour of a wife who was not legally wedded to deceased.

feg faare aftrfraw, 1955 — a1 7(2)
1&g, 1872 — ©IRT 114

ScaRIfere R At ad, 1925 — gRT 372

() du faare @ STEIRVT — ‘wwyd @A fHA far 31 g @
7= fdars S9a Ao Adaiferd Ygdr & 9199[s U@ ad faars 78 2 |

(i) T™fdeE — @ Ul Sl & gae 49 faftre wu 4 faarfza i off,
S ud A AF AFE T B3 e gfora @ sear 2

Rambeti v Diksha and ors.

Order dated 05.09.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in Civil Revision No. 2 of 2013, reported
in 2020 (1) MPLJ 114

Relevant extracts from the order:

In the marriage agreement it is nowhere mentioned that the marriage has
been performed by observing Saptpadi. It is well established principle of law
that marriage is not a contract under the Hindu Law. Under these circumstances,
where the applicant herself has led specific evidence that they were residing
together in the light of the marriage agreement (Ex.D/7), then this Court is of
the considered opinion that the marriage of the applicant with Late Gopal Kori
was not performed in accordance with law and under these circumstances, mere
long cohabitation between the parties would not give rise to a presumption that
they are the husband and wife. Once this Court has come to a conclusion that
the applicant has failed to prove that she was legally married to Late Gopal
Kori, then whether the first husband of the applicant had already expired or not,
would lose its importance. Under these circumstances, this Court is of the
considered opinion that IA N0.4150/2013, which has been filed under Order XLI
Rule 27 CPC, cannot be allowed. Accordingly, it is rejected.
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So far as the nomination of the applicant as a nominee in the service record
is concerned, mere nomination as nominee would not give rise to any right in
favour of the applicant. Nominee merely holds the money as a trustee entitled
to distribute the amounts, to the heirs of the deceased.

151. HINDU SUCCESSION ACT, 1956 — Section 8
Succession after adoption — A son who was born before his father’s
adoption is entitled to inherit the property of his father which his
father got from his adopted family.

ferq SR aiferfraw, 1956 — €RT 8

THITY B UL, SRR — Y3 a1 91 38 fIar & scaausor
® qd 8l &1 o1, 98 AU far &1 S9 dufed Bl STRISSR d UN $T
IR 2 & Sud fiar 7 Tdd IRIR | uTa B 2|

Kalindi Damodar Garde (D) by LRs. v. Manohar Laxman Kulkarni
and ors. Etc.

Judgment dated 07.02.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 6642 of 2010, reported in AIR 2020 SC 810

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

In view of the provisions of the Hindu Succession Act, 1956 which do not
make any distinction between the son born to a father prior or after adoption of
his father and that there is no provision which bars the natural born son to
inherit the property of his natural father, therefore, the High Court has rightly
upheld the rights of the sons of Laxman. In fact, in the Full Bench judgment of
Bombay High Court in Martand Jiwajee Patil & anr. v. Narayan Krishna Gumast-
Patil & anr., AIR 1939 Bom 305, it has been held that the natural father retains
the right to give in adoption his son born before his own adoption. Therefore, if
he has a right to give his son in adoption, such son has a right to inherit property
by virtue of being an agnate. There was a full blood relationship between the
three sons and the daughter who was born after adoption. All the children of
Laxman are entitled to inherit the property of their natural father and mother in
accordance with the provisions of the Act as succession has opened after the
death of Laxman in 1987 and subsequently the mother in the year 1992.

152. INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Section 120-B
PREVENTION OF CORRUPTION ACT, 1988 — Sections 7, 12 and 13
CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Section 239
Accused facing trial for commission of offences punishable
u/s 120-B of IPC riw/s 7, 12 and 13 of the Prevention of Corruption Act,
1988 — Accused filed an application u/s 239 CrPC for discharge, same
was rejected — Issue urged by the accused can be decided properly
during trial after evidence is adduced by the parties.
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AR gve diedl, 1860 — €IRT 120—@

Y[R Farer afefa, 1988 — gRI¢ 7, 12 U9 13

qus yfshar wfadr, 1973 — aRT 239

YT A1 H. B TRT 120—9 Geufdd AW $T1 aR1 7, 12 7@ 13 D
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Srilekha Sentilkumar v. Deputy Superintendent of Police, CBI,

ACB, Chennai

Judgment dated 01.07.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal

Appeal No.948 of 2019, reported in 2019 (4) Crimes 331 (SC)
Relevant extracts from the judgment:

We are of the view that the issues urged by the appellant and the same
having been refuted by the respondent are such that they can be decided more
appropriately and properly during trial after evidence is adduced by the parties
rather than at the time of deciding the application made under Section 239 of
the Cr.P.C.

o
153. INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Sections 201, 302 r/w/s 34 and 364-A

CRIMINAL TRIAL:

Circumstantial evidence — Circumstances which do not form a chain
so complete as not to leave any reasonable doubt or exclude every
possible hypothesis except the one to be proved, nor are the
circumstances sufficient and adequate to hold that the prosecution
had established its case beyond reasonable doubt — Considering
the totality of the circumstances, the prosecution has failed to
establish the case against the appellant — Accused is entitled to
benefit of doubt.

ARARI <vs |igdl, 1860 — €IRTY 201, 302 HEUSA ORI 34 U4
364—®

ATURTRS fa=rRor:
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HAT BT AT YT B3 BT ISR B |

Baiju Kumar Soni & anr. v. State of Jharkhand
Judgment dated 01.08.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 42 of 2018, reported in 2019 (4) Crimes 455 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

In the light of settled principles [Sharad Birdhichand Sarda v. State of
Maharashtra, (1984) 4 SCC 116 and Nizam and anr. v. State of Rajasthan, (2016) 1
SCC 550], from the facts and circumstances it is evident:

a) Though PW 7 stated that two calls were made from his STD Booth on
12.01.2006 at about 1327 Hours and 1338 Hours to specified mobile
numbers, nothing has been brought on record that those two mobile
numbers either belonged to PW 4 and PW 10 or were in any way
under their control. In order to establish as a circumstance that on
the relevant day threatening calls were received by the said PWs 4
and 10 from the appellants, the important fact which ought to have
been established was that those two mobile numbers either belonged
to or were under the control of said PWs 4 and 10. Even if we accept
the theory that said PW 7 had identified the appellants to be the ones
who had made two calls, that does not lead us to infer that the calls
must have been made to PWs 4 and 10. This circumstance has not
been fully established which could be read against the appellants.

b) Though drawing book had been received from the house of appellant
no.1 and it was the case of the prosecution that the threatening letter
(Exhibit-11) was written on a piece of paper from said drawing book, no
attempts were made either to have any forensic analysis or examine
handwriting expert to establish that the writing in the threatening letter
was either of the appellants or could be associated with them.

Circumstance No. 4 as stated above suggests that the dead body of the
deceased was carried by the accused in a rexin bag on the day after the girl
went missing. The dead body was found ten days later on 18.01.2006. The post
mortem, conducted thereafter, indicated time of death to be between 3 to 7
days. Even if the outer margin is considered to be the limit, the circumstance by
itself does not fit in, assuming it to be completely against the appellants.

We are then left with circumstances at Serial Nos. 2, 5 and 6. These
circumstances do not form a chain so complete as not to leave any reasonable
doubt or exclude every possible hypothesis except the one to be proved, nor
are the circumstances sufficient and adequate to hold that the prosecution had
established its case beyond any reasonable doubt.
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154. INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Section 302
EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Section 106
APPRECIATION OF EVIDENCE:
Circumstantial evidence — Offence committed in secrecy inside
house, appreciation of — Initial burden is on prosecution to
establish the case is of lighter degree than other cases of
circumstantial evidence — There is a corresponding burden on the
inmates of the house to explain as to how the crime was committed
in view of Section 106.

AR gvs Hfadl, 1860 — €RT 302

ey srferf-raH, 1872 — €IRT 106

qeg BT YT h:

IRRAFIS=T W18 — B8R & ISR UPHId H AR HIRA 51 1T — JRTDH
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Nawab v. State of Uttarakhand
Judgment dated 22.01.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 884 of 2013, reported in (2020) 2 SCC 736

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The wife of the appellant met a homicidal death in her own house past mid
night when the appellant was alone with her. His defence has completely been
disbelieved with regard to the intruders and we find no reason not to uphold the
same. The prosecution had therefore established a prima facie case and the
onus shifted to the appellant under Section 106 of the Evidence Act, 1872 to
explain the circumstances how his wife met a homicidal death. The appellant
failed to furnish any plausible defence and on the contrary tried to lead false
evidence which is an additional aggravating factor against him.

In Trimukh Maroti Kirkan v. State of Maharashtra, (2006) 10 SCC 681, it was
observed as follows:

“If an offence takes place inside the privacy of a house and
in such circumstances where the assailants have all the
opportunity to plan and commit the offence at the time and
in circumstances of their choice, it will be extremely difficult
for the prosecution to lead evidence to establish the guilt
of the accused if the strict principle of circumstantial
evidence, as noticed above, is insisted upon by the courts.
A judge does not preside over a criminal trial merely to see
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that no innocent man is punished. A judge also presides to
see that a guilty man does not escape. Both are public
duties. The law does not enjoin a duty on the prosecution
to lead evidence of such character which is almost
impossible to be led or at any rate extremely difficult to be
led. The duty on the prosecution is to lead such evidence
which it is capable of leading, having regard to the facts
and circumstances of the case. Here it is necessary to keep
in mind Section 106 of the Evidence Act which says that
when any fact is especially within the knowledge of any
person, the burden of proving that fact is upon him....

Where an offence like murder is committed in secrecy
inside a house, the initial burden to establish the case would
undoubtedly be upon the prosecution, but the nature and
amount of evidence to be led by it to establish the charge
cannot be of the same degree as is required in other cases
of circumstantial evidence. The burden would be of a
comparatively lighter character. In view of Section 106 of
the Evidence Act there will be a corresponding burden on
the inmates of the house to give a cogent explanation as to
how the crime was committed. The inmates of the house
cannot get away by simply keeping quiet and offering no
explanation on the supposed premise that the burden to
establish its case lies entirely upon the prosecution and
there is no duty at all on an accused to offer any
explanation.”

155. INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Section 302 r/w/s 34

JUVENILE JUSTICE (CARE AND PROTECTION OF CHILDREN) ACT, 2000
— Section 15 (1) (9)

Plea of juvenility — On the date of commission of offence, appellant
not completed the age of 18 years — This fact was neither brought
to the notice of Sessions Court nor the High Court but was brought
for the first time before the Apex Court — Plea regarding juvenility
can be raised even at the appellate stage. [Raju v. The State of Haryana,
2019 (4) SCALE 398, relied on]

ARJIT gvs Gf2dr, 1860 — ©IRT 302 HaUfod &RT 34

feeik =g @ra®l o1 ERE X G aferfaH, 2000 —
garT 15 (1) (V)
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Ashok Kumar Mehra & anr. v. State of Punjab etc.
Judgment dated 15.04.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1466 of 2008, reported in 2019 (4) Crimes 332 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

It is, an admitted fact that appellant No. 2 was a juvenile (he was below the
age of 18years, i.e., he was 17 years and 5 months) on the date of the commission
of the offence (04.01.1998). In other words, appellant No. 2 had not completed
the age of 18 years on the date of commission of the offence, i.e. on 04.01.1998.

Though this fact was neither brought to the notice of the Sessions Judge
and nor the High Court and was brought to the notice of this Court for the first
time by appellant No. 2 in this appeal, yet in the light of law laid down by this
Court in several decisions referred to in Para 10 of the decision in Raju v. The
State of Haryana, 2019 (4) SCALE 398, (Three-Judge Bench), appellant No. 2 is
entitled to raise this plea even in this appeal.

156. INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Section 376 (1)
EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Section 3
Reliability of evidence — Convictions can be based solely on the
evidence of the prosecutrix but such evidence must be reliable,
trustworthy, unblemished and of sterling quality.

ARG gvs Gfadr, 1860 — ©IRT 376 (1)

ey Aferf-+a, 1872 — ©IRT 3

a1ed B fagaaiaar — iufifg veaa et o area wr amenflRa g8
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g arfa |

Santosh Prasad alias Santosh Kumar v. State of Bihar

Judgment dated 14.02.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 264 of 2020, reported in AIR 2020 SC 985

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

As per the FSL report, the blood group on the petticoat and the semen on
the petticoat are stated to be inconclusive. Therefore, the only evidence available
on record would be the deposition of the prosecutrix. It cannot be disputed that
there can be a conviction solely based on the evidence of the prosecutrix.
However, the evidence must be reliable and trustworthy. Therefore, now let us
examine the evidence of the prosecutrix and consider whether in the facts and
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circumstances of the case is it safe to convict the accused solely based on the
deposition of the prosecutrix, more particularly when neither the medical report/
evidence supports nor other witnesses support and it has come on record that
there was an enmity between both the parties.

Having gone through and considered the deposition of the prosecutrix, we
find that there are material contradictions. Not only there are material
contradictions, but even the manner in which the alleged incident has taken
place as per the version of the prosecutrix is not believable. In the examination-
in-chief, the prosecutrix has stated that after jumping the fallen compound wall
accused came inside and thereafter the accused committed rape. She has stated
that she identified the accused from the light of the mobile. However, no mobile
was recovered. Even nothing is on record that there was a broken compound
wall. She has further stated that in the morning at 10 o’clock she went to the
police station and gave oral complaint. However, according to the investigating
officer a written complaint was given. It is also required to be noted that even
the FIR is registered at 4:00 p.m. In her deposition, the prosecutrix has referred
to the name of Shanti Devi, PW1 and others. However, Shanti Devi has not
supported the case of the prosecution. Therefore, when we tested the version
of PW5-prosecutrix, it is unfortunate that the said witness has failed to pass any
of the tests of “sterling witness”. There is a variation in her version about giving
the complaint. There is a delay in the FIR. The medical report does not support
the case of the prosecution. FSL report also does not support the case of the
prosecution. As admitted, there was an enmity/dispute between both the parties
with respect to land. The manner in which the occurrence is stated to have
occurred is not believable. Therefore, in the facts and circumstances of the
case, we find that the solitary version of the prosecutrix- PW5 cannot be taken
as a gospel truth at face value and in the absence of any other supporting
evidence, there is no scope to sustain the conviction and sentence imposed on
the appellant and accused is to be given the benefit of doubt.

157. JUVENILE JUSTICE (CARE AND PROTECTION OF CHILDREN) ACT, 2015
— Section 2 (33)
INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Section 304
Heinous offence — Purpose of Act of 2015 is to ensure that children
who come in conflict with law are to be dealt with separately and
not like adults — Scheme of Juvenile Justice (Care and Protection
of Children) Act, 2015 is that children should be protected — Treating
children as adults is an exception to the rule — Even if a child commits
a heinous crime, he can not automatically be tried as an adult -
Meaning of words ‘heinous offence’ cannot be expanded by
removing the word ‘minimum’ from the definition — Act does not
deal with 4t category of offences viz. offence where maximum
sentence is more than 7 years’ imprisonment but no minimum
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sentence or sentence less than 7 years’ is provided shall be treated
as ‘serious offences’ within meaning of the Act Parliament takes
call on the matter — High Court directed to correct judgment and
remove name of child in conflict with law.

fpeik =M (Qra®l @ @R IR dvEon) Aferfrw, 2015 —
&IRT 2(33)
ARdIT gvs GfEdr, 1860 — €T 304
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Shilpa Mittal v. State of NCT of Delhi and anr.

Judgment dated 09.01.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 34 of 2020, reported in 2020(1) Crimes 109 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

We must while interpreting an Act see what is the purpose of the Act. The
purpose of the Act of 2015 is to ensure that children who come in conflict with
law are dealt with separately and not like adults. After the unfortunate incident
of rape on December 16, 2012 in Delhi, where one juvenile was involved, there
was a call from certain sections of the society that juveniles indulging in such
heinous crimes should not be dealt with like children. This incident has also
been referred to by the Minister in her introduction. In these circumstances, to
say that the intention of the Legislature was to include all offences having a
punishment of more than 7 years in the category of ‘heinous offences’ would
not, in our opinion be justified. When the language of the section is clear and it
prescribes a minimum sentence of 7 years imprisonment while dealing with
heinous offences then we cannot wish away the word ‘minimum’.
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No doubt, as submitted by the learned state counsel for appellants there
appears to be a gross mistake committed by the framers of the legislation. The
legislation does not take into consideration the 4" category of offences. How
and in what manner a juvenile who commits such offences should be dealt with
was something that the Legislature should have clearly spelt out in the Act.
There is an unfortunate gap. We cannot fill the gap by saying that these offences
should be treated as heinous offences. Whereas on the one hand there are
some offences in this category which may in general parlance be termed as
heinous, there are many other offences which cannot be called as heinous
offences. It is not for this Court to legislate. We may fill in the gaps but we
cannot enact a legislation, especially when the Legislature itself has enacted
one. We also have to keep in mind the fact that the scheme of the Juvenile
Justice (Care and Protection of Children) Act, 2015 is that children should be
protected. Treating children as adults is an exception to the rule. It is also a well
settled principle of statutory interpretation that normally an exception has to be
given a restricted meaning.

From the scheme of Sections 14, 15 and 19 referred to above it is clear
that the Legislature felt that before the juvenile is tried as an adult a very detailed
study must be done and the procedure laid down has to be followed. Even if a
child commits a heinous crime, he is not automatically to be tried as an adult.
This also clearly indicates that the meaning of the words ‘heinous offence’ cannot
be expanded by removing the word ‘minimum’ from the definition.

In view of the above discussion, we dispose of the appeal by answering
the question set out in the first part of the judgment (“Whether an offence
prescribing a maximum sentence of more than 7 years imprisonment but not
providing any minimum sentence, or providing a minimum sentence of less than
7 years, can be considered to be a ‘heinous offence’ within the meaning of
Section 2(33) of The Juvenile Justice (Care and Protection of Children) Act,
2015”) in the negative and hold that an offence which does not provide a minimum
sentence of 7 years cannot be treated to be an heinous offence. However, in
view of what we have held above, the Act does not deal with the 4™ category of
offences viz., offence where the maximum sentence is more than 7 years
imprisonment, but no minimum sentence or minimum sentence of less than
7 years is provided, shall be treated as ‘serious offences’ within the meaning of
the Act and dealt with accordingly till the Parliament takes the call on the matter.

In passing we may note that in the impugned judgment the name of the
Child in Conflict with Law, has been disclosed. This is not in accordance with the
provisions of Section 74 of the Act of 2015, and various judgments of the courts.
We direct the High Court to correct the judgment and remove the name of the
Child in Conflict with Law.
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*158.MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988 — Section 2(30)

159.

(i) Whether registered owner or financier has to be treated as
“owner” — Guiding factor — Son of registered owner was driving
the tractor at the time of accident, therefore, registered owner
of the tractor was in possession of the vehicle at the time of
accident — Registered owner of the vehicle is liable to pay
compensation.

(ii) Calculation of income — Deduction — The amount deducted for
contribution towards GPF and amount deducted for GPF
advance cannot be said to be deductions for the purpose of
calculating income of the deceased.

Arexa™ AfSrfr, 1988 — &IRT 2(30)
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Mahindra and Mahindra Finance v. Rajkumari Bhadoria and ors.

Judgment dated 26.02.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya

Pradesh (Bench Gwalior) in Miscellaneous Appeal No.1097 of 2008,
reported in AIR 2020 ACJ 728

MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988 — Section 147 (1)

Breach of policy — If a person sits besides the driver on a tractor
and dies in accident after falling down from the tractor, it is basic breach
of insurance policy, Insurance company is not liable to pay
compensation to the claimants because tractor is not a passenger
vehicle and nobody is permitted to sit on the mudguard of the tractor.

e fSrfr, 1988 — &IRT 147 (1)
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National Insurance Co. Ltd. v. Ram Murti Bai and ors.
Judgment dated 06.03.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in Miscellaneous Appeal No. 588 of 2004,
reported in 2020 ACJ 594

Relevant extracts from the order:

The fact of the matter is that as per the narration in the FIR (Exhibit P-1),
it is apparent that the deceased was sitting on the tractor. He had fallen down
from the tractor and was crushed under the tyre of the tractor. Therefore, since
deceased was a passenger on the tractor which is not permissible, ratio of law
laid down in case of Halappa v. Malik Sab, 2018 ACJ 686 (SC) cannot be applied
as in that case it has been held that where there is a dispute as to whether the
injured/deceased was a gratuitous passenger on a tractor or was a third party
on road or in a field, hurt by the tractor, treating him to be a gratuitous passenger
over looking the cogent evidence on record, is not a good approach, and
therefore, finding of the High Court was set aside and that of the Tribunal was
restored. In the present case, facts are otherwise, therefore insurance company
needs to be exonerated inasmuch there was a basic breach of insurance policy
in making a person sit on the tractor besides the driver, though tractor is not a
passenger vehicle and nobody is permitted to sit on the mudguard of the tractor.
In the light of the aforesaid principles, this Court finds that the insurance company
is not liable to pay the compensation to the claimants due to breach of the
insurance policy. Hence, the appeal deserves to be and is hereby allowed. The
impugned award is modified to the extent that insurance company shall stand
exonerated from payment of claim amount, and liability to pay the claim amount
will be that of owner and driver of the vehicle. It is further directed that in case
insurance company has paid certain amount or deposited certain amount before
the Claims Tribunal, then it will be entitled to recover the said amount from the
owner and driver of the offending vehicle.

160. MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988 — Section 147(1)(b)(i)
Pay and recover — Vehicle was used as passenger vehicle though
same was insured for carrying goods — There is a fundamental
breach of policy condition and insurance company is not liable to
pay and recover from the owner/driver.

e rferfa, 1988 — aRT 147(1)(@)(i)
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Manager, Cholamandalam MS General Ins. Co. Ltd. v. Ajay
Choudhary and ors.

Judgment dated 29.08.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh in Miscellaneous Appeal No0.2698 of 2017, reported in 2020
ACJ 649

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The vehicle in question is insured for goods carriage. Policy type was
package goods carrying vehicle. From the evidence, it is clear that about 27-28
passengers, who were going as a marriage party in the vehicle, met with the
accident. As passengers were travelling in goods carriage vehicle, therefore,
there is a fundamental breach of the policy condition and insurance company is
not liable to pay the insurance amount and the Claims Tribuanl had committed
an error in passing the award of pay and recover.

161. MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988 — Section 149 (2)(a)(i)(c)
Permit — Liability of Insurance Company — Mere applying for renewal
of permit does not mean that the permit has been granted.

Arexar afrfra, 1988 — oIRT 149 (2)(®)(i)(1)
ITATIF — 11 HUAN BT IR — ITATUF & TIIHIHROT B, IMAEA A
A | I8 T AT S Gahdl 2 & ATy fHar o gt 2

Maharshi Vidya Mandir, Maihar v. Vijay Soni and ors.
Judgment dated 25.04.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh in Miscellaneous Appeal No. 4715 of 2011, reported in 2020
ACJ 607

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

In the instant case, as noted above, the accident occurred on 03.03.2008
by mini bus No. MP 20-E/9306, which was insured from 23.09.2007 to 22.09.2008
with the Insurance Company. The appellant has applied for renewal of permit on
14.06.2007, however, merely, applying for renewal of permit does not mean that
the permit has been granted. The minibus was granted permit for the period
from 07.04.2009 to 30.06.2009. Shri Shivendra Singh (D.W.-3) from the RTO
office has clearly stated that no permit for the period 03.03.2008 was granted to
the owner-appellant. Thus, on the date of the accident, the bus was plying without
permit. D.W.-1 Sachin Kumar Shukla, the Principal of the appellant/School has
also admitted that he has not applied for any permit for the relevant period.
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162. MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988 — Section 163-A
Borrower of vehicle — Liability of Insurance Company — A borrower
of vehicle cannot maintain a claim u/s 163-A of the Act against the
owner and insurer of the borrowed vehicle and liability of the
Insurance Company depends as per the terms and conditions of
the contract of insurance.

Arexgr AfSfrr, 1988 — &IRT 163—®

qre HITHR o S drelT eafad — 91 U= BT IR — g & ol W@ri
¥ AT APR d189 o W a1 Afdd ared » @il va fradl @ fawg
ST B ORT 163—% @ 3Aiid <@ T&) el bl Yd AT HU BT
gifa 41 2q @1 13 wfasr @ e &R waf @) R s

Ramkhiladi and anr. v. United India Insurance Co. Ltd. and anr.
Judgment dated 07.01.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 9393 of 2019, reported in 2020 ACJ 627

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

It is true that, in a claim under Section 163A of the Act, there is no need for
the claimants to plead or establish the negligence and/or that the death in respect
of which the claim petition is sought to be established was due to wrongful act,
neglect or default of the owner of the vehicle concerned. It is also true that the
claim petition under Section 163A of the Act is based on the principle of no fault
liability. However, at the same time, the deceased has to be a third party and
cannot maintain a claim under Section 163A of the Act against the owner/insurer
of the vehicle which is borrowed by him as he will be in the shoes of the owner
and he cannot maintain a claim under Section 163A of the Act against the owner
and insurer of the vehicle bearing registration No. RJ 02 SA 7811. In the present
case, the parties are governed by the contract of insurance and under the
contract of insurance the liability of the insurance company would be gua third
party only. In the present case, as observed hereinabove, the deceased cannot
be said to be a third party with respect to the insured vehicle bearing registration
No. RJ 02 SA 7811. There cannot be any dispute that the liability of the insurance
company would be as per the terms and conditions of the contract of insurance.
As held by this Court in the case of Dhanraj v. New India Assurance Co. Ltd.,
(2004) 8 SCC 553, an insurance policy covers the liability incurred by the insured
in respect of death of or bodily injury to any person (including an owner of the
goods or his authorized representative) carried in the vehicle or damage to any
property of a third party caused by or arising out of the use of the vehicle. In the
said decision, it is further held by this Court that Section 147 does not require
an insurance company to assume risk for death or bodily injury to the owner of
the vehicle.
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163. MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988 — Section 166
(i) Compensation, assessment of — Future prospects should be
awarded in case of self employed person also.
(ii) Interest — Interest at 9% per annum from the date of filing of
the claim till the payment of the amount may be awarded.

e fSf~r, 1988 — ©IRT 166

() wfaex, fuor — @t Eifce e © ama 7 W afesgadt e
arferfroffa foar s =nfay |

(i) =91 — <1ET IRR FRA DY A | ¥ & A 9@ 9 gt yfoad
B <R O < afefoffa fear s gear 21

Chameli Devi and ors. v. Jivrail Mian and ors.
Judgment dated 04.09.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 7004 of 2019, reported in 2019 ACJ 3011 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Keeping in view the fact that the accident took place in 2001 and the deceased
was a carpenter, it would not be unjustified to assess his income at Rs.200/- per
day. It is true that carpenter may not get work every day, hence, we assess the
income at ¥ 5000/- per month. Adding 40% for future prospects i.e. Signature Not
Verified ¥ 2,000/, the total income works out to ¥ 7,000/-. Deducting 1/5™ for personal
expenses, keeping in view a large number of dependents, the datum figure comes
out to T 5,600/- per month or ¥ 67,200/- per year. Applying multiplier of 16, the
compensation works out to ¥ 10,75,200/-.3 70,000/- is added towards other non-
conventional heads as laid down in National Insurance Co. Ltd. v. Pranay Sethi & ors.,
(2017) 16 SCC 680. The total compensation comes out to ¥ 11,45,200/-.

In view of the above discussion, the amount awarded is enhanced to
¥ 13,46,000/- along with interest at 9% per annum from the date of filing of the
claim till the payment of the amount. It is ordered accordingly. The amount already
paid shall be adjusted and the balance amount be paid to the appellants or be
deposited before the Motor Accident Claims Tribunal.

164. MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988 — Section 166

(i) Just compensation — In assessment of compensation, the Court
should have regard to the degree of deprivation and the loss
caused by such deprivation — Such compensation is called “just
compensation”.

(ii) Quantum of compensation — The compensation for the personal
injuries should be substantial to compensate the injured for
the deprivation suffered by the injured through his/her life.

(iii) Notional Income — Taking ¥ 15,000/- per year as notional income
for a young child of 12 years is not a proper way of assessing
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the future loss of income — In such case, the minimum wages
payable to a workman per month should be taken into
consideration for assessing future loss of income and in this
income, future prospect should also be added.

(iv) Assessment of compensation — The claimant cannot come back
to Court for enhancement of award at a later stage i.e. once
the award has been passed by the Tribunal - So, in cases of
100% physical disability coupled with mental disability also, the
Tribunal should take a liberal view of the matter while awarding
compensation.

(v) Interest — If on account of negligence of claimant, the decision
of the case is delayed, then the interest on the award may be
awarded from a later date otherwise interest should be granted
from the date of filing of the petition.

Arexgr 3IfSrf~ras, 1988 — &IRT 166

(i) Sfaa ufaex — gfdex &) 1o ¥ <AraTaa S 1f BY A i) ol
B @ $IROT Y S S &A1 J @1 a1fay — g1 gfaax sfaa
gfasR HEarar 2 |

(ii) ufasx &) w1 — aafdara afoal =g e, afora afsad grT sua
SaaTel # 39 &fdl @& SIROT I dTel] 81 31 WRUTS B gaiw il
1Y |

(iii) Preuf® M — & 9RE ¥t ga1 B Hreula 3 1 T15000 gfcad
AT AT AT DY &fey DY 7o &1 Sfrg afier 8 21 39 aRE D
JHIOT H AT M BT &fd B TN A G99 U HHBR DI <1 oI+
qrefl R[AAH AoIgd &I faar A foram s anfay ik 56 ama § wrdh
I 1 H ST ST ARy |

(iv) ufa@r &1 feiRer — TR ywEmaadt a7 srerfq sifrever gRT @
IR yfaax uRd = A oM & geaq yfaax ¥ 9fy =g =marea o
aif| 1l S Wdhar — 3a: VE Ae A forad 100 gfowma wiR®
JAEIAT D AII—HT AFRS F&rar Y g3 &1, ufddr uika axad 99>
AT B ISR FReHIT =T AMfIY |

(v) <arol — If IATR &) SUdl & HRUT YHI0T & fofg & 28 |l 2,
a9 gfaex A &1 <1 915 &1 fafdr 9@ e S "&ar 2 e s,
ITfa®T IRR & &1 fafsr @ @ <9 g a9y

Kajal v. Jagdish Chand and ors.

Judgment dated 05.02.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 735 of 2020, reported in AIR 2020 SC 776
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Relevant extracts from the judgment:

It is impossible to equate human suffering and personal deprivation with
money. However, this is what the Act enjoins upon the courts to do. The court
has to make a judicious attempt to award damages, so as to compensate the
claimant for the loss suffered by the victim. On the one hand, the compensation
should not be assessed very conservatively, but on the other hand, compensation
should also not be assessed in so liberal a fashion so as to make it a bounty to
the claimant. The court while assessing the compensation should have regard
to the degree of deprivation and the loss caused by such deprivation. Such
compensation is what is termed as just compensation. The compensation or
damages assessed for personal injuries should be substantial to compensate
the injured for the deprivation suffered by the injured throughout his/her life.
They should not be just token damages.

Both the courts below have held that since the girl was a young child of
12 years only notional income of ¥ 15,000/— per annum can be taken into
consideration. We do not think this is a proper way of assessing the future loss
of income. This young girl after studying could have worked and would have
earned much more than ¥ 15,000/- per annum. Each case has to be decided on
its own evidence but taking notional income to be ¥ 15,000/- per annum is not
at all justified. The appellant has placed before us material to show that the
minimum wages payable to a skilled workman is T 4846/— per month. In our opinion
this would be the minimum amount which she would have earned on becoming a
major. Adding 40% for the future prospects, it works to be ¥ 6784.40/— per month,
i.e., 81,412.80 per annum. Applying the multiplier of 18 it works out to
% 14,65,430.40, which is rounded off to ¥ 14,66,000/—

One factor which must be kept in mind while assessing the compensation
in a case like the present one is that the claim can be awarded only once. The
claimant cannot come back to court for enhancement of award at a later stage
praying that something extra has been spent. Therefore, the courts or the
tribunals assessing the compensation in a case of 100% disability, especially
where there is mental disability also, should take a liberal view of the matter
when awarding compensation. While awarding this amount we are not only taking
the physical disability but also the mental disability and various other factors.
This child will remain bed-ridden for life. Her mental age will be that of a nine
month old child. Effectively, while her body grows, she will remain a small baby.
We are dealing with a girl who will physically become a woman but will mentally
remain a 9 month old child. This girl will miss out playing with her friends. She
cannot communicate; she cannot enjoy the pleasures of life; she cannot even
be amused by watching cartoons or films; she will miss out the fun of childhood,
the excitement of youth; the pleasures of a marital life; she cannot have children
who she can love let alone grandchildren. She will have no pleasure. Her’s is a
vegetable existence. Therefore, we feel in the peculiar facts and circumstances of
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the case even after taking a very conservative view of the matter an amount payable
for the pain and suffering of this child should be at least ¥ 15,00,000/-.

The High Court enhanced the amount of compensation by T 14,70,000/—
and awarded interest @ 7.5% per annum but directed that the interest of 7.5%
shall be paid only from the date of filing of the appeal. This is also incorrect. We
are constrained to observe that the High Court was not right in awarding interest
on the enhanced amount only from the date of filing of the appeal. Section 171
of the Act reads as follows:

“171. Award of interest where any claim is allowed.— Where
any Claims Tribunal allows a claim for compensation made
under this Act, such Tribunal may direct that in addition to
the amount of compensation simple interest shall also be
paid at such rate and from such date not earlier than the
date of making the claim as it may specify in this behalf.”

Normally interest should be granted from the date of filing of the petition
and if in appeal enhancement is made the interest should again be from the
date of filing of the petition. It is only if the appeal is filed after an inordinate
delay by the claimants, or the decision of the case has been delayed on account
of negligence of the claimant, in such exceptional cases the interest may be
awarded from a later date. However, while doing so, the tribunals/High Courts
must give reasons why interest is not being paid from the date of filing of the
petition. Therefore, we direct that the entire amount of compensation including
the amount enhanced by us shall carry an interest of 7.5% per annum from the
date of filing of the claim petition till payment/deposit of the amount.

)
165. MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988 — Section 166
(i) Multiplier — It has to be applied on the basis of the age of the
deceased and not on the basis of the age of the parents, in
the case of a bachelor.
(ii) Loss of consortium — On the death of a child, a sum of ¥ 40,000
has to be paid to each of the parents towards loss of consortium.
[Royal Sundaram General Ins. Co. Ltd. v. Mandala Yadagari Goud, 2019
ACJ 1644 (SC) and Magma General Insurance Co. Ltd. v. Nanu Ram,
2018 ACJ 2782 (SC) followed].

HAieA™ AW, 1988 — €RT 166

(i) e — U srfaarfed afdd & A § 9 YAd DI Y D IATER WX
@ fear ST arfey T SEe Arar—far 3 Ay @ IAMER W)
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(R7Fcr Gavd wee ¥R . fol. 1d FsTa0T I3 i, 2019 v.#l
O. 1644 (ve.¥f}) @ A v 3egIRE . for. . TR, 2018
vl Gl 2782 (va o) agaRa)

Joginder Singh and anr. v. ICICI Lombard General Ins. Co. Ltd.
Judgment dated 14.08.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 6291 of 2019, reported in 2019 ACJ 2783 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

We have perused the judgments of the Courts below, and find that the
wrong multiplier has been applied to the facts of the present case.

The issue with respect to whether the multiplier to be applied in the case of
a bachelor, should be computed on the basis of the age of the deceased, or the
age of the parents, is no longer res integra. This issue has been recently settled
by a three Judge bench of this Court in Royal Sundaram Alliance Insurance Co.
Ltd. v. Mandala Yadagari Goud & ors., (2019) 5 SCC 554 wherein it has been held
that the Multiplier has to be applied on the basis on the age of the deceased.
The Court held that :

“10. A reading of the judgment in Sube Singh & anr. v. Shaym
Singh (Dead) & ors., (2018) 3 SCC 18 shows that where a
three Judge Bench has categorically taken the view that it
is the age of the deceased and not the age of the parents
that would be the factor for the purposes of taking the
multiplier to be applied. This judgment undoubtedly relied
upon the case of Munna Lal Jain & Anr. v. Vipin Kumar
Sharma & ors., (2015) 6 SCC 347 which is also a three Judge
Bench judgment in this behalf. The relevant portion of the
judgment has also been extracted. Once again the extracted
portion in turn refers to the judgment of a three Judge Bench
in Reshma Kumari and ors. v. Madan Mohan and anr., (2013)
9 SCC 65 The relevant portion of Reshma Kumari (supra) in
turn has referred to Sarla Verma & ors. v. Delhi Transport
Corporation & anr., (2009)6 SCC 121 case and given its
imprimatur to the same. The loss of dependency is thus
stated to be based on:

(i) additions/deductions to be made for arriving at the
income;

(ii) the deductions to be made towards the personal living
expenses of the deceased; and

(iii) the multiplier to be applied with reference to the age
of the deceased.
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It is the third aspect which is of significance and Reshma
Kumari (supra) categorically states that it does not want to
revisit the law settled in Sarla Verma (supra) case in this
behalf.

11. Not only this, the subsequent judgment of the
Constitution bench in National Insurance Company Ltd. v.
Pranay Sethi & ors., (2017) 16 SCC 680 has also been referred
to in Sube Singh (supra) for the purpose of calculation of
the multiplier.

12. We are convinced that there is no need to once again
take up this issue settled by the aforesaid judgments of
three Judge Bench and also relying upon the Constitution
Bench that it is the age of the deceased which has to be
taken into account and not the age of the dependents.”
In the present case, since the deceased was 20 years old, a multiplier of 18
ought to have been applied as per the decision of this Court in Sarla Verma (supra).
The Courts below have awarded a lump sum amount of ¥ 25,000/- towards
loss of love and affection. This Court in Magma General Insurance Co. Ltd. v.
Nanu Ram & ors., 2018 ACJ 2782 (SC) = (2018) 18 SCC 130 has held that a sum of
T 40,000/- is to be paid to each of the parents towards loss of consortium on
the death of a child. Therefore, the appellants are entitled to be awarded
% 40,000/- each towards loss of consortium.
[
166. MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988 — Sections 183 and 184
INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Sections 279, 304—A, 337 and 338
Road traffic offences and punishments — Motor Vehicles Act and Indian
Penal Code operates in entirely different spheres — The offences and
their penal consequences provided under both the statutes are
independent and distinct from each other and an offender can be tried
and punished independently under both the statutes.

Arexqr_ A4, 1988 — SIRTY 183 U4 184

ARG qvs Af&dr, 1860 — SIRTY 279, 304—d, 337 U4 338
AP ATATITT IURTET UG qv€ — AlexAT Afefr vd arda gvs Hfaar
yofa: rerT—3rerT &1 # yafda & — < fafry & siavia Seafaa faa
T JAURT U9 I FsIcid IR T gER 4 W@ad AR <1 & 19 &
JrqRTelt ST faftr & siafa wad=aagds faamiRa vd <fsa fear s aoarn
=
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State of Arunachal Pradesh v. Ramachandra Rabidas alias

Ratan Rabidas and anr.
Judgment dated 04.10.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 905 of 2010, reported in (2019) 10 SCC 75

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

In our view there is no conflict between the provisions of the IPC and the
MV Act. Both the statutes operate in entirely different spheres. The offences
provided under both the statutes are separate and distinct from each other.
The penal consequences provided under both the statutes are also independent
and distinct from each other. The ingredients of offences under both the statutes,
as discussed earlier, are different, and an offender can be tried and punished
independently under both statutes. The principle that the special law should
prevail over the general law, has no application in cases of prosecution of
offenders in road accidents under the IPC and M.V. Act.

167. NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENT ACT, 1881 — Section 138
No prohibition u/s 138 on instituting criminal complaint based on
second or successive statutory notice based on second or
successive dishonor of the cheque on its presentation.

weh ferea siferf-aH, 1881 — &IIRT 138

A% D IR R s8> fgdia a1 ggaraad! smmRRor w smenlRa fgda an
ggardad] JETfId I U5 B ITER WR IRT 138 S Jaid MRS gRarg
Rera & A B3 ufader 7Y 2

M/s Sicagen India Ltd. v. Mahindra Vadineni and ors.
Judgment dated 08.01.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 26 of 2019, reported in 2019 (4) Crimes 360 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Three-Judge Bench of this Court in MSR Leathers v. S. Palaniappan and anr,
(2013) 1 SCC 177, held that there is nothing in the provisions of Section 138 of
the Act that forbids the holder of the Cheque to make successive presentation
of the cheque and institute the criminal complaint based on the second or
successive dishonour of the cheque on its presentation. In paragraphs 29 and
33 this Court held as under:

29. It is trite that the object underlying Section 138 of the
Act is to promote and inculcate faith in the efficacy of
banking system and its operations giving creditability to
negotiable instruments in business transactions and to
create an atmosphere of faith and reliance by discouraging
people from dishonouring their commitments which are
implicit when they pay their dues through cheques. The
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provision was intended to punish those unscrupulous
persons who issued cheques for discharging their liabilities
without really intending to honour the promise that goes
with the drawing up of such a negotiable instrument. It was
intended to enhance the acceptability of cheques in
settlement of liabilities by making the drawer liable for
penalties in case the cheque was dishonoured and to
safeguard and prevent harassment of honest drawers. (See
— Mosaraf Hossain Khan v. Bhagheeratha Engg. Ltd., (2006) 3
SCC 658; C. C. Alavi Haji v. Palapetty Muhammed, (2007) 6
SCC 555 and Damodar S. Prabhu v. Sayed Babalal H., (2010)
5 SCC 663. Having said that, we must add that one of the
salutary principles of interpretation of statues is to adopt
an interpretation which promotes and advances the object
sought to be achieved by the legislation, in preference to
an interpretation which defeats such object. This Court has
in a long line of decisions recognized purposive
interpretation as a sound principle for the courts to adopt
while interpreting statutory provisions. We may only refer
to the decision of this Court in New India Sugar Mills Ltd. v.
CST, AIR 1963 SC 1207 where in this Court observed:

“8. ... It is a recognized rule of interpretation of
statutes that the expressions used therein should
ordinarily be understood in a sense in which they
best harmonise with the object of the statute, and
which effectuate the object of the legislature. If an
expression is susceptible of narrow or technical
meaning, as well as a popular meaning the court
would be justified in assuming that the legislature
used the expression in the sense which would
carryout its object and reject that which renders
the exercise of its power invalid”

33. Applying the above rule of interpretation and the
provisions of Section 138, we have no hesitation in holding
that a prosecution based on a second or successive default
in payment of the cheque amount should not be
impermissible simply because no prosecution based on the
first default which was followed by statutory notice and a
failure to pay had not been launched. If the entire purpose
underlying Section 138 of the Negotiable Instruments Act is
to compel the drawers to honour their commitments made
in the course of their business or other affairs, there is no
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reason why a person who has issued a cheque which is
dishonoured and who fails to make payment despite
statutory notice served upon him should be immune to
prosecution simply because the holder of the cheque has
not rushed to the court with a complaint based on such
default or simply because the drawer has made the holder
defer prosecution promising to make arrangements for
funds or for any other similar reason. There is in our opinion
no real or qualitative difference between a case where
default is committed and prosecution immediately launched
and another where the prosecution is deferred till the
cheque presented again gets dishonoured for the second
or successive time.

In the present case as pointed out earlier that cheques were presented
twice and notices were issued on 31.08.2009 and 25.01.2010. Applying the
ratio of MSR Leathers (supra) the complaint filed based on the second statutory
notice is not barred and the High Court, in our view, ought not to have quashed
the criminal complaint and the impugned judgment is liable to be set aside.

168. NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENTS ACT, 1881 — Sections 138 and 139
Dishonour of cheque and presumption — After dishonour of cheque,
the accused can rebut the presumption of existence of legally
enforceable debt by preponderance of probabilities.

R for@a aferfa9, 1881 — €IIRIT 138 T4 139
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ANSS Rajashekar v. Augustus Jeba Ananth

Judgment dated 18.01.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 95 of 2019, reported in 2020 (1) MPLJ 300 (SC)
(Three-Judge Bench)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

On a totality of the facts and circumstances and based on the evidence on
the record, the first Appellate Court held that the presumption under Section
139 of the Act stood rebutted and that the defence stood probabalised. From
the judgment of the High Court, the significant aspect of the case which stands
out is that there has been no appreciation of the evidence or even a reference
to the reasons furnished by the first Appellate Court. The High Court adverted
to the judgment of this Court in Rangappa v. Sri Mohan, (2010) 11 SCC 441. Having
adverted to that decision, the High Court reversed the order of acquittal by
holding that a mere denial of the transactions or an omnibus denial of the entire
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transaction could not be considered as a tenable defence. The judgment of the
High Court is unsatisfactory and does not contain any reference to the evidence
whatsoever. There was absolutely no valid basis to displace the findings of fact
which were arrived at by the first appellate court, while acquitting the accused.

For the reasons indicated above, we are of the view that having regard to
the law laid down by the three Judge Bench in Rangappa (supra) the appellant
duly rebutted the presumption under section 139 of the Act. His defence that
there was an absence of a legally enforceable debt was rendered probable on
the basis of the material on record. Consequently, the order of acquittal passed
by the first Appellate Court was justified.

169. NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENTS ACT, 1881 — Sections 138 and 139
Dishonour of cheque — Presumption — Section 139 of the Act is an
example of reverse onus and after the admission of issuance of
cheque by the accused and admission of his signature on the
cheque, presumption of existence of legally enforceable debt/
liability arises in favour of the complainant and thereafter, the
accused has to rebut such presumption by leading evidence.

ywshr forera arferfras, 1881 — ©IRIY 138 UG 139

A BT JATEROT — SULRCT — IAFAFRA BT aRT 139 fAUHT 90 & IR &1
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APS Forex Services Pvt. Ltd. v. Shakti International Fashion

Linkers and ors.
Judgment dated 14.02.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 271 of 2020, reported in AIR 2020 SC 945

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Considering the fact in the present case that the accused has admitted
the issuance of the cheques and his signature on the cheque and that the
cheque in question was issued for the second time, after the earlier cheques
were dishonoured and that even according to the accused some amount was
due and payable, there is a presumption under section 139 of the N.I. Act that
there exists a legally enforceable debt or liability. Of course such presumption
is rebuttable in nature. However, to rebut the presumption the accused was
required to lead the evidence that full amount due and payable to the complainant
has been paid. In the present case, no such evidence has been led by the
accused. The story put forward by the accused that the cheques were given by
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way of security is not believable in absence of further evidence to rebut the
presumption and more particularly the cheque in question was issued for the
second time, after the earlier cheques were dishonoured. Therefore, both the
courts below have materially erred in not properly appreciating and considering
the presumption in favour of the complainant that there exists legally enforceable
debt or liability as per Section 139 of the N.l. Act. It appears that both, the
Learned Trial Court as well as the High Court, have committed error in shifting
the burden upon the complainant to prove the debt or liability, without appreciating
the presumption under Section 139 of N.I. Act. As observed above, Section 139
of the Act is an example of reverse onus clause and therefore once the issuance
of the cheque has been admitted and even the signature on the cheque has
been admitted, there is always a presumption in favour of the complainant that
there exists legally enforceable debt or liability and thereafter it is for the accused
to rebut such presumption by leading evidence.

170. REGISTRATION ACT, 1908 — Sections 17 (1) (b) and (2) (vi)
Registration of compromise decree — A compromise decree
comprising immovable property other than which is the subject
matter of the suit or proceeding requires registration although any
decree or order of a Court is exempted from registration by virtue
of Section 17 (2) (vi).

fSredImor arferfH, 1908 — aRTY 17 (1) (@) w4 2 (8)
ISiATT ) &1 I HRor — v IsiAmT fob), forad are a1 srfarg)
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Mohammade Yusuf and ors. v. Rajkumar and ors.
Judgment dated 05.02.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 800 of 2020, reported in AIR 2020 SC 796

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

A compromise decree passed by a Court would ordinarily be covered by
Section 17(1)(b) but sub-section(2) of Section 17 provides for an exception for
any decree or order of a Court except a decree or order expressed to be made
on a compromise and comprising immovable property other than that which is
the subject-matter of the suit or proceeding. Thus, by virtue of sub-section (2)(vi)
of Section 17 any decree or order of a Court does not require registration. In
sub-clause (vi) of sub-section (2), one category is excepted from sub-clause(vi),
i.e., a decree or order expressed to be made on a compromise and comprising
immovable property other than that which is the subject-matter of the suit or
proceeding. Thus, by conjointly reading Section 17(1)(b) and Section 17(2)(vi),
it is clear that a compromise decree comprising immovable property other than
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which is the subject matter of the suit or proceeding requires registration,
although any decree or order of a Court is exempted from registration by virtue
of Section 17(2)(vi). A copy of the decree passed in Suit No.250-A of 1984 has
been brought on record as Annexure P-2, which indicates that decree dated
04.10.1985 was passed by the Court for the property, which was subject matter
of the suit. Thus, the exclusionary clause in Section 17(2)(vi) is not applicable
and the compromise decree dated 04.10.1985 was not required to be registered
on plain reading of Section 17(2)(vi). The High Court referred to judgment of
this Court in Bhoop Singh v. Ram Singh Major and ors., (1995) 5 SCC 709, in which
case, the provision of Section 17(2)(vi) of Registration Act came for consideration.
This Court in the above case while considering clause (vi) laid down following in
paragraphs 16, 17 and 18:-

“16. We have to view the reach of clause (vi), which is an
exception to sub-section (1), bearing all the aforesaid in
mind. We would think that the exception engrafted is meant
to cover that decree or order of a court, including a decree
or order expressed to be made on a compromise, which
declares the pre-existing right and does not by itself create
new right, title or interest in praesenti in immovable property
of the value of 100 or upwards. Any other view would find
the mischief of avoidance of registration, which requires
payment of stamp duty, embedded in the decree or order.

17. It would, therefore, be the duty of the court to examine
in each case whether the parties have pre-existing right to
the immovable property, or whether under the order or
decree of the court one party having right, title or interest
therein agreed or suffered to extinguish the same and
created right, title or interest in praesenti in immovable
property of the value of 100 or upwards in favour of other
party for the first time, either by compromise or pretended
consent. If latter be the position, the document is
compulsorily registrable.

18. The legal position gua clause (vi) can, on the basis of
the aforesaid discussion, be summarised as below:

(1) Compromise decree if bona fide, in the sense that the
compromise is not a device to obviate payment of
stamp duty and frustrate the law relating to registration,
would not require registration. In a converse situation,
it would require registration.

(2) If the compromise decree were to create for the first
time right, title or interest in immovable property of
the value of ¥ 100 or upwards in favour of any party to
the suit the decree or order would require registration.
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(3) If the decree were not to attract any of the clauses of
sub-section (1) of Section 17, as was the position in the
aforesaid Privy Council and this Court’s cases, it is
apparent that the decree would not require registration.

(4) If the decree were not to embody the terms of
compromise, as was the position in Lahore case,
benefit from the terms of compromise cannot be
derived, even if a suit were to be disposed of because
of the compromise in question.

(5) |If the property dealt with by the decree be not the
“subject-matter of the suit or proceeding”, clause (vi)
of sub-section (2) would not operate, because of the
amendment of this clause by Act 21 of 1929, which
has its origin in the aforesaid decision of the Privy
Council, according to which the original clause would
have been attracted, even if it were to encompass
property not litigated.”

In facts of the present case, the decree dated 04.10.1985 was with regard
to property, which was subject matter of the suit, hence not covered by
exclusionary clause of Section 17(2)(vi) and present 16 case is covered by the
main exception crafted in Section 17(2)(vi), i.e., “any decree or order of a Court”.
When registration of an instrument as required by Section 17(1)(b) is specifically
excluded by Section 17(2)(vi) by providing that nothing in clause (b) and (c) of sub-
section (1) applies to any decree or order of the Court, we are of the view that the
compromise decree dated 04.10.1985 did not require registration and learned Civil
Judge as well as the High Court erred in holding otherwise. We, thus, set aside the
order of the Civil Judge dated 07.01.2015 as well as the judgment of the High Court
dated 13.02.2017. The compromise decree dated 04.10.1985 is directed to be
exhibited by the trial court. The appeal is allowed accordingly.

[
171. SERVICE LAW:

Service matter — Departmental enquiry — Effect of acquittal in
criminal proceedings — Law explained.

dar fafer:
a1 ae — faurfia oifa — smoifre srfarfzal 9 iwgfea &1 g9 —
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Karnataka Power Transmission Corporation Limited
Represented by Managing Director (Administration and HR) v.
C. Nagaraju and anr.

Judgment dated 16.09.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 7279 of 2019, reported in (2019) 10 SCC 367
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Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Acquittal by a criminal court would not debar an employer from exercising
the power to conduct departmental proceedings in accordance with the rules
and regulations. The two proceedings, criminal and departmental, are entirely
different. They operate in different fields and have different objectives [4jit Kumar
Nag v. Indian Oil Corpn. Ltd., (2005) 7 SCC 764]. In the disciplinary proceedings,
the question is whether the respondent is guilty of such conduct as would merit
his removal from service or a lesser punishment, as the case may be, whereas
in the criminal proceedings, the question is whether the offences registered
against him under the PC Act are established, and if established, what sentence
should be imposed upon him. The standard of proof, the mode of inquiry and
the rules governing inquiry and trial in both the cases are significantly distinct
and different [Rajasthan v. B.K. Meena, (2006) 6 SCC 417).

The acquittal by a Criminal Court does not preclude a Departmental Inquiry
against the delinquent officer. The Disciplinary Authority is not bound by the
judgment of the Criminal Court if the evidence that is produced in the
Departmental Inquiry is different from that produced during the criminal trial.
The object of a Departmental Inquiry is to find out whether the delinquent is
guilty of misconduct under the conduct rules for the purpose of determining
whether he should be continued in service. The standard of proof in a
Departmental Inquiry is not strictly based on the rules of evidence.

172. SPECIFIC RELIEF ACT, 1963 — Section 16 (c)

(i) Readiness and willingness — The continuous readiness and
willingness on the part of the plaintiff is a condition precedent
to grant the relief of specific performance — To adjudge this
fact, the Court must take into consideration the conduct of the
plaintiff prior and subsequent to the filing of the suit alongwith
other attending circumstances.

(ii) Pleading and proof — Mere plea of readiness to pay the
consideration without any material to substantiate the plea
cannot be accepted — Although it is not necessary for the
plaintiff to produce ready money, but it is mandatory on his
part to prove that he has the means to generate the
consideration amount.

fafifds agaiy aftrf=m, 1963 — =T 16 (1)
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(ii) arf¥aas vd wifaa fear w1 — yfawa sl & forg aooxar &1
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C.S. Venkatesh v. A.S.C. Murthy (D) by LRs. and ors.
Judgment dated 07.02.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 8425 of 2009, reported in AIR 2020 SC 930

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The words ‘ready and willing’ imply that the plaintiff was prepared to carry
out those parts of the contract to their logical end so far as they depend upon
his performance. The continuous readiness and willingness on the part of the
plaintiff is a condition precedent to grant the relief of performance. If the plaintiff
fails to either aver or prove the same, he must fail. To adjudge whether the
plaintiff is ready and willing to perform his part of contract, the court must take
into consideration the conduct of the plaintiff prior, and subsequent to the filing
of the suit alongwith other attending circumstances. The amount which he has
to pay the defendant must be of necessity to be proved to be available. Right
from the date of the execution of the contract till the date of decree, he must
prove that he is ready and willing to perform his part of the contract. The court
may infer from the facts and circumstances whether the plaintiff was ready and
was always ready to perform his contract.

In the instant case, the plaintiff has alleged that he was ready to pay
¥ 35,000/- to the defendants and called upon them to execute the re- conveyance
deed. However, in para 11 of the plaint it is pleaded that the plaintiff was running
contract business wherein he suffered heavy loss and as such he gave up the
business. It is also pleaded that at present the plaintiff has no business or
profession and has no source of income. He has no property, either movable or
immovable. Mere plea that he is ready to pay the consideration, without any
material to substantiate this plea, cannot be accepted. It is not necessary for
the plaintiff to produce ready money, but it is mandatory on his part to prove
that he has the means to generate the consideration amount. Except the
statement of PW-1, there is absolutely no evidence to show that the plaintiff has
the means to make arrangements for payment of consideration under the
reconveyance agreement.

173. SPECIFIC RELIEF ACT, 1963 — Section 34
CONTRACT ACT, 1872 — Section 10
(i) Suit based on violation of condition of tenancy — In absence of
written agreement of tenancy, suit for declaration and
permanent injunction based on violation of condition of
tenancy is not maintainable.
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(ii) Continuation of tenancy — Tenant cannot be compelled to
continue with the tenancy in absence of any written contract.

fafifdse arqaiv aiftrfram, 1963 — aIRT 34

dfaer srferfra, 1872 — &RT 10
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Life Insurance Corporation of India v. Basantilal Baraia and ors.

Order/Judgment dated 11.07.2019 passed by the High Court of

Madhya Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in First Appeal No. 17 of 2002,
reported in 2020 (1) MPLJ 373

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

It is clear that there was no agreement in writing to the effect that the
premises is let out at least for a period of 3 years with an assurance that the
tenancy would continue at least for a period of 10 years with a stipulation that
the rent would be enhanced by 15% after every 3 years. It has been admitted by
Basantilal (PW-1) that after serving the notice of vacating the premises, the
appellant had vacated the premises and when he went to the Manager of the
appellant to demand the keys, the same were handed over to him. In absence
of any contract, no tenant can be compelled to continue with the tenancy at the
sweet will of the landlord.

[
174. TRANSFER OF PROPERTY ACT, 1882 — Sections 3 and 123
EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Section 68
Execution of gift deed; proof of — When the execution of gift deed
is specifically denied then execution of such deed must be proved
by calling atleast one attesting witness in the Court.

Hufed raxor FfSfaw, 1882 — 9IRIY 3 UG 123
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Leeladevi and ors. v. Taradevi Farkya (deceased) through L.Rs.
Satyanarayan and ors.

Judgment dated 26.03.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya

Pradesh (Indore Bench) in Second Appeal No. 648 of 2016, reported
in 2020 (1) MPLJ 436
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Relevant extracts from the judgment:

In the present case, the plaintiff in whose favour a Will is there, has
specifically denied the gift-deed in favour of defendant No.1, therefore, it was
incumbent upon defendant No.1 to prove the gift-deed by calling at least one of
the attesting witnesses in the Court. The Apex Court in the case of Rosammal
Issetheen Ammal Fernandez v. Joosa Mariyan Fernandez, (2000) 7 SCC 189 has held
that if there is no specific denial, the proviso comes into play but if there is
denial, the proviso will not apply. Admittedly, none of the two attesting witnesses
was examined, the gift-deed cannot be tendered in evidence. Para 11 of the
aforesaid judgment is reproduced below:

“11. Under the proviso to Section 68 the obligation to
produce at least one attesting witness stands withdrawn if
the execution of any such document not being a will which
is registered, is not specifically denied. Therefore,
everything hinges on the recording of this fact of such
denial. If there is no specific denial, the proviso comes into
play but if there is denial, the proviso will not apply. In the
present case as we have held, there is clear denial of the
execution of such document by the plaintiff, hence the High
Court fell into error in applying the said proviso which on
the facts of this case would not apply. In view of this the
very execution of the gift deed, Exhibit B-1 is not proved.
Admittedly in this case none of the two attesting witnesses
has been produced. Once the gift deed cannot be tendered
in evidence in view of the non-compliance of Section 68 of
the Indian Evidence Act, we uphold that the plaintiff has
successfully challenged its execution. The gift deed
accordingly fails and the findings of the High Court contrary
are set aside. In view of this no rights under this document
accrue to the respondent concerned over Schedule A
property which is covered by this gift deed.”

In case of K. Laxmanan v. Thekkayil Padmini, (2009) 1 SCC 354 the Apex
Court has held that

30. The legality and the validity of the said deed of gift was
under challenge in the trial for which the parties have led
evidence and therefore in the present case the proviso to
Section 68 of the Act does not become operative and
functional. In such cases, the document has to be proved
in terms of Section 68 of the Act. In this regard, we may
appropriately refer to a decision of this Court in Rosammal
Issetheenammal Fernandez (supra) wherein it was held as
under:
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7. ... In considering this question, whether there
is any denial or not, it should not be casually
considered as such finding has very important
bearing on the admissibility of a document which has
important bearing on the rights of both the parties.
... It must also take into consideration the pleadings
of the parties which has not been done in this case.
Pleading is the first stage where a party takes up
its stand in respect of facts which they plead.

X X X

31. The two attesting witnesses to the said deed of gift viz.
Ext. B-2 are K.T. Vasu and Urulummal Ukkappan. K.T. Vasu
admittedly had died whereas Urulummal Ukkappan was
alive. Urulummal Ukkappan being alive, could have been
examined in the present case to establish the legality of
the deed of gift. But neither was he examined nor was any
reason assigned by the appellant for not examining him.

32. Since both the attesting witnesses have not been
examined, in terms of Section 69 of the Act it was incumbent
upon the appellant to prove that the attestation of at least
one attesting witness is in his handwriting and that the
signature of the person executing the document is in the
handwriting of that person. DW 3, who was an identifying
witness also in Ext. B-2, specifically stated that he had not
signed as an identifying witness in respect of Ext. B-2 and
also that he did not know about the signature in Ext. B-2.
Besides, considering the nature of the document which was
a deed of gift and even assuming that no pleading is filed
specifically denying the execution of the document by the
executant and, therefore, there was no mandatory
requirement and obligation to get an attesting witness
examined but still the fact remains that the plaintiff never
admitted the execution of the gift deed and, therefore, the
same was required to be proved like any other document.

175. TRANSFER OF PROPERTY ACT, 1882 — Section 10
Restricted gift, validity — The donor cannot restrict the donee from
transferring the gifted property — Such condition is totally void
under Section 10 of the Act.

dufed axor IAfSfa¥, 1882 — €IRT 10
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Sridhar and anr. v. N. Revanna and ors.
Judgment dated 11.02.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 1209 of 2020, reported in AIR 2020 SC 824

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The question to be answered is as to whether defendant No.1 who was gifted
the schedule property had no right to alienate the schedule property in any manner
whatsoever. The reliance has been placed by the counsel of the respondents on
Section 10 of the Transfer of Property Act which is to following effect:

“10. Condition restraining alienation.— Where property is
transferred subject to a condition or limitation absolutely
restraining the transferee or any person claiming under him
from parting with or disposing of his interest in the property,
the condition or limitation is void, except in the case of a
lease where the condition is for the benefit of the lessor or
those claiming under him:

Provided that property may be transferred to or for the benefit
of a woman (not being a Hindu, Muhammadan or Buddhist),
so that she shall not have power during her marriage to
transfer or charge the same or her beneficial interest
therein.”

Section 10 expressly provides that where property is transferred subject
to a condition or limitation absolutely restraining the transferee or any person
claiming under him from parting with or disposing of his interest in the property,
the condition or limitation is void. According to Section 10 any condition restraining
the transferee the right of alienation is void. A plain reading of Section 10 of Transfer
of Property Act makes it clear that the condition in the gift deed dated 05.06.1957
that defendant No. 1 shall not alienate the property is a void condition.

[

176. TRANSFER OF PROPERTY ACT, 1882 - Sections 58 (d), 60 and 62
LIMITATION ACT, 1963 — Article 61 (a)
Redemption of usufructuary mortgage — Suit for redemption of
usufructuary mortgage can be filed within 30 years from the day when
mortgage amount is tendered to mortgagee by sending notice by
mortgagor and date of mortgage deed is not material in such suits.

dufea sravor AfAfrad, 1882 — gRIT 58 (€), 60 Ud 62
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Harishchandra v. Vijaykumar and ors.

Judgment dated 04.07.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh (Indore Bench) in Second Appeal No. 568 of 1998, reported
in 2020 (1) MPLJ 393

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

As per section 58(d) of the Transfer of Property Act, the mortgage deed
Ex.P/5 is a usufructuary mortgage because mortgagor delivered the possession
of the mortgaged property to the mortgagee and authorized him to retain
possession until payment of mortgaged loan amount and to receive the rent
and profit acquiring from the property in lieu of interest. Section 62 gives right
of usufructuary to the mortgagor and as per sub-section (b) of section 62 the
mortgagor is entitled to recover the possession when he pays or tenders to the
mortgagee the mortgaged money or the balance or deposits it in the Court.
Under Article 61(a) of the Limitation Act, 1963 the suit relating to immovable
property by mortgagor to redeem or for recovery of possession of immovable
property mortgaged is 30 years from the date when the right to redeem or to
recover possession accrues. The plaintiff tendered repayment of money to the
defendant on 04.09.1987 by sending a notice, therefore, the limitation of 30
years would start from the said date. A similar issue came up for consideration
before the Full Bench of Punjab & Haryana High Court in the case of Ram Kishan
& ors. v. Sheo Ram & ors., AIR 2008 Punjab and Haryana 77. The Full Bench has
answered the question by holding that in case of usufructuary mortgage where
no time limit is fixed to seek redemption would not arise from the date of mortgage
but arise on the date when the mortgagor pays or tenders to the mortgagee.
Para-48 of the said judgment is reproduced below:

48. Therefore, we answer the questions framed to hold that
in case of usufructuary mortgage, where no time limit is
fixed to seek redemption, the right to seek redemption would
not arise on the date of mortgage but will arise on the date
when the mortgagor pays or tenders to the mortgagee or
deposits in Court, the mortgage money or the balance
thereof. Thus, it is held that once a mortgage always a
mortgage and is always redeemable.

In view of the Full Bench judgment passed by the Apex Court in Singh Ram
v. Sheo Ram and ors., (2014) 9 SCC 185, the question of law is answered in favour
of the plaintiff. The limitation for filing the suit would start from 04.09.1987 i.e.
the date on which the plaintiff tendered repayment of money to the defendant,
therefore, the suit filed by the plaintiff is within limitation. Since the issues No.1
& 2 have already been answered in favour of plaintiff and the suit was dismissed
only on the issue of limitation, hence the suit is liable to be decreed in favour of
plaintiff in following terms:-
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(i) the plaintiff is the owner of the suit house as described in para 1 of
the plaint.

(ii) the plaintiff is entitled to redeem the suit house from defendant.

(iii) the defendant is directed to hand over the vacant possession of suit
house to plaintiff within three months from payment of an amount of
% 1600/-.

(iv) If defendant does not accept the amount, the plaintiff is directed to
deposit the amount of ¥ 1,600/- in executing Court and obtain the
possession.

(v) Plaintiff and defendant shall bear their own cost.
([

177. TRANSFER OF PROPERTY ACT, 1882 — Section 60
Extinguishment of mortgage — The mortgage can be extinguished
by the Act of parties also and in such a situation, for redemption,
registration of acknowledgment of extinguishment is not necessary.

dufed faxoT AfSfaH, 1882 — ©IRT 60
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Gowramma and anr. V. Kalingappa (D) represented by L.Rs.
and ors.

Judgment dated 08.02.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 1574 of 2019, reported in 2019 (4) MPLJ 585 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

In view of the factual situation and considering the Proviso to Section 60 of
the TP Act, the High Court has rightly observed and held that by the act of the
parties, namely, by act of Sundarasetty receiving ¥ 3,000/- being the mortgage
amount from Kalingappa and putting him in possession, the mortgage is
extinguished. The submission on behalf of the Appellants — original Plaintiffs
that the mortgage can be said to have been extinguished only in a case where
there is a Shera (endorsement) written on the mortgage deed or an
acknowledgment in writing that the mortgage is extinguished and got registered,
there is no redemption in the mortgage in the eyes of law is concerned, the
aforesaid has no substance, considering Proviso to Section 60 of the TP Act.
Considering Section 60 of the TP Act, mortgagor has a right to redeem the
mortgage as provided under first part of Section 60 of the TP Act, however,
provided the right conferred in favour of mortgagor has not been extinguished
by act of the parties or by decree of the Court, as per Proviso to Section 60 of
the TP Act.
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PART -I1 A

GUIDELINES FOR SPECIAL COURTS TRYING CASES UNDER
THE PREVENTION OF CORRUPTION ACT, 1988

Trial of cases under Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 (hereafter referred
as ‘PC Act’) results into a long drawn battle which usually take several years to
culminate in trial court itself. Validity of Sanction Order and competency of
sanctioning authority are defences which are often raised during trial. In many
cases, trial court and even appellate courts reach to the conclusion that either
sanction was not valid or sanctioning authority was not competent to issue
sanction for prosecution resulting into discharge of accused.

Hon’ble Supreme Court in Nanjappa v. State of Karnataka, (2015) 14 SCC 186
examined whether, the trial court had the power to discharge an accused after
the entire trial was concluded on account of the sanction under section 19 of
the PC Act, being defective and answered the question in affirmative.

If the prosecution can seek a fresh sanction and put the accused to trial
again, after the accused is discharged at the end of the trial stretching over a
decade, several questions are raised with regard to the loss of precious time of
the trial court, the hardship placed upon the witnesses who would have to be
called and examined all over again, the violation of the right to speedy trial of
the accused and lastly, the financial loss.

These questions have been considered recently by a Division Bench of
High Court of Madhya Pradesh, Principal Seat, Jabalpur in WP No. 19792 of 2019
Ravi Shankar Singh v. MPPKVVCL and others, order dated 08.05.2020. The Division
Bench considered the scope and applicability of Sec. 311 CrPC for examining
the sanctioning authority before the stage of framing of charge in such cases to
ascertain whether the authority was competent to grant sanction or whether the
same was granted without due application of mind to the record of the case.
The Division Bench has laid down the guidelines to be followed by the trial court
while trying a case under the PC Act.

The relevant portion of judgment is as follows :

“In our considered opinion, the advantage of recording the evidence of
the Sanctioning Authority u/s 311 CrPC, before framing of charge, are as follows.

(a) The court saves precious time if the evidence of the Sanctioning Authority
reveals that the Sanction is bad either on account of it being passed by an
incompetent authority or passed without application of mind in which case, the
accused can be discharged and the chargesheet returned to the investigating
agency.
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(b) The investigating agency has the opportunity of seeking fresh sanction
and refiling the chargesheet before the Trial Court.

(c) The accused does not get the benefit of autrefois acquit/convict as charge
has not been framed, and

(d) The accused cannot get the benefit of a seeking quashment of the
case on the ground of delayed trial, which he may otherwise get if he is
discharged by the Trial Court at the end of the trial after a protracted trial
spanning over a decade.

In view of what we have discussed and held hereinabove; we propose to
lay down the following guidelines to be followed by the learned trial court while
trying a case under the Prevention of Corruption Act.

(a) The trial court shall examine the sanctioning authority exercising powers
u/s 311 CrPC before framing charge, even if there is no challenge to the same
by the accused, as the validity of the sanction order can go to the root of the
case and can render the very act of taking cognizance itself void ab initio.

(b) If the trial court finds that the sanction passed is in consonance with
the provisions of section 19 of the PC Act on both the parameters of competence
of the sanctioning authority and application of mind on the part of the sanctioning
authority, then the trial court shall proceed to the next stage and decide whether
charges should be framed against the accused after hearing the prosecution
and the defence.

(c) If, the trial court is of the opinion that the sanction order under section
19 of the PC Act is fundamentally defective on either of the parameters, it shall
discharge the accused and return the chargesheet to the investigating agency,
which shall be at liberty to file the chargesheet once again after seeking a fresh
sanction under Section 19 of the PC Act.

(d) These directions are prospective in nature and shall not affect the
proceedings in those cases where the charges have been framed and evidence
has commenced before the trial court. It goes without saying that these directions
shall have no effect on the inherent powers of the High Court under section 482
CrPC or its powers of revision under Section 397 read with 401 CrPC.”
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CIRCULARS/NOTIFICATIONS

NOTIFICATION DATED 21.02.2020 REGARDINGAMENDMENTS
IN THE MADHYA PRADESH ARBITRATION RULES, 1997
No. D-1221.— Amendments in “The Madhya Pradesh Arbitration Rules, 1997”
in the Madhya Pradesh Gazette.

In exercise of the powers conferred by section 82 of the Arbitration &
Conciliation Act, 1996 (26 of 1996), the High Court of Madhya Pradesh, hereby,
makes the following amendments in The Madhya Pradesh Arbitration Rules,

1997, namely:-

AMENDMENT

1. For rule 3, the following rule shall be substituted, namely:-
“3. (1) Definitions:

(a)

(9)
(h)

In these Rules, “Act” means the Arbitration and Conciliation Act,
1996;

“Appeal” means an Appeal filed in the ‘Court’ under the Act;

“Application” means an application filed in the ‘Court’ under the
Act;

“Arbitral Award” includes an interim, a partial and a preliminary
or final award;

“Arbitrator” means person appointed as an Arbitrator in terms of
the Act;

“Chief Justice” means the Chief Justice of the High Court of
Madhya Pradesh;

“Code” means “The Code of Civil Procedure, 1908”; and
“Rules” means “The Madhya Pradesh Arbitration Rules, 1997".

(2) The words and phrases not defined, in these Rules, shall bear the
same meaning as defined under the Act.”

2. For rule 4, the following rule shall be substituted, namely:-
“4. Application/Appeal:

(1)

(2)

Save as otherwise provided in these Rules, all Applications/
Appeals, Affidavits and Proceedings, under the Act shall be as
per the prescribed Formats annexed herewith as Format no.1,
2,3 &4.

Every application under Section 9, Section 14, Section 27,
Section 34, Section 39 and Section 43 of the Act shall be made
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in writing and shall be supported by an affidavit, it shall be divided
into paragraphs, numbered consecutively, and shall contain the
name, description and place of residence of the parties. It shall
contain a statements in concise from —

(a) of the material facts constituting cause of action;

(b) of facts showing that the Court to which the application
appeal is presented has jurisdiction;

(c) relief prayed for;

(d) names and addresses of the persons liable to be affected
by the application; and

(e) original Arbitration Agreement or the Award.

(3) An application for enforcement of and arbitral award under
Section 36 of a foreign award under Section 47 or Section 56
shall be in writing signed and verified by the Applicant or by some
other person proved to the satisfaction of the Court to be
acquainted with the facts of the case, and shall contain in a
tabular form the particulars prescribed in Sub-rule (2) of Rule
11 of Order XXI of the Code.

(4) Every application for execution of Award under Chapter | —
“New York Convention Awards” or Chapter Il — “Geneva Convention
Awards” of PART-II- “Enforcement of certain Foreign Awards” of the
Act shall be in the terms as prescribed under Sections 47 and
56 of the Act, as the case may be.

(5) Every application for enforcement of a foreign award shall be
accompanied by an affidavit or affidavits showing that:-

(a) the award has been made in pursuance of a submission to
arbitration which is valid under the law applicable thereto;

(b) the subject matter of award is capable of settlement by
Arbitration under the law of India.

(c) the award has been made by the arbitral tribunal provided
for in the submission to and arbitration or constituted in the
manner agreed upon by the parties and in conformity with
the law governing the arbitration procedure;

(d) the award has become final in the country in which it has
been made, in the sense that it will not be considered as
such if it is open to opposition or appeal or if it is proved
that any proceedings for the purpose of contesting the
validity of the award are pending;

(e) the enforcement of the award is not contrary to the public
policy or the law of India.”
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3.

After rule 4, the following rule shall be added, namely:-
“4A. Mode of application/appeal:

Save as otherwise provided in these Rules, all Applications/Appeals
shall be placed on board for admission after prior notice to all parties
concerned.

Procedure after filing of Application/Appeal and requisitioning of Lower
Court Records:

(a) In cases, arising out of matters pending before the lower Court,
Tribunal or Authority, the record shall not be requisitioned unless
ordered by the Court.

(b) Where such record has been requisitioned, it shall be retained
in the High Court/ District Court (as the case may be) only as
long as absolutely necessary; otherwise it shall be returned and
called back as convenience permits.

In cases, arising out of judgments or orders finally adjudicating the
case, the record of lower Court or Tribunal shall be requisitioned after
admission of the case notwithstanding the fact that no order
requisitioning the record has been made by the Court or the Registrar.

The Applicant/Appellant may file pleadings and/or evidence along with
the memorandum of appeal or application which he considers
necessary to enable the Court to appreciate the scope of dispute for
the purpose of admission, interlocutory orders or disposal.

Notice shall be served on all opposite parties and on such other
persons as the Court may direct:

Provided that at the hearing of any such Application/Appeal, any
person who desires to be heard in opposition to it and appears to the
Court to be proper, may be heard, notwithstanding that he has not
been served with the notice; but may be liable to costs in the discretion
of the Court.

Provided further that where at the hearing of the Application/
Appeal, the Court is of opinion that any person who ought to have
been served with notice of the Application/Appeal, has not been so
served, the Court may order such notice to be served and adjourn
the hearing upon such terms, if any, as the Court may think fit.

(a) All questions of fact arising for determination under this part shall
be decided ordinarily upon affidavit, but the Court may direct that
such other evidence be taken as it may deem fit.

(b) Where the Court orders that certain matters in controversy between
the parties shall be decided on oral evidence, it may either itself record
the evidence or may direct any Court or Tribunal or a Commissioner
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appointed for the purpose to record it in accordance with the
procedure prescribed by law.

The Court may in such proceedings impose such terms as to costs as
it thinks fit.

The Court may in its discretion, either before the opposite party is
called upon to appear and answer or afterwards on the application of
the opposite party, demand from the Applicant security for the costs
of the application/appeal.”

In Schedule A;

(vi)

at serial no. 1, in column No. 3, the figure “300” shall be substituted
by the figure “500”

Serial no. 2 and the entries relating thereto, shall be deleted.

at serial no. 3, in column No. 3, the figure “500” shall be substituted
by the figure “1000”

at serial no. 4, in column No. 3, the figure “200” shall be substituted
by the figure “350”

at serial no. 5, in column No. 3, the figure “1000” shall be substituted
by the figure “2000”

at serial no. 6, in column No. 3, the figure “50” shall be substituted by
the figure “100”

In Schedule B, in Column No. 3:

(i)

(if)
(iii)
(iv)

(v)

at serial no. 1, the figure “300” shall be substituted by the figure “500”
at serial no. 2, the figure “300” shall be substituted by the figure “500”
at serial no. 3, the figure “500” shall be substituted by the figure “1000”
at serial no. 4, the figure “300” shall be substituted by the figure “500”
at serial no. 5, the figure “500” shall be substituted by the figure “1000”

In rule 6, after the word “application”, the symbol and word “/appeal” shall
be inserted.

In rule 8, after the word “application”, the symbol and word “/appeal” shall
be inserted and at the end of para, after the word “applicant” the symbol
and word “/Appellant” shall be inserted.

In rule 9, in sub-clause (2), after the word “application”, the symbol and
word “/appeal” shall be inserted.

After rule 10, the following Formats shall be added namely;
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Format No. 1
[Rule 4(1)]

IN THE HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH PRINCIPAL SEAT
AT JABALPUR/BENCH AT INDORE/BENCH AT GWALIOR

Arbitration case No. ......cccevviiviiieiinnnns 120....ccccieeiiiiinnnns

Applicant(s)

Non-Applicant(s)

Cause Title
The name [Company/Institution/Firm/Person(s)]

................................ , age........., father/husband’s
NAME....ciiiiiieeieeeannen occupation.................... ,
complete address.........ooo oo
fax number with S.T.D. code.........., and E- mall
address...............eeveieeieeeenn ..., if @any; of each
Applicant
Vs.

The name [Company/Institution/Firm/Person(s)]
............................... , age........., father/husband’s
NAME... ..o eaneennen occupation..................... ,
complete address...... ..o
fax number with S.T.D. code.........., and E- mall
address..............eeevveieeieeeenn...., if @any; of each

Non-Applicant

(An Application under Section 11 of the Arbitration and Conciliation Act,

1996)

The Applicant(s) beg to submit for appointment of Arbitrator(s) on the
following facts and grounds:-

1. Thereis an Arbitration Agreementdated ..., between
Applicant & Non-Applicant.

2. Whether original/certified copy of the agreement is filed — if not, reason

therefor :
3. The date..

..on which a request for referring the

dispute to the Arbltratlon has been made by the Applicant to the Non-

Applicant.

4. The description with date of reply of Non-Applicant, if any :
5. Details of remedies exhausted :
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The Applicant declares that he has taken all necessary steps for
appointment of an Arbitrator(s).

6. Delay, if any, in filing the application and explanation therefor:

[State exact period within which the application is filed after expiry of
statutory period for appointment of Arbitrator(s), if any]

7. Facts of the case:

(Give a concise statement of facts in chronological order in separate
paragraphs)

8. Grounds urged:
[Separately state the grounds on which the relief (s) is/are claimed]

9. Specify whether any application was previously instituted before
any Court, the status or result thereof along with copy of the order,
if any.

OR

A declaration that no proceeding on the same subject matter has
been previously instituted before any Court.

10. Relief Prayed for:
(Specify below the relief prayed for)

Place : .................. Name
Signature
of Advocate for Applicant(s)
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Format No. 2
[Rule 4(1)]

INTHE DISTRICTCOURT ....cccevviiiieennnnns , MADHYA PRADESH
Miscellaneous Case NO. .....cccvvviiiviiinennnnn, 7] | P
Cause Title
Applicant(s) . The name [Company/Institution/Firm/Person(s)]

............................. , age........., father/husband’s
NAME....ciei e eneen, occupation.................... ,
complete address.......cooiiii i
fax number with S.T.D. code.........., and E- mall
AddresSS ...t , if any; of each
Applicant
Vs.

Non-Applicant(s) . The name [Company/Institution/Firm/Person(s)]
................................ ,age........., father/husband’s
NAME....ciei e eneen, occupation.................... ,
complete address........ooviiiii i
fax number with S.T.D. code.........., and E- mall
addressS......ooi i , if any; of each

Non-Applicant

[An Application under Section 9/14/27/34/39/43 (as the case may be) of

the Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996]
The Applicant(s) beg to submit for .............ccccooiiiennne. on the following

facts and grounds:-

1.

There is an Arbitration Agreementdated..................oooi, between
Applicant & Non-Applicant.

Whether original/certified copy of the agreement is filed — if not, reason
therefor.

The date.. .. .. ..on which a request for referring the
dispute to the Arbltratlon has been made by the Applicant to the Non-
Applicant.

The description with date of reply of Non-Applicant, if any:
Details of remedies exhausted:

(21

(o3

The Applicant declares that he has taken all necessary steps for
appointment of an Arbitrator(s).
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6. Delay, if any, in filing the application and explanation therefor:
(State exact period within which the application is filed after expiry of
statutory period for appointment of Arbitrator(s), if any)

7. Facts of the case:

(Give a concise statement of facts in chronological order in separate
paragraphs)

8. Grounds urged:

[Separately state the grounds on which the relief (s) is/are claimed]

9. Specify whether any application was previously instituted before
any Court, the status or result thereof along with copy of the order,
if any.

OR
A declaration that no proceeding on the same subject matter has
been previously instituted before any Court.

10. Relief Prayed for:

(Specify below the relief prayed for)
Place : ..........oce. Name
Signature
Date : ..o

of Advocate for Applicant(s)
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Format No. 3
[Rule 4(1)]

IN THE HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH PRINCIPAL SEAT
AT JABALPUR/BENCH AT INDORE/BENCH AT GWALIOR

Arbitration Appeal No. ..........coceevienannn. 120,
Cause Title

Appellant(s) . The name [Company/Institution/Firm/Person(s)]
............................. , age........., father/husband’s
NAME......ccvviieneenennnnn, occupation........................ ,
complete address.......cooviii i ,
fax number with S.T.D. code.........., and E-mail
addressS......ooiiiii , if any; of each
Appellant

Vs.

Non-Apellant(s) . The name [Company/Institution/Firm/Person(s)]
............................. , age........., father/husband’s
NAME.....ooviiiiieiireiineanens occupation...................... ,
complete address......coo e ,
fax number with S.T.D. code.........., and E-mail
addressS......ooi i , if any; of each
Non-Appellant

(An appeal under Section 37 of the Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996)

Claimin appeal valuedatRs...........c.coiiiiiiii
Court Fees paid RS......ccoiiiiii e
Claim before the Tribunal................c.oci
Amount awarded..........cooiiiii

Being aggrieved by the award as detailed in paragraph (I) below, the
Appellant prefers this appeal on the following facts and grounds:

(I) Particulars of the Award:
(@) Case NUMDE: ... e e
(b) Date of the Award: ... ..o
(€) Award passed DY ..o
(d) The name of the Member: ... ...
(e) Designation and place of sitting of the Tribunal: ...............................
(I Particulars of the Agreement:
PR I = | (= P
2. PlACE
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() Particulars of the Facts (in chronological order):

(Vl) Grounds of appeal:

(VI) Relief Claimed in appeal:

(VIIl) Caveat:
That, no notice of lodging a caveat by the opposite party is received.
OR

Notice of caveat is received and the Appellant has furnished the copies of
the memo of appeal together with copies of the annexure (if any) to the
Caveator.

Place : .................. (Signature)
Advocate for Appellant(s)

Note: To be filed in duplicate.
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Format No. 4
[Rule 4(1)]

IN THE HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH PRINCIPAL SEAT
AT JABALPUR/BENCH AT INDORE/BENCH AT GWALIOR

OR
INTHE DISTRICT COURT......ccccoiiieviieennnns ,MADHYA PRADESH
Arbitration Case/ Appeal No. ........cccoiiiiiiiiiiiinins 120t
Cause Title
Applicant(s) The name [Company/Institution/Firm/Person(s)]
Appellant(s) e ,
Vs.
Non-Applicant(s) The name [Company/Institution/Firm/Person(s)]
Non-Appellant(s) e ,
AFFIDAVIT
L (Name of the Person), Father/Husband’s
NAME....coieiiiieeeaennns age............. years, occupation..........c.cooooiiiiiiinnn .
R/O.cciiiiiiiiiieiiiiiiiinn.. (Complete address), .oovvvvvvviiiiiic i
(Designation of the person) of ... (the name of

[Company/Institution/Firm]), do hereby solemnly affirm on oath and state as
under:-

1. That, | am the Applicant/Appellant/Non-Applicant in the instant
Application and well conversant with the facts and circumstances of

the case.
2. That, the e s
3. That, the .o
DEPONENT
VERIFICATION

L (Name of the Person), the Deponent do hereby verify
that the contents of affidavit from paragraph 1 to ............. are true to my
personal knowledge and belief. Verified and signed on this ........ (Date) day

of......... (Month)............ (Year) at.............. (Name of the place).
DEPONENT
REGISTRAR GENERAL

High Court of Madhya Pradesh
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NOTIFICATION DATED 10.04.2020 OF DEPARTMENT OF

PUBLIC HEALTH & FAMILY WELFARE, GOVERNMENT OF

MADHYA PRADESH AMENDING THE MADHYA PRADESH
EPIDEMIC DISEASES, COVID-19 REGULATION, 2020

No. F-10-2/2020/17/Medi-2/601: In exercise of the powers conferred under
Sections 2, 3 & 4 of The Epidemic Diseases Act, 1897, the Governor of Madhya
Pradesh issued “The Madhya Pradesh Epidemic Diseases, COVID-19 Regulation
20207, dated 23" March, 2020.

Definition of Authorized persons as published in the said Regulation is
hereby amended to include inter alia, the Dean of Government Medical Collage
which are for the time being in force operational in the State under relevant
laws.

By Order and in the name of Governor of Madhya Pradesh
Rajeev Chandra Dubey, Secretary

AT YHRT (99 S®WICR @ U ¥ I=YA) Hl AUST gae
Jferfrd, 2005 @ Sfaviad ®IRa & T JURTEN & A9Y
H gRaE IRR &4 @ fau yiftrea e & wu A
Afrpd fHd oI 9 7 fa9rT, qegueer I &1
Ay f&ATd 23.04.2020
HHTP Th. 2—1472 /2020 / &1 / Hi—2: Ir5Y AT gIRT 3MUST Yaer rfefras,
2005 (2005 T IMTAFTIH FEAT 53) B TRT 60 B UK () B AN Ued Afdqdl & TR
PR B HART Yferq o & AT GUR) (W SWdER & U W 31gF) DI ATUGT Yaerd
JATTH, 2005 & IJAATT—10 B TRT 51 F 59 AATT HIRG [hd T JAWREN & HdeT H

U ARTHIRAT & IRITAAT H aRaE TRR B & oY Wi et & & 4d
3 fFd S @ WP ua aRd B |

HEIYUQY & ISIUTA & A9 I AT e I
HigHe vfee J99R, afua
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MEMORANDUM OF THE HIGH COURT OF M.P. REGARDING
PAYMENT OF TRAVELLINGALLOWANCE TO GOVERNMENT
EMPLOYEE CALLED AS WITNESSES
No. A/3043 Jabalpur, dated 20.12.2017

111-2-9/40
To,

The District & Sessions Judge,
(All in the State)

Sub - Payment of Travelling allowance to witnesses.

As directed, on the subject mentioned above, please find enclosed circular
of State Government, General Administration Department, Mantralaya, no. C-4-
2015-3-1 dated 06.10.2015, which was endorsed vide this Registry endt. no. B/
5477 dated 10.11.2015, which speaks that “If a Government employee is called
as witness after retirement, he is entitled for same Travelling Allowance/Dearness
Allowances as regular Employee”, for kind information & appropriate action to
all the Judges.

Encl:- As above

Registrar (DE)
]

HITgcd NP IRSIRAT 1 IMESF a8 & wy J
Jgd fod o1 R ALY /N0 US A B G99 J 4RI
g faumT, geay<eer I &1 Uk

HHIb Hl 6—4—2015—3—Th qaTe, {06 ISR, 2015
gfd,

I B T FIWTT

3TeeT IOTRG HUSH, ALY TqTferaR

NERREIREIRIDGN

RERSECE IRt

T Peldex

KT & BRI ARHRI, RSTelr vamad,

AT
v — Jarfga aIe ARHIRAT BT TS T8 & wU H 3MMed B I W

AT /0. IS R P G H e |

1. fdl Qg If¥eNT &1 <IETer onfe @& it W A ST 2, 39 ISR &
IIATSAT b T H AUl AT Yl (I8 & Fa2= — xxiii & raid AeTddh FaH—136
H 2T UTaum=i @ SIAT ST, /ST YS— BRA & FH H Gl BT YTaen= T 7 ¢ |
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2. 9841 I8 <9I 1 ¢ &b fbdl Farfiged e Adaed B S [T TdhRoT § ArID
A8 & WU H AR SRS | 48] /e & o)l gern §rdl 8, 99 3% <lu./
<L Jfe Bl fem A dfr @1 ST € | S Wd @ @G W A gsdl ® | g8 Reafd
9 a1 a2 iR 7 & agiRa |

3. 37T U HaATge Aa I Wad (SR / SHar)) el {6l =mare 3§ e
afe & forg amgd fhan S &1, Harf-ged e Add gIRT &1 T AT & T d
I BISHI—Td H T A Her s / e &1 ure gRfked fhar S |

TH.$. IOl Y
yqQ Afeq

NOTIFICATION DATED 10.01.2020 OF MINISTRY OF SOCIAL

JUSTICE AND EMPOWERMENT, GOVERNMENT OF INDIA

REGARDING THE DATE OF ENFORCEMENT OF TRANSGENDER
PERSONS (PROTECTION OF RIGHTS) ACT, 2019

S.0. 135 (E).— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (3) of
section 1 of The Transgender Persons (Protection of Rights) Act, 2019 (40 of
2019), the Central Government hereby appoints the 10" day of January, 2020
as the date on which the provisions of the said Act shall come into force.

[F. No. P.13011/7(4)/2019-DP-III (Pt-2)]
RADHIKA CHAKRAVARTHY,

Jt. Secretary
)

NOTIFICATION DATED 26.06.2020 OF HOME DEPARTMENT,
GOVERNMENT OF MADHYA PRADESH, REGARDING SUPPLY
OF COPY OF POLICE REPORT ALONGWITH THE ANNEXED
DOCUMENTS TO THE PERSON/VICTIM, LODGING THE FIR

Notification No. F.21-56-2020-B-1-Two. — In Exercise of the powers
conferred under the clause (ii) of sub-section (2) of Section 173 of Criminal
Procedure Code, 1973 (1 of 1975), the State Government, hereby, prescribes
that wherever an officer-in-charge of police station submits a police report under
section 173 (2)(i) before a Court, he shall also provide, free of cost, a copy of
the same police report along with all annexed documents as being submitted
before the Court, to the person/victim, if any, who lodged the First Information
Report in the case.

By Order and in the name of Governor of Madhya Pradesh

S.N. Mishra, Principal Secretary
o
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IMPORTANT CENTRAL/STATE ACTS & AMENDMENTS

THE TRANSGENDER PERSONS (PROTECTION OF RIGHTS)

ACT, 2019
NO. 40 OF 2019*
[5" December, 2019.]

An Act to provide for protection of rights of transgender persons and their
welfare and for matters connected therewith and incidental thereto.

BE it enacted by Parliament in the Seventieth Year of the Republic of India
as follows:—

CHAPTERI
PRELIMINARY

1. Short title, extent and commencement. — (1) This Act may be called
the Transgender Persons (Protection of Rights) Act, 2019.

(2)
(3)

It extends to the whole of India.

It shall come into force on such date as the Central Government may,
by notification in the Official Gazette, appoint.

2. Definitions. — In this Act, unless the context otherwise requires,—

(a)

“appropriate Government” means,—

(i) in relation to the Central Government or any establishment, wholly
or substantially financed by that Government, the Central Government;

(ii) in relation to a State Government or any establishment, wholly or
substantially financed by that Government, or any local authority, the
State Government;

“establishment” means—

(i) any body or authority established by or under a Central Act or a
State Act or an authority or a body owned or controlled or aided by
the Government or a local authority, or a Government company as
defined in section 2 of the Companies Act, 2013, and includes a
Department of the Government; or

(i) any company or body corporate or association or body of
individuals, firm, cooperative or other society, association, trust,
agency, institution;

* It came into force on 10" January, 2020, vide notification No. S.0. 135(E), dated 10"
January, 2020, see Gazette of India, Extraordinary, Part Il, sec. 2(ii).
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(c) “family” means a group of people related by blood or marriage or by
adoption made in accordance with law;

(d) “inclusive education” means a system of education wherein
transgender students learn together with other students without fear
of discrimination, neglect, harassment or intimidation and the system
of teaching and learning is suitably adapted to meet the learning
needs of such students;

(e) “institution” means an institution, whether public or private, for the
reception, care, protection, education, training or any other service
of transgender persons;

(f) “local authority” means the municipal corporation or Municipality or
Panchayat or any other local body constituted under any law for the
time being in force for providing municipal services or basic services,
as the case may be, in respect of areas under its jurisdiction;

(g) “National Council” means the National Council for Transgender
Persons established under section 16;

(h) “notification” means a notification published in the Official Gazette;

(i) “person with intersex variations” means a person who at birth shows
variation in his or her primary sexual characteristics, external genitalia,
chromosomes or hormones from normative standard of male or female
body;

(j) “prescribed” means prescribed by rules made by the appropriate
Government under this Act; and

(k) “transgender person” means a person whose gender does not match
with the gender assigned to that person at birth and includes trans-
man or trans-woman (whether or not such person has undergone
Sex Reassignment Surgery or hormone therapy or laser therapy or
such other therapy), person with intersex variations, genderqueer and
person having such socio-cultural identities as kinner, hijra, aravani
and jogta.

CHAPTERII
PROHIBITION AGAINST DISCRIMINATION

3. Prohibition against discrimination. — No person or establishment shall
discriminate against a transgender person on any of the following grounds,
namely:—

(a) the denial, or discontinuation of, or unfair treatment in, educational
establishments and services thereof;

(b) the unfair treatment in, or in relation to, employment or occupation;
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(c) the denial of, or termination from, employment or occupation;

(d) the denial or discontinuation of, or unfair treatment in, healthcare
services;

(e) the denial or discontinuation of, or unfair treatment with regard to,
access to, or provision or enjoyment or use of any goods,
accommodation, service, facility, benefit, privilege or opportunity
dedicated to the use of the general public or customarily available to
the public;

(f) the denial or discontinuation of, or unfair treatment with regard to the
right of movement;

(g) the denial or discontinuation of, or unfair treatment with regard to the
right to reside, purchase, rent, or otherwise occupy any property;

(h) the denial or discontinuation of, or unfair treatment in, the opportunity
to stand for or hold public or private office; and

(i) the denial of access to, removal from, or unfair treatment in,
Government or private establishment in whose care or custody a
transgender person may be.

CHAPTER 1T
RECOGNITION OF IDENTITY OF TRANSGENDER PERSONS

4. Recognition of identity of transgender person. — (1) A transgender
person shall have a right to be recognised as such, in accordance with the
provisions of this Act.

(2) A person recognised as transgender under sub-section (1) shall have
a right to self-perceived gender identity.

5. Application for certificate of identity. — A transgender person may make
an application to the District Magistrate for issuing a certificate of identity
as a transgender person, in such form and manner, and accompanied with
such documents, as may be prescribed:

Provided that in the case of a minor child, such application shall be made
by a parent or guardian of such child.

6. Issue of certificate of identity. — (1) The District Magistrate shall issue
to the applicant under section 5, a certificate of identity as transgender
person after following such procedure and in such form and manner, within
such time, as may be prescribed indicating the gender of such person as
transgender.

(2) The gender of transgender person shall be recorded in all official
documents inaccordance with certificate issued under sub-section (1).
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(3) A certificate issued to a person under sub-section (1) shall confer rights
and be a proof of recognition of his identity as a transgender person.

7. Change in gender. — (1) After the issue of a certificate under sub-section
(1) of section 6, if a transgender person undergoes surgery to change
gender either as a male or female, such person may make an application,
along with a certificate issued to that effect by the Medical Superintendent
or Chief Medical Officer of the medical institution in which that person has
undergone surgery, to the District Magistrate for revised certificate, in such
form and manner as may be prescribed.

(2) The District Magistrate shall, on receipt of an application along with the
certificate issued by the Medical Superintendent or Chief Medical Officer,
and on being satisfied with the correctness of such certificate, issue a
certificate indicating change in gender in such form and manner and within
such time, as may be prescribed.

(3) The person who has been issued a certificate of identity under section
6 or a revised certificate under sub-section (2) shall be entitled to change
the first name in the birth certificate and all other official documents relating
to the identity of such person:

Provided that such change in gender and the issue of revised certificate
under sub-section (2) shall not affect the rights and entitlements of such
person under this Act.

CHAPTER1V
WELFARE MEASURES BY GOVERNMENT

8. Obligation of appropriate Government. — (1) The appropriate
Government shall take steps to secure full and effective participation of
transgender persons and their inclusion in society.

(2) The appropriate Government shall take such welfare measures as may
be prescribed to protect the rights and interests of transgender persons,
and facilitate their access to welfare schemes framed by that Government.

(3) The appropriate Government shall formulate welfare schemes and
programmes which are transgender sensitive, non-stigmatising and non-
discriminatory.

(4) The appropriate Government shall take steps for the rescue, protection
and rehabilitation of transgender persons to address the needs of such
persons.

(5) The appropriate Government shall take appropriate measures to
promote and protect the right of transgender persons to participate in
cultural and recreational activities.
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CHAPTERYV
OBLIGATION OF ESTABLISHMENTS AND OTHER PERSONS

9. Non-discrimination in employment. — No establishment shall discriminate
against any transgender person in any matter relating to employment
including, but not limited to, recruitment, promotion and other related issues.

10. Obligations of establishments. — Every establishment shall ensure
compliance with the provisions of this Act and provide such facilities to
transgender persons as may be prescribed.

11. Grievance redressal mechanism. — Every establishment shall designate
a person to be a complaint officer to deal with the complaints relating to
violation of the provisions of this Act.

12. Right of residence. — (1) No child shall be separated from parents or
immediate family on the ground of being a transgender, except on an order
of a competent court, in the interest of such child.

(2) Every transgender person shall have—

(a) a right to reside in the household where parent or immediate
family members reside;

(b) a right not to be excluded from such household or any part
thereof; and

(c) a right to enjoy and use the facilities of such household in a
non-discriminatory manner.

(3) Where any parent or a member of his immediate family is unable to
take care of a transgender, the competent court shall by an order
direct such person to be placed in rehabilitation centre.

CHAPTER VI
EDUCATION, SOCIALSECURITY AND HEALTH OF
TRANSGENDER PERSONS

13. Obligation of educational institutions to provide inclusive education
to transgender persons. — Every educational institution funded or
recognised by the appropriate Government shall provide inclusive education
and opportunities for sports, recreation and leisure activities to transgender
persons without discrimination on an equal basis with others.

14. Vocational training and self-employment. — The appropriate
Government shall formulate welfare schemes and programmes to facilitate
and support livelihood for transgender persons including their vocational
training and self-employment.
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15. Healthcare facilities. — The appropriate Government shall take the
following measures in relation to transgender persons, namely:—

(a) to set up separate human immunodeficiency virus Sero-surveillance
Centres to conduct sero-surveillance for such persons in accordance
with the guidelines issued by the National AIDS Control Organisation
in this behalf;

(b) to provide for medical care facility including sex reassignment surgery
and hormonal therapy;

(c) before and after sex reassignment surgery and hormonal therapy
counselling;

(d) bring out a Health Manual related to sex reassignment surgery in
accordance with the World Profession Association for Transgender
Health guidelines;

(e) review of medical curriculum and research for doctors to address their
specific health issues;

(f) to facilitate access to transgender persons in hospitals and other
healthcare institutions and centres;

(g) provision for coverage of medical expenses by a comprehensive
insurance scheme for Sex Reassignment Surgery, hormonal therapy,
laser therapy or any other health issues of transgender persons.

CHAPTER VII
NATIONAL COUNCIL FOR TRANSGENDER PERSONS

16. National Council for Transgender Persons. — (1) The Central
Government shall by notification constitute a National Council for
Transgender Persons to exercise the powers conferred on, and to perform
the functions assigned to it, under this Act.

(2) The National Council shall consist of—
(a) the Union Minister in-charge of the Ministry of Social Justice and
Empowerment, Chairperson, ex officio;

(b) the Minister of State, in-charge of the Ministry of Social Justice
and Empowerment in the Government, Vice-Chairperson, ex
officio;

(c) Secretary to the Government of India in-charge of the Ministry
of Social Justice and Empowerment, Member, ex officio;

(d) one representative each from the Ministries of Health and Family
Welfare, Home Affairs, Housing and Urban Affairs, Minority Affairs,
Human Resources Development, Rural Development, Labour and
Employment and Departments of Legal Affairs, Pensions and
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17.

(3)

Pensioners Welfare and National Institute for Transforming India
Aayog, not below the rank of Joint Secretaries to the Government
of India, Members, ex officio;

(e) one representative each from the National Human Rights
Commission and National Commission for Women, not below the
rank of Joint Secretaries to the Government of India, Members,
ex officio;

(f) representatives of the State Governments and Union territories
by rotation, one each from the North, South, East, West and
North-East regions, to be nominated by the Central Government,
Members, ex officio;

(g) five representatives of transgender community, by rotation, from
the State Governments and Union territories, one each from the
North, South, East, West and North-East regions, to be nominated
by the Central Government, Members;

(h) five experts, to represent non-governmental organisations or
associations, working for the welfare of transgender persons, to
be nominated by the Central Government, Members; and

(i) Joint Secretary to the Government of India in the Ministry of Social
Justice and Empowerment dealing with the welfare of the
transgender persons, Member Secretary, ex officio.

A Member of National Council, other than ex officio member, shall
hold office for a term of three years from the date of his nomination.

Functions of Council. — The National Council shall perform the following
functions, namely:—

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)
(e)

to advise the Central Government on the formulation of policies,
programmes, legislation and projects with respect to transgender
persons;

to monitor and evaluate the impact of policies and programmes
designed for achieving equality and full participation of transgender
persons;

to review and coordinate the activities of all the departments of
Government and other Governmental and non-Governmental
Organisations which are dealing with matters relating to transgender
persons;

to redress the grievances of transgender persons; and

to perform such other functions as may be prescribed by the Central
Government.
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CHAPTER VIII
OFFENCES AND PENALTIES

Offences and penalties. — Whoever, —

(a) compels or entices a transgender person to indulge in the act of forced
or bonded labour other than any compulsory service for public
purposes imposed by Government;

(b) denies a transgender person the right of passage to a public place or
obstructs such person from using or having access to a public place
to which other members have access to or a right to use;

(c) forces or causes a transgender person to leave household, village or
other place of residence; and

(d) harms or injures or endangers the life, safety, health or well-being,
whether mental or physical, of a transgender person or tends to do
acts including causing physical abuse, sexual abuse, verbal and
emotional abuse and economic abuse, shall be punishable with
imprisonment for a term which shall not be less than six months but
which may extend to two years and with fine.

CHAPTERIX
MISCELLANEOUS

Grants by Central Government. — The Central Government shall, from
time to time, after due appropriation made by Parliament by law in this
behalf, credit such sums to the National Council as may be necessary for
carrying out the purposes of this Act.

Act not in derogation of any other law. — The provisions of this Act
shall be in addition to, and not in derogation of, any other law for the time
being in force.

Protection of action taken in good faith. — No suit, prosecution or other
legal proceeding shall lie against the appropriate Government or any local
authority or any officer of the Government in respect of anything which is
in good faith done or intended to be done in pursuance of the provisions
of this Act and any rules made thereunder.

Power of appropriate Government to make rules. — (1) The appropriate
Government may, subject to the condition of previous publication, by
notification, make rules for carrying out the provisions of this Act.

(2) In particular, and without prejudice to the generality of the foregoing
power, such rules may provide for all or any of the following matters,
namely:—
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(a) the form and manner in which an application shall be made under
section 5;

(b) the procedure, form and manner and the period within which a
certificate of identity is issued under sub-section (1) of section 6;

(c) the form and manner in which an application shall be made under
sub-section (1) of section 7;

(d) the form, period and manner for issuing revised certificate under
sub-section (2) of section 7;

(e) welfare measures to be provided under sub-section (2) of
section 8;

(f) facilities to be provided under section 10;

(g) other functions of the National Council under clause (e) of
section 17; and

(h) any other matter which is required to be or may be prescribed.

Every rule made by the Central Government under sub-section (1),
shall be laid, as soon as may be after it is made, before each House
of Parliament, while it is in session, for a total period of thirty days
which may be comprised in one session or in two or more successive
sessions, and if, before the expiry of the session immediately following
the session or the successive sessions aforesaid, both Houses agree
in making any modification in the rule or both Houses agree that the
rule should not be made, the rule shall thereafter have effect only in
such modified form or be of no effect, as the case may be; so, however,
that any such modification or annulment shall be without prejudice to
the validity of anything previously done under that rule.

Every rule made by the State Government under sub-section (1), shall
be laid, as soon as may be after it is made, before each House of the
State Legislature where it consists of two Houses, or where such
legislature consists of one House, before that House.

Power to remove difficulties. — (1) If any difficulty arises in giving effect
to the provisions of this Act, the Central Government may, by order
published in the Official Gazette, make such provisions, not inconsistent
with the provisions of this Act as appear to it to be necessary or expedient
for removing the difficulty:

Provided that no such order shall be made after the expiry of the period of
two years from the date of commencement of this Act.

(2) Every order made under this section shall, as soon as may be after it is
made, be laid before each House of Parliament.
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STATE OF KARNATAKA V.APPA BALU INGALE
AND ANOTHER, AIR 1993 SC 1126

K. Ramaswamy, J. “The Judges are participants in the living stream
of national life, steering the law between the dangers of rigidity on the
one hand and formlessness on the other hand in the seamless web of life.
The great tides and currents which engulf the rest of man do not turn
aside in their course and pass the judges idly by. Law should sub serve
social purpose. Judge must be a jurist endowed with the legislator’s
wisdom, historian’s search for truth, prophet’s vision, capacity to respond
to the needs of the present, resilience to cope with the demands of the
future to decide objectively, disengaging himself/herself from every
personal influence or predilections.”
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