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N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
CRI' M NAL APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON
CRI M NAL APPEAL NO. 1640 COF 2010

THANA S| NGH | - | APPELLANT

VERSUS

CENTRAL BUREAU OF NARCOTI CS | - | RESPONDENT
ORDER

This order, and its acconpanying directions, are an outcone of the bai

matter in Thana Singh Vs. Central Bureau of Narcotics |isted before this
bench, wherein an accused, who had been | anguishing in prison for nore
than twel ve years, awaiting the comencenent of his trial for an offence

under the Narcotics Drugs and Psychotropic Substances Act , 1985
(hereinafter referred to as the "NDPS Act"), was consistently denied
bail, even by the High Court. Significantly, the nmaxi rum punishnment for

the of fence the accused was incarcerated for, is twenty years; hence, the
undertrial had remained in detention for a period exceeding one-half of
the maxi mum period of inprisonment. An express pronouncenment of this
Court in the case of Supreme Court Legal A d Comrittee Representing
Undertrial Prisoners Vs. Union of India & Os.[1], which held that "where
the undertrial accused is charged with an offence(s) under the Act
puni shabl e with minimuminprisonnent of ten years and a minimum fine of

rupees one | akh, such an undertrial shall be released on bail if he has
been in jail for not less than five years provided he furnishes bail in
the sum of rupees one lakh with two sureties for Ilike amount", finds
constrained applicability in respect of cases under the NDPS Act, in
Iight of Section 37 of the Act. Therefore, this Court in Achint Navinbha
Patel Vs. State of GQujarat & Anr.[2] observed that "it has been

repeatedly stressed that NDPS cases should be tried as early as possible
because in such cases normally accused are not released on bail."

W are remnded of Justice Felix Frankfurter’'s immortal words in
Antonio Richard Rochin Vs. People of the State of Californial3],
coincidentally a case pertaining to narcotics, wherein he described sone
types of conduct by state agents, although not specifically prohibited by
explicit language in the Constitution, as those that "shock the
conscience" in that they offend "those canons of decency and fairness
whi ch express the notions of justice." Due process of law requires the
state to observe those principles that are "so rooted in the traditions
and consci ence of our people as to be ranked as fundanental." The genera
state of affairs pertaining to trials of offences under the NDPS Act
deserves a similar description

The laxity with which we throw citizens into prison reflects our |lack of
appreciation for the tribulations of incarceration; the callousness wth
which we | eave themthere reflects our |ack of deference for humanity. It
al so reflects our inprudence when our prisons are bursting at their
seans. For the prisoner hinself, inprisonment for the purposes of trial
is as ignoble as inprisonment on conviction for an offence, since the
dammi ng finger and opprobrious eyes of society draw no difference between
the two. The plight of the undertrial seems to gain focus only on a
solicitous inquiry by this Court, and soon after, quickly fades into the
backdr op

Therefore, bearing in mnd the aforesaid inperatives, after granting the

deserved bail in that case, we decided to take cognizance of status quo
and gain a first-hand account about the state of trials in such like
cases pending in all the states. Accordingly, vide order dat ed

30.08.2010, we issued notice to all states through their Chi ef
Secretaries to file affidavits furnishing information of all cases under
the NDPS Act where the undertrial has been incarcerated for a period
exceeding five years. In pursuance of the same, we received the valuable



assi stance of the Additional Solicitor GCeneral of |India, M. P. P
Mal hotra, |earned am cus curiae, Ms. Anita Shenoy; M. R K Gauba
District and Sessions Judge (South), Saket, New Del hi; Registrar Cenerals
of High Courts; Director General, Narcotics Control Bureau, Mnistry of
Hone Affairs, senior-nost Oficer-in-Charge of I nvesti gations and
Prosecution for offences under the NDPS Act; representatives of the
Directorate of Revenue Intelligence (DRI), Custonms and Excise Departnents
and Police of the States concerned.

5. W lay down the directions and guidelines specified hereinafter for due
observance by all concerned as the |law declared by this Court under
Article 141 of the Constitution of India. This is done in exercise of the
power avail able under Article 32 of the Constitution for enforcement of
fundamental rights, especially the cluster of f undanent al rights
i ncorporated under Article 21, which stand flagrantly violated due to the
state of affairs of trials under the NDPS Act. W would like to clarify
that these directions are restricted only to the proceedings under the
NDPS Act .

DI RECTI ONS

A. Adj ournment s

6. The | avishness with which adjournnents are granted is not an ailnent
exclusive to narcotics trials; courts at every level suffer from this
predi canent. The institutionalization of generous di spensati on of
adj ournnments is exploited to prolong trials for varied considerations.

7. Such a practice deserves conplete abolishnent. The | egislature enacted a

crucial anendnent in the formof a fourth proviso to Section 309(2) of
the Code of Crimnal Procedure, 1973 (through Section 21 (b) of Act 5 of
2009) to tackle the problem but the same awaits notification. Once
notified, Section 309 will read as follows: -

"309. Power to postpone or adjourn proceedi ngs.

(1) In every inquiry or trial the proceedings shall be held as

expeditiously as possible, and in particul ar, when t he
exam nation of wtnesses has once begun, the sane shall be
continued fromday to day until all the witnesses in attendance
have been exam ned, unless the Court finds the adjournnment of
the sane beyond the follow ng day to be necessary for reasons to
be recorded.

(2) If the Court after taking cognizance of an offence, or
comrencenent of trial, finds it necessary or advisable to
post pone the commencenent of, or adjourn, any inquiry or trial
it my, fromtine to tine, for reasons to be recorded, postpone
or adjourn the sane on such terns as it thinks fit, for such
time as it considers reasonable, and nay by a warrant remand the
accused if in custody:

Provi ded that no Magistrate shall remand an accused person to
custody under this section for a termexceeding fifteen days at
a tine:

Provided further that when wtnesses are in attendance, no
adj our nment or postponenent shall be granted, w thout exam ning
them except for special reasons to be recorded in witing:

Provi ded al so that no adjournnment shall be granted for the
purpose only of enabling the accused person to show cause
agai nst the sentence proposed to be inposed on him



Provi ded al so that -

a) no adjournnment shall be granted at the request of a party,
except where the circunstances are beyond the control of that

party;

b) the fact that the pleader of a party is engaged in another
Court, shall not be a ground or adjournnent;

c) where a witness is present in Court but a party or his
pl eader is not present or the party or his pleader though
present in Court, is not ready to examine or cross- exan ne
the witness, the Court may, if thinks fit, record the
statenment of the witness and pass such orders as it thinks
fit dispensing with the exam nation-in-chief or Cross-
exam nation of the witness, as the case may be

Expl anation 1.- If sufficient evidence has been obtained to
raise a suspicion that the accused nmay have comitted an
of fence, and it appears likely that further evidence may be
obtained by a remand, this is a reasonable cause for a

remand.
Expl anation 2.- The ternms on which an adjournnent or
post ponement may be granted include, in appropriate cases,

the paynment of costs by the prosecution or the accused.”
[ Enphasi s suppli ed]

8. The fourth proviso deserves inmediate notification. In lieu of the

| acuna created by its conspi cuous absence, which is interfering with the
fundanmental right of speedy trial [See: Hussainara Khatoon and O's. Vs.
Hone Secretary, State of Bihar[4]], sonmething this Court is duty- bound
to protect and uphold, and till the statutory provisions are in place, we
direct that no NDPS court would grant adjournnents at the request of a
party except where the circunstances are beyond the control of the party.
This exception nmust be treated as an exception, and rmust not be allowed
to swall ow the generic rul e against grant of adjournments. Further, where
the date for hearing has been fixed as per the convenience of the
counsel, no adjournnent shall be granted wi thout exception. Adherence to
this principle would go a long way in cutting short that queue to the
doors of justice.

Per haps, a provision anal ogous to Section 22(c) of the Prevention of
Corruption Act, 1988 may be seriously considered by the Ilegislature for
trials under the NDPS Act. It reads as foll ow

"22. The Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 , to apply subject to
certain nodifications.- The provisions of the Code of Crinina
Procedure, 1973 (2 of 1974 .), shall in their application to any
proceeding in relation to an of fence puni shable under this Act
have effect as if,--

XXX XXX

XXX

(c) after sub- section (2) of section 317, the following sub-
section had been inserted, nanely:--

"(3) Notwithstanding anything contained in sub- section (1) or
sub-section (2), the Judge my, if he thinks fit and for
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reasons to be recorded by him proceed with inquiry or trial in
the absence of the accused or his pleader and record the
evi dence of any witness subject to the right of the accused to
recall the witness for cross- exam nation."

Exam nation of Wtnesses

Bet ween harnmoni zing the rights and duties of the accused and the
victim the witness is often forgotten. No legal system can render
justice if it is not acconpanied wth a conducive environment that
encourages and invites wtnesses to give testinony. The web of
antagonistic litigation with its entangled threads of investigation,
cross-exam nation, dealings with the police etc., as it 1is, lacks the
ability to attract witnesses to participate in a process of justice; it
is baffling that nonethel ess, systens of exanmination that sprout nore
disincentives for a witness to take the stand are established. Oten,
concl usi on of exam nation alone, keeping aside cross-exanm nation of
wi tnesses, takes nore than a day. Yet, they are not examned on
consecutive days, but on different dates spread out over nonths. This
practice serves as a huge inconvenience to a wtness since he is
repeatedly required to incur expenditure on travel and |logistics for
appearance in hearings over a significant period of tine. Besides, it
often causes wunnecessary repetition in terms of questi oni ng and
answering, and al so places greater reliance on one's ever-fading nenory,
than necessary. Al these factors together cause |engthier exani nations
that conpound the duration of trials.

It would be prudent to return to the erstwhile method of holding
"session’s trials" i.e. conducting exani nation and cross-exam nation of a
wi tness on consecutive days over a block period of three to four days.
This permts a wtness to take the stand after naking one-tinme
arrangenents for travel and accommodation, after which, he is liberated
fromhis civil duties qua a particular case. Therefore, this Court
directs the concerned courts to adopt the method of "session's trials"
and assign block dates for exam nation of w tnesses.

The Narcotics Control Board al so pointed out that since operations for
prevention of crines related to narcotic drugs and substances denmands
coordination of several different agencies viz. Central Bureau of
Narcotics (CBN), Narcotics Control Bureau (NCB), Departnment of Revenue
Intelligence (DRI), Departnent of Custom and Central Excise, State Law
Enf orcement Agency, State Excise Agency to nane a few, procuring
attendance of different officers of these agencies becones difficult. On

the conpletion of investigation for instance, investigating officers
return to their parent organi zations and are thus, often wunavailable as
prosecution witnesses. In light of the recording of such officia

evi dence, we direct the concerned courts to nmake nost of Section 293 of
the Code of Crimnal Procedure, 1973 and save tinme by taking evidence
fromofficial witnesses in the formof affidavits. The relevant section
reads as follows: -
"293. Reports of certain CGovernnment scientific experts.
(1) Any document purporting to be a report under the hand of a
Government scientific expert to whomthis section applies, upon
any matter or thing duly submtted to him for examnation or
anal ysis and report in the course of any proceeding under this
Code, may be used as evidence in any inquiry, trial or other
proceedi ng under this Code.

(2) The Court may, if it thinks fit, summon and exam ne any
such expert as to the subject- matter of his report.

(3) Were any such expert is sumoned by a Court and he is
unable to attend personally, he my, unless the Court has
expressly directed him to appear personally, deput e any
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responsi ble officer working with himto attend the Court, if
such officer is conversant with the facts of the case and can
satisfactorily depose in Court on his behalf.

(4) This section applies to the followi ng Governnent scientific
experts, nanely:-

(a) any Chem cal Exami ner or Assistant Chenmical Examiner to
Gover nnent ;

(b) the Chief Controller of Explosives;

(c) the Director of the Finger Print Bureau

(d) the Director, Haffkeine Institute, Bonbay;

(e) the Director, Deputy Director or Assistant Director of a
Central Forensic Science Laboratory or a State Forensic Science
Laborat ory;

(f) the Serol ogist to the Governnent."

(g) any other Governnent scientific expert specified, by
notification, by the Central Government for this purpose.

Wor kl oad

The courts are unduly overburdened, an outcone of the di verse
repertoire of cases they are expected to handle. W are inforned by the
Narcotics Control Board that significant time of the NDPS Court is
expended in dealing with bail and other crimnal matters. Besides, nany
states do not even have the necessary NDPS courts to deal with the vol unme
of NDPS cases.

Therefore, we issue the following directions in this regard:

i) Each state, in consultation wth the Hi gh Court,
particularly the states of Uttar Pradesh, Wst Bengal and
Jamu & Kashmir (where the pendency of cases over five
years is stated to be high), is directed to establish
Speci al Courts which would deal exclusively wth offences
under the NDPS Act.

ii) The nunber of these courts nust be proportionate to, and
sufficient for, handling the volune of pending cases in the
St at e.

iii) Till exclusive courts for the purpose of disposing of NDPS
cases under the NDPS Act are established, these cases wll
be prioritized over all other matters; after the setting up
of the special courts for NDPS cases, only after the
cl earance of matters under the NDPS Act will an NDPS court
be permitted to take up any other matter.

Nar coti cs Labs



15. Narcotics |laboratories at the national
and their acconpanying substances in
purity and the possible origin of
research, particularly on new sources of drugs |iable to abuse,
required by the police or courts of
drug trafficking cases.
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| Andhra Pradesh
| Arunachal Pradesh
| Assam

| Bi har

| Chattisgarh

| Goa

| Guj ar at

| Har yana

| H machal Pradesh
| Jammu & Kashmir
| Jhar khand

| Kar nat aka

| Keral a

| Madhya Pradesh
| Mahar ashtra

| Mani pur

| Meghal aya

| M zoram

| Nagal and

| Orissa

| Punj ab

| Raj ast han

| Si kki m

| Tam | Nadu

| Tri pura

| tar Pradesh

| Uttarakhand

| West Benga

UNI ON TERRI TORI ES

| Andaman and Ni cobar | sl ands
| Chandi gar h

| Dadra & Nagar
| Daman & Diu

| Lakshadweep

Havel

I evel identify drugs abuse
suspected sanples, determine the
illicit drugs, carry out drug-related
and, when

ei ng established
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| aw, provide supportive expertise in
Their role in the effective inplenmentation of the

mandat e of the NDPS Act is indispensible which is why every state or
regi on nust have proximate access to these |laboratories so that sanples
collected for the purposes of the Act may be sent on a tinely basis to
themfor scrutiny. These sanples often form prinmary and clinching
evidence for both the prosecution and the defence, naking their
eval uation by narcotics |aboratories a crucial exercise.

The nunbers of these |aboratories speak for thenselves and are
reproduced here. The nunbers for Central Forensic Science Laboratories
(CFSL) are as follows: -

| S. No | CFSL Locati on | St at us
| Chandi gar h | I'n operation |
| Hyder abad | I n operation [
| Kol kat a | I'n operation |
| Del hi (Under Central Bureau of Investigation)|ln operation |
| Bhopal | Bei ng established
| Pune | Bei ng established
| Guwahat i | Bei ng established

Simlarly, nunbers for the state and regional Forensic Sci ence

Laboratories (FSL) are as follows: -
| S. No.| Nane of State | Exi sting State Facilities
Main State FSL | Regi onal FSL



[ | NCT of Del hi
| | Puducherry
[ | TOTAL

N OB
010 O

18. A qualitative and quantitative overhaul of +these |aboratories is
necessary for aneliorating the present state of affairs, for which, we
are issuing the follow ng directions:

i) The Centre nust ensure equal access to CFSL's from different
parts of the country. The current four CFSL's only cater to
the needs of northern and sonme areas of western and eastern
parts of the country. Therefore, besides the three in the
pi peline, nore CFSL’s nust be established, especially to
cater to the needs of southern and eastern parts of the

country.
ii) Analogous directions are issued to the states. Severa
states do not possess any existing i nfrastructure to

facilitate analysis of samples and are hence, conpelled to
send themto | aboratories in other parts of the country for
scrutiny. Therefore, each state is required to establish
state |l evel and regional |evel forensic science |aboratories.
However, the decision as to the nunbers of such [|aboratories
woul d depend on the backl og of cases in the state.

19. The above mentioned authorities nust ensure adequate enploynent of
technical staff and provision of facilities and resources for the
pur poses of proper, snooth and efficient running of the facilities of
Forensi ¢ Science Laboratories under them and the Laboratories should
furnish their reports expeditiously to the concerned agenci es.

20. The Directorate of Forensic Science Services, Mnistry of Honme Affairs,
must take special steps to ensure standardi zati on of equi pnent across the
various forensic | aboratories to prevent vacillating results and disall ow
a litigant an opportunity to challenge test results on that basis.

E. Personne

21. W have al so been apprised of the followi ng vacancies at three CFSLs,
nanel y Chandi garh, Kol kata and Hyder abad.

| Post s | Sancti oned |Filled | Vacant |
| Scientific | 99 | 64 | 35 |
| Techni cal | 45 | 40 | 05 [

Shortage of staff is bound to hanper with the smooth functioning of these
| aboratories, and hence, we direct the Directorate of Forensic Science
Services, Mnistry of Honme Affairs to address the same on an urgent basis.

22. Further, steps nust be taken by the concerned departnents to inprove
the quality and expertise of the technical staff, equipment and testing
| aboratories.

E. Re-testing Provisions

23. The NDPS Act itself does not pernmit re-sanpling or re-testing of
sanples. Yet, there has been a trend to the contrary; NDPS courts have
been consistently obliging to applications for re-testing and re-
sampl ing. These applications add to delays as they are often received at
advanced stages of trials after significant elapse of tine. NDPS courts
seemto be permtting re-testing nonetheless by taking resort to either
some High Court judgnents [See: State of Kerala Vs. Deepak. P. Shah[5];
Ni hal Khan Vs. The State (Govt. of NCT Del hi)[6]] or perhaps to Sections
79 and 80 of the NDPS Act which permit application of the Custonms Act,
1962 and the Drugs and Cosnetics Act, 1940. Wiile re-testing may be an
i mportant right of an accused, the haphazard manner in which the right is
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imported fromother legislations without its acconpanying restrictions,
however, is inpermssible. Under the NDPS Act, re-testing and re-sanpling
is ranmpant at every stage of the trial <contrary to other |egislations
which define a specific tine-frame within which the right nmay be
avai | abl e. Besides, reverence nust also be given to the w sdom of the
Legi sl ature when it expressly omits a provision, which otherwi se appears
as a standard one in other |egislations. The Legislature, unlike for the
NDPS Act, enacted Section 25(4) of the Drugs and Cosnetics Act, 1940,
Section 13(2) of the Prevention of Food Adulteration Act, 1954 and Rule
56 of the Central Excise Rules, 1944, pernmitting a tinme period of thirty,
ten and twenty days respectively for filing an application for re-
testing

Hence, it is inperative to define re-testing rights, if at all, as an
amal gamati on of the above- stated factors. Further, in light of Section
52A of the NDPS Act, which pernits swift disposal of sonme hazardous
substances, the tine frame within which any application for re-testing
may be pernitted ought to be strictly defined. Section 52A of the NDPS
Act reads as follows: -

"52A. Disposal of seized narcotic drugs and psychotropic

subst ances

(1) The Central Governnment nmay, having regard to the hazardous

nature of any narcotic drugs or psychotropic substances, their
vulnerability to theft, substitution, constraints of proper
storage space or any other r el evant consi der ati ons, by
notification published in the Oficial Gazette, specify such
narcotic drugs or psychotropic substances or class of narcotic
drugs or class of psychotropic substances which shall, as soon
as may be after their seizure, be disposed of by such officer
and in such manner as that Governnent nmay from tine to tine,
determne after follow ng the procedure herein- after specified.

(2) Where any narcotic drug or psychotropi c substance has been

sei zed and forwarded to the officer- in- charge of the nearest
police station or to the officer enmpowered under section 53, the
officer referred to in sub- section (1) shall prepare an
i nventory of such narcotic drugs or psychotropic substances
containing such details relating to their description, quality,
quantity, node of packing, marks, nunbers or such ot her
identifying particulars of the narcotic drugs or psychotropic
subst ances or the packing in which they are packed, country of
origin and other particulars as the officer referred to in sub-
section (1) nmay consider relevant to the identity of the
narcotic drugs or psychotropic substances in any proceedings
under this Act and nake an application, to any Magistrate for
t he purpose of -

(a) certifying the correctness of the inventory so prepared; or

(b) taking, in the presence of such nagistrate, photographs of
such drugs or substances and certifying such photographs as
true; or

(c) allowing to draw representative sanples of such drugs or
substances, in the presence of such nmgistrate and certifying
the correctness of any list of samples so drawn.

(3) Where an application is nade under sub- section (2), the
Magi strate shall, as soon as may be, allow the application

(4) Notwi t hstandi ng anything contained in the Indian Evidence
Act, 1872 (1 of 1872 ), or the Code of Crimnal Procedure, 1973
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(2 of 1974 ), every court trying an offence under this Act,
shall treat the inventory, the photographs of narcotic drugs or
psychotropi ¢ substances and any |ist of samples drawn under sub-
section (2) and certified by the Magistrate, as prinary evidence
in respect of such offence.”

Therefore, keeping in mnd the array of factors discussed above, we
direct that, after the conpletion of necessary tests by the concerned
| aboratories, results of the sanme nust be furnished to all parties
concerned with the matter. Any requests as to re-testing/re-sanpling
shall not be entertained under the NDPS Act as a matter of course. These
may, however, be permtted, in extrenely exceptional circunstances, for
cogent reasons to be recorded by the Presiding Judge. An application in
such rare cases nmust be made within a period of fifteen days of the
receipt of the test report; no applications for re-testing/re-sanpling
shall be entertained thereafter. However, in the absence of any
compel l'ing circunmstances, any formof re-testing/re-sanpling is strictly
prohi bited under the NDPS Act.

Moni tori ng

A nonitoring agency is pivotal for the effective management of these
recomendati ons and for the general anelioration of the state of affairs.
Therefore, it is directed that nodal officers be appointed in all the
departnents dealing with the NDPS cases, for nonitoring the progress of
investigation and trial. This nodal officer nmust be equivalent or
superior to the rank of Superintendent of Police, who shall ensure that

the trial is not delayed on account of non-supply of docunents, non-
availability of the witnesses, or for any other reason

W have also learnt fromthe Narcotics Control Bureau that some form
of informational asynmretry is prevalent with respect to the conmunication
of the progress of cases between courts and the departnent. Therefore,
there nust be one Pairvi Oficer or other such officer for each court who
shal |l report the day’'s proceedings to the nodal officer assigned for that
court.

Public Prosecutors

Public prosecutors play the nost inportant role in the adninistration
of justice. Their quality is thus of profound inportance to the speed and
outconme of trials. W have been inforned that Special Public Prosecutors
for the Central Bureau of Narcotics are appointed by the Mnistry of Hone
Affairs after scrutiny by the Mnistry of Law and Justice, on the
recomendation of the District and Sessions Judge concerned. W suggest
that the procedure of appointnent, placed before us, be brought in Iine
with that generally followed for the appointnment of public prosecutors,
as mandat ed under Section 24 of the Code of Crinminal Procedure, 1973.
However, for the present, we direct that the District and Sessions Judge
shal | make recommendati ons for such appointnents in consultation with the
Adm ni strative Judge/Portfolio Judge/lnspecting Judge, i nchar ge of
| ooking after the adm nistration of the concerned Sessions Division
O her Recommendati ons.

Del ays are caused due to demands of conpliance with Section 207 of the
Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 which reads as follows: -

"207. Supply to the accused of copy of police report and other
docunents. In any case where the proceeding has been instituted
on a police report, the Magistrate shall w thout delay furnish
to the accused, free of cost, a copy of each of the follow ng: -

(i) the police report;



(ii) the first information report recorded under section 154,
(iii) the statenents recorded under sub- section (3) of section
161 of all persons whomthe prosecution proposes to examne as
its witnesses, excluding therefromany part in regard to which a
request for such exclusion has been nade by the police officer
under sub- section (6) of section 173;

(iv) the confessions and statenments, if any, recorded under
section 164;

(v) any ot her docunment or relevant extract thereof forwarded to
the Magistrate with the police report under sub- section (5) of
section 173:

Provi ded that the Magistrate may, after perusing any such part
of a statement as is referred to in clause (iii) and considering
the reasons given by the police officer for the request, direct
that a copy of that part of the statenent or of such portion
thereof as the Magi strate thinks proper, shall be furnished to
t he accused

Provided further that if the Magistrate is satisfied that any
docunent referred to in clause (v) is volumnous, he shall,
i nstead of furnishing the accused with a copy thereof, direct
that he will only be allowed to inspect it either personally or
t hrough pl eader in Court."

For the sinplification of the above detail ed process, we direct that the
filing of the charge- sheet and supply of other docunents nust also be
provided in electronic form However, this direction nust not be treated as
a substitute for hard copies of the sane which are indispensable for court
pr oceedi ngs.

30. W expect and hope that the aforesaid directions shall be conplied wth
by the Central Government, State Governments and the Union Territories,
as the case may be, expeditiously and in the spirit that these have been
made.

31. Before parting, we place on record our deep appreciation for the able
assi stance rendered to us by the learned Additional Solicitor GCeneral
am cus curiae; M. Utkarsh Saxena, Law O erk-cum Research Assistant and
all the officers who were requested to participate in the deliberations.

32. The matter stands cl osed.

(JAGDI SH SI NGH KHEHAR, J.)

I
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St at e of Karnat aka

&

Ani t ha Shenoy, Adv. (AQ

ua P. P. Mal hotra, ASG

J.S. Attri, Sr. Adv.
Yasi f Rauf, Adv.

Pri yanka Bhari hoke, Adv.
R K Rathore, Adv.

Rashm WMal hotra, Adv.

M Khairati, Adv.

D.S. Mahra, Adv.

B. K. Prasad, Adv.
Shreekant N. Terdal , Adv.
Ani| Katiyar, Adv.
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State of Raj asthan Mani sh Si nghvi, AAG
Anit Lubhaya, Adv.

Irshad Ahnmad, Adv.
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Sunil K. Jain, Adv.
Sachi n Sharma, Adv.

Raj ast han H. C.
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State of Punjab M. Ajay Bansal, AAG Punjab

. Devendra Si ngh, Adv.
Kul di p Si ngh, Adv.
Par daman Si ngh, Adv.
Dheeraj Gupta, Adv.
Rajiv Kumar, Adv.
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M. Gaurav Yadav, Adv.

M. @nnam Venkat eswar a Rao, Adv.
Al | ahabad H. C. M. Ashok K. Srivastava, Adv.
Del hi H. C M. A D.N Rao, Adv.

Ms. Neel am Jai n, Adv.

M. C.D. Singh, Adv.

M. Ashok WMat hur, Adv.
St at e of M. Atul Jha, Adv.
Chhattisgarh M. Sandeep Jha, Adv.

M. D. K. Sinha, Adv.

M. S. Gowt haman, Adv.
Gauhati Hi gh Court M. P.l1. Jose, Adv.
State of Bihar M. Gopal Singh, Adv.

M. Mani sh Kumar, Adv.

M. Chandan Kumar, Adv
State of Jharkhand M. Gopal Prasad, Adv.
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State of Tripura M. Gopal Singh, Adv.

M. Rtu Raj Biswas, Adv.
State of CGujarat for Hemanti ka Wahi, Adv.

Ms. Pinky, Adv.

Ms. Ena Tol ani, Adv.

Ms. Shubhada Deshpande, Adv.

M. Naresh K Sharma, Adv.

State of Meghal aya M.

Ranj an Mukherjee, Adv.



State of Mani pur M . Khwai r akpam Nobi n Si ngh, Adv.

State of Arunachal M. Anil Shrivastav, Adv.
Pr adesh
State of Assam Ms. Varti ka Sahay Walia, Adv.

for Ms Corporate Law G oup, Advs.

State of Uttarakhand Dr. Abhi shek Atrey, Adv.

M. Ashoot osh Sharnma, Adv.
M. Brijesh Panchal, Adv.
M

Ai shverya Shandil ya, Adv.

UT of Chandigarh M. Jatinder Kumar Bhatia, Adv.-on-record

State of Tami| Nadu M. M Yogesh Kanna, Adv.
State of Maharashtra Ms. Asha G Nair, Adv.
State of MP. Ms. Vi bha Datta Mkhija, Adv.

Ms. Archi Agnihotri, Adv.

State of Mzoram M. Pragyan P. Sharnma, Adv.
Ms. Mankaki ni Sharnma, Adv.
M. P.V. Yogeswaran, Adv.

State of Orissa M. Suresh Ch. Tripathy, Adv.
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Cal cutta HC M. G S Chatterjee, Adv.

State of Nagal and M. K Enatoli Sermm, Adv.
M. Balaji Srinivasan, Adv.

U. T. of Pondichery M. V.G Pragasam Adv.

State of Sikkim M. A Mariarputham Adv. Gen.
Ms. Aruna Mathur, Adv.
M. Yusuf Khan, Adv.
for Ms Arputham Aruna & Co., Advs.

State of Haryana M. Manjit Singh, AAG

Tarjit Singh Chikkara, Adv.
Kamal Mohan Gupta, Adv.
State of Goa Si ddhart h Bhat nagar, Adv.
Pawan Kumar Bansal, Adv.
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T. Mahipal, Adv.
State of A P. D. Mahesh Babu, Adv.
Mayur R Shah, Adv.
Amit K. Nain, Adv.

Anjid Magbool, Adv.

HC O AP T.V. Ratnam Adv.

State of J & K Suni | Fernandes, Adv.
Ast ha Sharma, Adv.
Verni ka Tomar, Adv.
Insha Mr, Adv.
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State of Kerala M. Bina Madhavan, Adv.

HC O Kerala M. T.G N Nair, Adv.
M. K. N Mdhusoodhanan, Adv.

M. Avijit Bhattacharjee, Adv.
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State of West Bengal M. Anip Sachthey, Adv.
M. Mohit Paul, Adv.
Ms. Shagun Matta, Adv.
M. Saakaar Sardana, Adv.
M. A. Subhashini, Adv.
H C. O Bonbay M. Aniruddha P. Mayee, Adv.
& Quj ar at Ms. Rucha A. Mayee, Adv.
UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER
The matter stands closed in terns of the signed
or der.
| (VI NOD LAKHI NA) | | (KUSUM GULATI)
| COURT MASTER | | COURT MASTER

(Signed reportable order is placed on the file)
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