HYDERABAD
Dt: 57 .02.2026

S. GOVERDHAN REDDY
REGISTRAR GENERAL

To
All the Unit Heads in the State of Telangana.

Sir/Madam,

Sub:- High Court for the State of Telangana — E-mail received from
the Section II B, Supreme Court of India, New Delhi -
Forwarded Reportable Judgment in Criminal Appeal Nos.5400-
5401 of 2025 connected with Criminal Appeal N0s.5402-5403 of
2025 and Crniminal Appeal No.5404 of 2025 - Forwarding the
same for complying with the directions laid down by the Hon'ble
Supreme Court of India - Req.

Ref:- e-mail, Dt:12.12.2025 from the Section I B, Supreme Court of
India, New Delhi along with Reportable Judgment in
Criminal Appeal No0s.5400-5401 of 2025 connected with
Criminal Appeal No0s.5402-5403 of 2025 and Criminal Appeal

n 2 FEB 2026 N0.5404 of 2025.

Adverting to the subject and reference cited, I am to inform that the Hon'ble
Supreme Court of India, while delivering the Judgment in Criminal Appeal Nos.5400-
5401 of 2025 connected with Criminal Appeal Nos.5402-5403 of 2025 and Criminal

Appeal N0.5404 of 2025, issued directions and the relevant Para Nos.24 and 25 are

extracted hereunder:

“24. Before parting with the matter, we may observe that the
nature of the offence, its gravity and the loss of life caused
thereby has been given due consideration by us. We are
also cognizant of the emotions of the families affected by
this unfortunate incident and the likes thereof. It is in
recognition of these aspects that it is important that the
State, while employing the full force of the law against
those persons who carry out such acts, also ensures that
the process of law against them, starts and concludes with
efficacy and expediency, be it investigation or trial. As such,
specifically for those cases involving legislations imposing
reverse burden of proof, find it fit to issue directions both in
personam and in rem.

Directions in personam:

1. The Trial Court shall take stock of the matter and record
in its order, the status thereof and the reasons for the




trial having remained pending for many years, prior to
the matter having been taken up after this judgment.

2. From that day forth, the matter shall be taken up on a
day-to-day basis.

3. The granting of adjournments shall be eschewed unless
exceptional circumstances are shown.

4. We request the learned Administrative Judge of the
High Court, as nominated by the learned Chief Justice,
to seek a report, every four weeks, from the Trial Judge
and ensure that the directions are being complied with.

ions in re

The Crimes in India Report, 2023 published by the

National Crimes Records Bureau shows total number of
cases pending for trial and total number of cases pending
for investigation in year 2023 under UAPA to be 3949 and
4794 respectively. The State Legal Services Authority shall
take steps to make aware, each undertrial of his right to
representation, either by counsel of their own choice or
through a legal aid counsel. For those who choose the
latter, assignments to their cases to the counsel should be
made expeditiously so that the proceedings can
start/continue at the earliest.

The learned Chief Justices of all High Courts are requested:

(a) to examine the number of cases pending within their
States under laws such as the UAPA, posing a reverse
burden of proof on the accused;

(b) to ascertain the number of special courts designated to
try the said offences, and if special courts have not been
designated, the number of Sessions courts dealing with
matters under these legislations and to take up the
matter with the appropriate authority if it 1s found that
they are not sufficient;

(c) to discern, whether posting of judicial officers in these
courts as also staffing is sufficient, thereby foreclosing a
ground for delay and adjournment, and if not, then
suitable order for posting be issued expeditiously;

Further, it is hereby directed:

(a) that the list prepared in accordance with (a) shall be
organised in order of case registered, to the extent
possible and permissible, from the earliest to latest.
Requisite directions be issued to the special
courts/sessions courts to take up the matters registered
earliest, first, unless otherwise warranted.

(b) In consultation with the appropriate authority, the
High Court to ascertain the position with respect to
appointment/allotment of prosecutors/special public




prosecutors, as may be applicable, to ensure that the
matters, once taken up, are not further delayed on that

count;

(c) For those cases that have been pending for more than
five years, the concerned court be directed to take stock
of the situation as and when they are taken up, record
detailed order taking note of the previous reasons for
adjournment if available, refrain from granting
adjournments on routine requests and take up the
matter on a day-to-day basis.

(d) The High Court concerned will periodically, seek reports
from the concerned Courts dealing with these matters
and take up issues that may be confronting the said
courts, on the administrative side so as to ensure

smooth functioning.

25. The Registrar (Judicial) is directed to transmit electronically,
a copy of this judgment to the Registrars General of each of
the High Courts who shall then place the same before the
learned Chief Justices and solicit requisite orders in
accordance with the directions issued hereinabove. Let a
copy also be sent to the Chief Secretaries of the States for
necessary information/compliance and necessary actions.”

' Therefore, you are requested to download the soft copy of the above said
' judgment from the official e-mail of your Unit and comply with the directions laid

down by the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India.

Yours sincerely,

et

REGISTRAR GENERAL




PRINCIPAL DISTRICT AND SESSIONS COURT:
BHADRADRI KOTHAGUDEM

Endt.Dis.No. 4_4_.2 Date: .02.2026
// Communicated //

The Officers are hereby instructed to follow the directions of
the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India in Criminal Appeal N0s.5400-5401
of 2025 connected with Criminal Appeal N0s.5402-5403 of 2025 and
Criminal Appeal No0.5404 of 2025 and also directed the concerned
Superintendents to download the copy from the District Judiciary

Website.
\@/‘//\L\v\%
PRINCIPA JUDGE,
APASIY o A
To

All the Judicial Officers working in the unit of District Judge,
Bhadradri Kothagudem.



REPORTABLIE

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INIDA
CRIMINAL APPELLATE JURISDICTION

CRIMINAL APPEAL NOs.2-00-540] OF 2025
(Arisine out of SLP(Crl) Nos. 12376-12377/2023)

CENTRAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION AAPPELLANT(S)

VERSUS

DAYAMOY MAHATO E'TC. ..RESPONDENT(S)

WI'TT

CRIMINAL APPEAL NQs. | _OF 2025

(Arising out of SLLP(Crl) Nos. 12656-12657/2023)
AND

CRIMINAL APPEAL NO. 2404 OF 2025
(Arising out of SLP(Crl) No. 2669/2024)

JUDGMENT
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SANJAY KAROL, J.

Leave Granted.

THE APPEALS

2. The present Appeals have been preferred by the investigating
agency against the judgment(s) and order(s) dated 9" November 2022
passed by the High Court of Calcutta in CRM No. 9431/2019 and CRM
No. 407 of 2021 whereby the Respondent(s), six in number came o be
released on bail, in connection with CI31 Case No. RC4/8/2010" — Kol
registered at P.S. CBI/SCB/Kolkata on 9% June 2010. Similarly, relying

upon the very same order, the [igh Court vide order dated 28™ February

UHercinaller *Subject FIR™,
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2023 released cleven accused on bail in CRM (D) 382 02023 and CRM

(ID13) 441 ol 2023, Therealler, one more accused came to be released on

bail by the I ligh Court vide order dated 13" June 2023 in CRM (DI13) 2229

ol 2025.

FACTUAL AND LEGAL BACKGROUND

L3 The backdrop in which the High Court granted bail to the accused

respondents in the lead matter, which s the principal judgment under

challenge belore us, is narrated succinetly as follows:

3.

(U8
t

I

The subject VIR came to be registered on 9" June 2010
against  unknown persons  relating to the  unfortunate
derailment of ‘Irain No. 2102, Inaneshwari Express, on 28%
May 2010 while passing between Khemasuli and Sardiha
railway stations, resulting in the untimely death of 148
persons and mjury to 170 persons. The motive behind the
crime allegedly stemmed [rom the deployment ol a joint

lorce ol State Police and Central Paramilitary lForce in the

Jurisdiction ol Jhargram Police Station to combat the capture

ol Rasua village by the Maoists.

As per the chargesheet, police investigation revealed that the
accused persons with the common intention to pressurize the
Government to withdraw the Joint FForces [rom the Jhargram
Police Station arca and create terror, hatched a criminal
conspiracy and in furtherance thereof, caused damage to the

railway tracks ncar Rajabandh. The conspiracy was carried
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out on the intervening night of 27M-28" May 2010 by the
accuscd persons. The pandral clips of the railway tracks were
removed, with the knowledge and intention that grievous hurt
would be caused o the passengers ol a train. 'This action
causcd the derailment of the train, which thercafier collided
with an oncoming goods train lrom the opposite direction,

causing widespread loss to lile.

3 Along with loss ol lile and gricvous injuries to persons, a
loss o 25 crores approx was caused to the Government duce
to the destruction ol property. The investigation revealed the
role of the accused persons who bhave been enlarged on bail,
as follows:

Accused Person Role

Dayamoy Mahato | A railway employee who was receiving and

making calls to the accused persons, lcading

up to the incident.

Mantu Mahato | Investigation ol his mobile records revealed

that he wus constantly in touch with the co-
accused persons on the intervening night ol the

incident.

Laxman Mahato | Iclephonic conversations revealed he was at

the spot of the damaged railway tracks, belore
the incident. Upon scarch of his house, his
mobile records revealed that he was constantly

in touch with the main accused, Manoj
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Mahato, and other accused persons on the
intervening night of 27" May 2010-28" May

2010.

Sanjoy Mahato nvestigation revealed that on 27" May 2010
he was contacted by the main accused Manoj

Mahato, to make arrangements  for  the

implementation of the plan. Therealter, he was
constantly m touch with other accused persons

for carrying out of the conspiracy.

Tapan Mahato [ On 27" May 2010, hc was involved in a

telephonic conversation with other accused
persons  for  mobilizing  the  extremist
movement. The conversation was recorded.

[1is call records revealed that he was in touch

with the main accusced, Manoj Mahato, for

carrying out of the conspiracy.

[nvestigation ol his mobile records revealed

Bablu Rana
that he was using constantly in touch with the

co-accused persons on the mtervening night

of the meident.

3.4 The role aseribed to the co-accused in the connected matters

is, morc or less same. ‘Irial commenced against all the

b
Accused. Charges were brought under Sections 12013, 302,

. 373

307 325, 326, 440, 212 ol the Indian Penal Code,

2
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18602 Scctions 150/151 ol the Indian Railways Act, 1989,
and Scctions 16/18 of the Unlawful Activitics (Prevention)
Act, 19673, As on date, 176 out ol 204 witnesses stand

examined by the Trial Court.

(3]
(9]

Record reveals that the accused respondents (in the lead
maltters) had carlier appliced [or regular bail in the ycar 2016
which was disposcd of on 30" March of that year rejecting
their prayer, but at the same time directing that the
cxamination of the remaining witnesses should be completed
within a year and that all steps needed to be taken by the ‘Irial
Court 1o ensure the same. The same could not be achieved,
hence, the respondent accused [iled [or bail before the High
Courl. The date ol the impugned order is 9" November 2022,
on that day the order records, 68 witnesses remained to be
examined. liven now, 28 witnesses still remain to be
cxamined.

3.6 The Appellant - mvestigating authority, aggrieved by the
order(s) granting bail, filed these appeals by special leave,

thereagainst.

> Hereinalter referred to as *11PC”.
3 Hercinafter referred to as “UAPA",
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ARGUMENTS AND ANALYSIS

4. We have heard the parties at length. Mr. K.ML Natraj, learned
Additional Solicitor General ol India, and Mr. Shailesh Madiyal, learned
Scnior Counsel, who appeared for the Appellant. The Respondent(s),
accused persons, were heard through Mr. Archit Krishna, Advocate, and
Mr. N. Sar Vinod, Advocale-on-Record.

3 The learned Senior Counscel for the Appellant have prayed for the
bail granted by the [igh Court to be set aside on the ground that the [High
Court has crroncously imterpreted  Section 436-A of the Criminal
Procedure Code, 19737, which cannot be applicd uniformly to heinous
olfences and olfences which are punishable by death. Meanwhile, the
Respondent(s) submits that the High Court rightly granted bail, upon
consideration of the indeleasible right to life, enshrined under Article 21
ol the Constitution. Scetion 436-A ol the CrPPC will not stand in the way
ol granting bail to the accused persons, m view of the prolonged
incarccration sultered by them.

0. In these lTacts, lour vital aspects warrant consideration of this Court.
irstly, whether in view ol Scction 430-A of the CrPC, the Respondents
ought to have been relecased on bail? Sceondly, in any cvent, did the
prolonged incarceration ol the Respondent-accused warrant their release
on bail, in view ol Article 21 of the Constitution? Connccted with the
scecond question is a third to the effect that in cases arising out of statutes

that 1mposc a reverse burden ol prool; whether the salcguards already m

"Hereinafter relerred 1o as *CrPC.
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place, are made sulliciently available and cllectively feasible, giving the
accused persons a chance at establishing innocence? Tourlhly, whether
interference with the liberty of the accused, in the facts and circumstances,

at this stage, would be justilied?

APPLICABILITY OF SIECTION 436-A CRPC

7 We proceed to examine the fivst issue. At the outset, we find it
appropriate to reproduce Section 436A of the CrPC for ready reference. It
reads as [ollows:

“436-A. Maximum period (or which an undertrial prisoner can
be detained. ~—-Where a person has, during the period of
investigation. inquiry or trial under this Code ol an ollence
under any law (not beine an ollence for which the punishment
ol death has been specified as one of the punishments under
that law) undergone detention for a period extending up to one-
hall ol the maximum period of imprisonment specilicd for that
oflence under that law, he shall be released by the Court on his
personal bond with or without sureties:

Provided that the Court may, alter hearing the Public

" Prosecutor and [or reasons to be recorded by it in writing, order
the continucd detention ol such person for a period longer than
one-hall"of the said period or release him on bail instead of the
personal bond with or without sureties:

Provided further that no such person shall in any case be
detained during the period ol investigation, inquiry or trial [or
morce than the maximum period of imprisonment provided [or
the suid ollence under that Jaw.

Explanation.  In computing the period ol detention under this
scetion for granting bail, the period of detention passed due to

delay in proceeding caused by the accused shall be excluded.”

(emphasis supplicd)
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i The above scection has been mcluded in the Bharatiya Nagarik

~n

Suraksha Sanhita, 20237 as Scetion 479, which reads as:

~d 79, Maximum period for which undertrial prisoner can be

detamed.-

(1YWhere a person has, during the period ol investigation,
mquiry or trial under this Sanhita of an oflence under any Taw
(not being anoffence (or which the punishiment ol death or lile
mnprisonment has been specilied as one ol the punishments
under that law) undergone detention for a period extending up
to one-hall o the maximum period of imprisonment specified
for that offence under that law, he shall be released by the
Court on bail:

Provided that shere such person is a fust-time offender (who
hag never been convicted ol any ofTence in the past) he shall
be released on bond by the Court, 1l he has undergone
detention for the pertod extending up to onc-thivd of the
maximun period of imprisonment specilied for such ollence

under that Taw:

Provided Turther that the Court may, aller hearing the Public
Prosecutor and for reasons Lo be recorded by it in writing,. order
the continued detention ol such person for a period longer than
onc-half of the said period ar relcase him on bail bond instead

ol his bond:

Provided also that no such person shall in any case be detained
during the period ol investigation, inguiry or trial for more than
the maximum period of imprisonment provided for the said

ollence under that Taw.

Explanation.-In computing the period of detention under this
section for granting bail. the period of detention passed duce to
delay in procecding caused by the accused shall be excluded.

(2)Notwithstandimg anything m sub-scction (1), and subject (o
the third proviso thercofl, where an investigation, inquiry or

S lereinafier ‘BNSS'.
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trial in more than onc offence or in multiple cases are pending,
against a person, he shall not be released on bail by the Court.

(3)The Superintendent ol jail. where the accused person is
detained, on complcetion ol'one-hall or one-third ol the period
mentioned in sub-section (1), as the case may be, shall
lorthwith make an application in writing to the Court to
proceed under sub-section (1) (or the release of such person
on bail.”

(cmphasis supplicd)

9 A perusal ol Section 436A extracted above, reveals the following
aspects;
9.1  lor this scction to apply, the accused must necessarily be an

8

9.4

95

undertrial, in judicial custody;

Iixcluded [from the application ol this scction are those
olfences in which death is one ol the possible punishments
prescribed;

The accused must have spent at least half ol the maximum
possible punishment for the offence for which he is being
tried. When calculating the time spent in prison, any
remission or set oll granted to the accused, is excluded;

‘The use ol the word ‘shall” indicates a right bestowed upon
the accused - an entitlement to be sct at liberty and an
obligation on part of the State to comply therewith;

This right, however is not unbridled, and the court may
impose reasonable conditions such as a personal bond or
surctics. At the same time, it 1s also permissible that this right

or entitlement may be given a go-by, if the Court concerned
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alter hearmg the prosceutor, records reasons, for continued
detention beyond the hall ol the prescribed period;

9.6 This scection also guarantees that in no circumstance can the
detention ol an undertrial exceed the maximum prescribed

sentence for the offence for which he is being tried.

10.  While considering, the nature ol reliel under Section 436-A, this
Court in Fijay Madanial Clroudhary v. Union of India® had obscrved:

“324. Scection 436-A of the 1973 Code. is a wholesome
benelicial provision, which is for cllectuating the right of
speedy trial guiranteed by Article 21 ol the Constitution and
which merely specifies the outer imits within which the trial
15 expected to be concluded. failing which, the accused ought
not to be detamed Turther. Indeed, Scction 436-A ol the 1973
Code also contemplates that the reliel” under this provision
cannot be granted mechanically. [tis sull within the discretion
ol the cowt. unlike the default bail under Scction 167 ol the
1973 Code. Under Sccton 436-A of the 1973 Code, howcever,
the courtis required to consider the relicf on case-to-case basis.
As the proviso therein atsell recognises that. e a given case,
the detention can be continued by the court even longer than
one-hallColthe pertod. for which, recasons arce to be recorded by
1 writing and also by imposing such terms and conditions
SO as tooensure that alter release, the accused makes
himsclz'hersell available Tor expeditious completion of the

trial.

325, However, that doces not mean that the principle enunciated
by this Court i Supreme Court Legal Aid  Committee
Representing Undertrial Prisoncers |Supreme Court Tegal Aid
Committee Representing Undertrial Prisoners v. Union of
India, (1994) 6 SCC 731 : 1995 SCC (Cri) 39] . to amcliorale
the agony and pam of persons kept in jail (or wrcasonably
long time, cven without trial, can be whittled down on such
specious plea ol the State. 110 Parhament/legislature provides
for stringent provision ol no bail, unless the stringent
conditions ave Tullilled. 1t is the bounden duty ol the State 1o

“028) 12 sed |
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ensure that such trials get precedence and are concluded within
a rcasonablc time, at lcast belore the accused undergocs
detention [or a period cextending up o onc-half of the
maximum period ol imprisomuent speeitied for the offence
concerned by law. |3e it noted, this provision (Scction 436-A

trial for the ollences punishable with death sentence. |”

(emphasis suppliced)

118 At the cost ol repetition, it be stated that all of the accused
respondents arc being tried lor offences such as Scection 302 [PC and
Section 16 UAPA. FFor these olfences, onc of the possible punishments
prescribed is death. ‘That, in and ol itself] excludes these oflences from the
ambit of Section 436A-1PC. On that count, the impugned judgments

requires interference and are sct aside to that extent.

ARTICLE 21- LIBERTY AS A SOLIE CONSIDERATION?

¥ The next ground considered by the High Court was the
application ol Article 21 ol the Constitution ofl ndia. By merely referring
and relying upon the decisions rendered by this Court in Hussainara
Khatoon & Ors (IV) v. Home Secretary, State of Bihar’; Abdul Reliman
Antulay & Ors. v. R.S. Nayak & Ane.* and Satinder Kumar Antil v. CBI
& Anr.’, the Iigh Courl invoking Article 21 let loose the accused. The

approach adopted by the [igh Court is fallacious, and the impugned orders

7(1980) 1 SCC 98
§(1992) 1 SCC 225
9(2022) 10 SCC 51
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would, to that extent warrant interlerence. However, given that, proceed
o examine the issue independently.

[3. The rights enshrined under Article 21 and their application to
undertrials has olten been the subject of consideration before this Court
and, 1 one voice 1t has been held that the rights ol Lurrness, dignity and
liberty apply (o cach and cvery prisoner, irrespective ol the nature of
offence that they stand charged for. I this is nol maintamed then
essentially, it would render a difference between an undertrial and a
convict, obsolete (o a certain extent. We say, Lo a certain extent becausce
certain facets ol Article 21 apply cven to those who have been convicted
under Jaw. n the case ol the Tormer, should these rights not be granted to
them or be available to thenr v their Tull extent, 1t would in a sense render
them guilty without 1t bemng so. To state the obvious, such a position 1s
wholly impermissible.

I4. The jurisprudence ol Article 21 has, as 1t develops, recognised
various laccets to be intrinsic to the right to life and liberty such as speedy
trial, timely completion of investigation, [air trial cte. Unduly long
incarceration espectally as a undertrial when, the crucial aspect of guilt is
yet to be decided, 1s particularly oflensive to this sacrosanct right, il not
sustainable as per procedure cstablished by law. Circumspection in
oranting, the reliel” of bail in heinous olfences and more so offences that
shock the conscience ol the society such as in this case, stems from a place
ol concern, understandably legitimate at that, about public order, societal
sccewrity, overall peace and the general deterrent force in criminal law. The

scales ol Lady Justice must balance on the one hand-the constitutionally
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consecrated and jealously guarded right under Article 21 and on the other,
the recognition that individual liberty is not absolute and is subject to just
exceptions  1.e. the paramount considerations of national interest,
sovereignty and integrity of the nation.
15. In this casc, the loss of lives and public property has been
immense and there 1s grave impact upon the lives ol the people connected
to those who have diced as a consequence or have been injured because of
the ulterior motives in carrying out this alleged ollence against the State.
It is this grave and scrious impact that has to be balanced against the
guarantees of Article 21- for these ollences by whomsoever committed
strike at the nation’s sccurity and are an effort to undermine its sovereign
authority. The Courts are duty bound to scrutinise claims for bails in such
cases with heightened but fair-minded vigilance. This Court has rich
jurisprudence of displaying this finc act of balancing. Below are a few
instances:

15.1  luthe context of Maharashtra Control of Organised Crime

Act, 1999 this Court in terms ol a three-judge benceh in Ranjitsing

Bralhmajeetsing Sharma v, State of Maharashtra’®,:
] 5 4] 9

“35. Presumption ol innocence  is @ human - right.
(Sce Narendra Singli v, State of ML [(2004) 10 SCC 699
2004 SCC (Cri) 1893 [, SCC para 31.) Article 21 in view ol its
expansive meaning not only protects life and liberty but also
envisages a fair procedure. Liberty of a person should not
ordinarily be interfered with unless there exist cogent grounds
thercfor. Sub-scction (4) ol Scction 21 must be iaterpreted
keeping in view the aforemientioned  salutary  principles.
Giving an opportunity to the Public Prosccutor to oppose an
application [or release of an accused appears to be reasonable

(2003) 5 SCC 294
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restriction but clause (O) ol sub-section (4) ol Scction 21 must

be given a proper meaning.”™

15.2  In an cconomic ollence wherein the appellant herein was
also the party while releasing, the accused on bail, a co-ordinate

beneh of this Courl obscrved in Sanjay Clhandra v. CB1':

©22. 'rom the carliest times. it was appreciated that detention
ction ol trial could be a causc ol great

i custody pending comyp
hardship. From time (o time, neeessity demands that some
unconvicted persons should be held in custody pending trial to
sceure thenr attendance at the trial but in such cascs,
“necessity T s the operative test In this country. 1t would be
quite contrary 1o the concept of personal liberty enshrined in
the Constitution that any person should be punished i respect
of any matter, upon which, he has not been convicted or that
in any circumstances, he should be deprived of his liberty upon
only the beliet that he will tamper with the witnesses 1l left at
liberty. save in the most extraordinary circumstances.

23 Apart from the question of prevention being the object of
relusal ol bail. one must not lose sight of the fact that any
imprisonment belore conviction has a substantial punitive
content and it would be improper for any court to reluse bail
as @ mark of disapproval ol former conduct whether the
accused has been convicted lor it or not or to refuse bail to an
unconvicted person for the purpose ol giving him a taste ol

nuprisonment as a lesson.

240 the instant case, we have alrcady noticed  that the
“pomting inger ol accusation™ against the appellants 1s “the
seriousness ol the charee™. The olfences alleged are cconomic
olfences which have resulted in loss to the State exchequer.
Though, they contend that there s a possibility of the
appellants tampering witly the witnesses, they have not placed
any material e support ol the allegation. In our vicw,
scriousness ol the charge 1s, no doubt, onc of the relevant
considerations while considering bail applications but that is
not the ouly test or the factor: the other {actor that also requires
to be taken note ol is the punishment that could be imposced
alter trial und conviction, both under the Penal Code and the

H2012) 1 SCC 40
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Prevention of Corruption Act. Otherwise, il the former is the
only test, we would not be balancing the constitutional rights
but rather “recalibrating the scules ol justice™.”

= n Umarniia v. State of Gujarat’?, while dealing with a case
153 InU State of Gujarat'?, 9
arising out of ‘lerrorist and Disruptive Activities (Prevention) Act,
1987 wherein the accused had played an important role in securing the
delivery of highly explosive material such as RIDX to a certain district
in Maharashtra, this Court granted bail on account of him having spent
more than 12 ycars in custody but imposed certain justified conditions
such as surrendering the passport, restricling movenient to one
particular district and daily reporting to the concerned police station
cte.
15.4 Writing for a bench of three judges, Surya Kant, J. (as the
present Chicefl Justice of India, then was) in Union of India v. KA.
Najeeb’™ obscrved in a casc involving various sections of the 1PC as
also the UAPA as under:

“12. liven in the case of special legislations like the Terrorist

and Disruptive Activitics (Prevention) Act, 1987 or the

Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances Act, 1985 (“the

NDPS Act™) which too have somewhat rigorous conditions for

grant ol bail, this Court in Paramjit Singh v. State (NC'T" of

Delhi) | Paramyjit Singh . State (NCT of Delhi), (1999) 9 SCC

252 ¢ 1999 SCC  (Cri) 1156| . Babba v. State  of

Maharashtra | Babba v. State of Maharashira, (2005) 11 SCC

569 (20006) 2 SCC (Cr) 18] and Umarmia v. State  of

Gujarat | Umarmia v. State of Gujarat, (2017) 2 SCC 731

(2017) 2 SCC (Criy 114] enlarged the accused on bail when

they had been in jail for an extended period of time with little
possibility of carly completion of trial. The constitutionality of

12(2017) 2 $CC 731
17(2021) 3 SCC 713

Cr. Appeal @ SLP (Cr) No. 12376-12377 of 2023 Page 16 of 32



havsh conditions for bail in such special enactments. has thus
been primarily justificd on the touchstone of speedy trials (o
ensure the protection ol inmocent civilians.

13, We may also reler to the orders enlarging similarly-situated
accused under UAPA passed by this Court in Angela [arish
Sontakke v. Stete of Maharashtra | Angela Harish
Sontakke v. State of Malarashira, (2021) 3 SCC 723 . That
wiats also a case under Scetions 10, 13, 17, 18, 18-A., 18-13, 20,
21, 38, 39 and 402) ol the UAPA. This Court in its carncst
cllort to drawy balince bebween the seriousness ol the charges
with the pernod ol custody sullered and the likely period within
which the trial could be expected to be completed took note of
the five years' incarceration and over 200 witnesses [elt o be
examined, and  thus granted Dbail  to  the accused
notwithstanding Scction 43-1)(5) of the UAPA. Similarly,
in Sagar Tatvaram Gorkhe v, State of  Maharashira | Sagar
Tatyaram Gorkhe v. State of Maharashtra, (2021) 3 SCC 725
. an accused under UAPA was enlarged lor he had been i jail
lor four yecars and there were over 147 wilnesses  still
unexamined.

15. This Court has clarificd in numcrous judgments that the
liberty guaranteed by Part 11 of the Constitution would cover
within its protective ambit not only due procedure and Jairness
but also access o Justice and a speedy trial. In Supreme Court
Legal — Aid Commiltee (Representing Undertrial
Prisoners) v. Union  of  idia |Supreme  Court  Legal — Aid
Commitiee (Representing Undertrial Prisoners) v. Union of
Inclier. (1994) 6 SCC 731, para 15 : 1995 SCC (Cr1) 39] , 1t was
held that undertrials canmot indelinitely be detained pending
trial. [deally, no person ought to suffer adverse consequences
of his acts unless the smne is cstablished belore a neutral
arbiter. [Towever. owing to the practicalitics of real lilc where
(o sceure an cllective trial and o amcliorate the risk 1o socicty
in case a potential crimmal is lelt at Jarge pending trial, the
courts arc tasked with deciding whether an individual ought o
be released pending trial or not. Oncee itis obvious that a timely
trial would not be possible and the accused has sullered
mcarceration for a signilicant period ol time, the courts would
ordinarily be obligated to enlarge them on bail.”
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15.5 While dealing with a casc under UAPA and ultimately
releasing the accused on bail, it was held by this Court in Javed

Gulam Nabi Shaikh v. State of Maharashira'? as under:

“16. Criminals arc not born but made. The human potential in
cveryone 1s good and so, never write ofl” any criminal as
beyond redemption. This humanist fundamental 1s often
misscd when dealing with delinquents, juvenile and adult.
Indeed, cvery saint has a past and cvery sinner a future. When
a crime is committed, a variety of factors is responsible for
making the ollender commit the crime. Thosce [actors may be
social and cconomic. may be, the result of value crosion or
parental ncglect: may be, because of the stress of
circumstances, or the manilestation ol temptations in a milicu
ol alfluence contrasted with indigence or other privations.

17. I the State or any prosceuting agency including the court
concerned has no wherewithal to provide or protect the
fundamental right of an accused to have a speedy trial as
cnshrined under Article 21 o the Constitution then the State or
any other prosccuting agency should not opposc the plea lor
bail on the ground that the crime committed is serious. Article
21 of the Constitution applics hrrespective of the nature of the
crime.”

1l6. There can be no manner of doubt on the proposition that Article
21 rights are placed on a pedestal, and rightly so, at the same time, though,
the individual cannot always be the centre of atlention. Certain cases such
as the instant one demand, by their very nature and effect that the issue
presented is looked at from a much wider point of view l.e., national
security. We obscrve, therelore, that while Article 21 rights must always

be protected, but however, in cases where the scceurity or integrity of the

11(2024) 9 SCC §13
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nation is called imto question, that cannot be the sole ground of
consideration. The act ol the accused persons must be looked at, on the
whole, and all relevant factors must be given due consideration while
granting or denying bail. Needless (o add, any Court scized of bail
application(s) arising out ol such offences must record, in their order the

rcasons and factors that weighed with them in the ultimate outcome. The

sccond question arising, in these appeals, is thus answered.

REVERSE BURDEN OF PROQOIC

17. Moving on to the third question, a reverse burden of prool
cssentially means that at the outset of trial, the prosccution is only required
to establish certain foundational facts. Once these foundational facts are
cstablished, the presumption of gutlt kicks in and the accused then is to
dispel/rebut the presumption in order to establish innocence, as opposced
to the ordinary standards where a prosceution is to establish its casc
beyond reasonable doubt and accused 1s only o poke sullicient holes
therein, to bring in the possibility of him not having committed the act in
question. One ol the main charges against the accused persons 1s under the
UAPA for having committed a terrorist act. A terrorist act is an act done
with intent or likely intent (o threaten the unity, integrity, sccurity,
cconomic sceurity or sovercignty of India. Such an act when done with
explostves, [ircarms, toxic chemicals, biological, radioactive or nuclear
substances, or any hazardous mcans, thereby causing death, injury,

destruction of property, disruption to monctary stability cte. qualilies so.
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Since this legislation provides for the procedure to deal with, and
consequences of such act, it imposes a reverse burden lor pool on the
accused as per Scction 4315 thereof.

18. Itis a well-recognised position that given the nature of the offence
involved, that is, ollences against the state and society, bail is a slightly
difficult reliel to obtain. A nccessary conscquence thereof, an undertrial in
custody faces scveral difficultics in rebutting the presumption drawn by
law, against them. An incarcerated accused would have severely limited
access to evidence, witnesses and investigative material. This becomes all
the more pronounced becausce the opposite party is the State which has all
the means and resources at its disposal. Prolonged incarceration in cases
where the accused is socio-cconomically disadvantaged, amplifics the
inequalities  for it becomes  exceedingly  difficult  to  forward
legal/{inancial/expert assistance that is required to dispel the presumption.
There is nearly complete dependence on an otherwise overburdened legal-
aid system which struggles with delays, inadequate resources and
inconsistent quality. In these cases, true it is that the burden of proving
innocence is on the accused, as already discussed, a burden is also on the
Courts to make it possible lTor them to do so. It is here that the role of the
judiciary becomes significant. A constitutional democracy does not
legitimise burdens by simply declaring them; it must ensure that those
burdened are meaningtufly cquipped to bear them, even those who are
accused of the worst offences imaginable. 1f the State, in spite of all its
might presumes guilt, then the same State must also, with the employment

of all the resources at its command, create pathways through which the

1
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accused can reclaim  their imnocence. Needless (o say, procedural
formalitics do not sullice. 111t 1s only thosce, it falls grossly short of the
grandcur ol a constitutional democracy. It demands a justice system that
is alive to human vulnerability, that recognises that liberty 1s not a
privilege lor the powerlul but a right inherent in every individual.

Delay is an un-ignorable reality of the Indian criminal adjudication
system which on its own raises signilicant issucs, but when this delay 1s
in cascs such as the UAPA, where a reverse burden of proof is in place, it
acquires a qualitatively dilTerent, and more insidious, character. Courts,
bound by legislative intent and statutory language, ask [or, even belore the
trial begins, the accused to be able to establish preliminarily, that they will
be able to rebut the presumption against them. This doctrinal inversion
becomes all the more pernicious on account ol procedural delays and very
liberty of a person becomes hostage to clogged dockets, overworked
Judges, a lax prosccution, repeated adjournments by members of the bar
and much more.

19. The mstitutions ol justice must, therclfore, act not as passive
observers but as active puarantors ol [airness: ensuring real access to
counsel, cnabling effecive preparation of defence, and preventing the
presumiption [rom hardening, mmto an irreversible verdict long before the
trial ends. FFor if the systemn imposes an extraordinary burden yet denies
the ools to discharge 1t, the promise of constitutionalism fades mto
symbolism. Ultimately, a democracy 1s judged not by how 1t treats the
unquestionably innocent, but by how it safeguards the rights of those it

suspects. In that moral balance, the justice system must ensure that even
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under a reverse burden regime, the accused is not abandoned to the weight
of presumptive guilt but supported in the pursuit of truth and justice. The
third issue doces not lend itself to a direct ‘answer’ as such for it is a
question to be ascertained at the ground level. As such, in the concluding

paragraphs ol this judgment, we have issued certain directions.

CURTAILING LIBERTY- JUSTINIED?

20.  We now proceed to examine the lourth issue. The appellant filed
the challenge to the grant ol bail on 10" July 2023. It is not a cancellation
ol bail. Before appreciating the merits of these grounds, let us look to the
parameters of considering an S1LP against grant ol bail by way ol a briel
foray into past precedents.

20.1 Prasanta Kumar Sarkar v. Asliis Chatterjee’:

“9. We arc ol the opinion that the impugned order is clearly
unsustainable. 10 1s trite that this Court docs not, normally,
interlere with an order passed by the High Court granting or
rejecting bail to the accused. However, it is cqually
incumbent upon the [ligh Court 1o excrcise its discretion
judiciously, cautiously and strictly in compliance with the
basic principles laid down in a plethora of decisions of this
Court on the point. It is well scttled that, among other
circumstances, the lactors to be borne i mind while
considering an application lor bail arc:

(/) whether there is any prima facic or reasonable ground to
believe that the accused had committed the offence;

(7if) naturc and gravity ol the accusation,

(iii) severity ol the punishment i the event ol conviction;
(iv) danger of the accused absconding or (lecing, if released
on bail;

(v) character, behaviour, means, position and standing of the
accuscd;

13(2010) 14 SCC 496
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(vi) likelihood ol the olfence being repeated;

(vii) reasonable  apprchension ol the  wilnesses  being
influenced; and

(viii) danger. ol course. ol justice being thwarted by grant ol
bl

|See Stare of UL v dmcrmani Tripathi [(2005) § SCC 21 ¢
2005 SCC (Cri) 1960 (2)] (SCC p. 31, para 18), Frahlad
Singh Bhati v. NCT of Delhi [(2001) 4 SCC 280 : 2001 SCC
(Cri)y 674~ and Ram CGovind - Upadhyay v. Sudarshan
Singh [(2002) 3 SCC 598 : 2002 SCC (Cri) 688] .7

Stmilar factors as above, have been held to be applicable m
cases arising out ol UAPA i NIA v. Zahoor Ahmad Shah

Woerali'®, which was a casce involving allegations ol terror

)
funding, waging war against the State and damaging sccurity
establishments.

20.2 In Meena Deviov. State of U.P7, while relerring (o
Prasania Kumar Sarkar (supra) it was obscrved that the
factors laid down above have been consistently followed in a

number ol judgments as follows:

“25. The aloresaid principles have been underscored in several
deawsions rendered by this Cowrt including KNalyan Chandra
Sarkar v. Rajesh Renjan | Kalyan Chandra Sarkar v. Rajesli
Rejan, (200:0) 7 SCC 528 0 2004 SCC (Cr1) 1977] . Narendra
K. dmin v. State of Gujarat | Narendra K. Amin v, State  of
Gujarat, (2008) 13 SCC 584 :(2009) 3 SCC (Cri) 813, Dipak
Shubhashchancra — Mehta v CBI Dipak — Shubhashchandra
Melita v CBL(2012) 40 SCC 134 : (2012) 2 SCC (Cri) 350
JAbdul - Basit v Moled. Abdul — Kadir - Cheaudhary | A bdul
Basit v. Mohd. . ibdul Kacir Chaudhary, (2014) 10 SCC 754 -
(2015) 1 SCC (Cri) 257 - Neerw Yadav v. State of UL | Neeru
Yadav v, State of U (2014) 16 SCC 508 :(2015) 3 SCC (Cri)
S27] . Anil Ko Yacene v, State (NCT of Delli) |Anil Kumer

(2019) 5 SCC |
7(2022) 14 SCC 3068
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Yaday v. State (NCT of Delhi), (2018) 12 SCC 129 : (2018) 3
SCC (Cri) 425|, Mahipal v. Rajesh Kumear |Mahipal v. Rajesh
Kumear, (2020) 2 SCC 118 : (2020) 1 SCC (Cri) 558] , and as
recently —as  inJaugjeet  Singh v, Ashish - Mishra |Jagjee!
Singl v. Ashish Mishra. (2022) 9 SCC 321 @ (2022) 3 SCC
(Cri) 560] , Y. State of Rajasthan | Y v. State of Rajasthan,
(2022) 9 SCC 2069] and 2 v. State of M. L2 | P v. State of M1,
(2022% 15 SCG 2N~ 2022 SCD Qe I3C 552

26. At the cost ol repetition, it may be highlighted that the
considerations that weigh with the appellate court when called
upon to examine the correctness ol an order granting bail is not
on the saume looting when it comes to examining an application
moved for cancellation of bail. The yardstick for testing the
correctness ol an order granting bail is whether the court below
has exercised its discretion in an improper or arbitrary manncer
thereby vitiating the said ovder. When it comes to assessing an
application sccking cancellation ol bail, the appellate court
looks out {or, amongst others, supervening circumstances or
any violation ol the conditions ol bail imposed on the person
who has been accorded such a reliel.”

20.3 Recently, this Court (through one ol us, Sanjay Karol J.),

held as under in Ashiok Dhankad v. State (NCT of Delhi)!s:

“2. The grant ol bail constitutes a discretionary judicial remedy
that necessitates a delicate and context-sensitive balancing of
competing legal and socictal interests. On once hand lies the
mmperative to uphold the personal liberty ol the accused-an
cutrenched constitutional value reinforeed by the presumption
ol innocence, which remains a cardinal principle ol criminal
jurisprudenice. On the other hand, the court must remain
cqually mindlul of the gravity of the alleged ollence, the
broader socictul implications ol the accused's release, and the
need to preserve the mtegrity and fairness of the investigative
and trial processes. While liberty is sacrosanct. particularly in
a constitutional democracy coverned by the rule of law. it
cannol be construed in o manner that dilutes the seriousness ol
heinous or grave allences or undermines public conlidence in
the administration ol justice. The exercise ol judicial discretion

2025 SCC Online SC 1690
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in_bail_matters. therelore. must be_informed by a calibrated
assesstient ol the nature_and seriousness ol the charge, the
streneth ol the pvrima lacie_case, the likelihood of the accused

feeing Justice or cimpering_ with evidence or witnesses, and

the overarching mferest ol ensuring that the trial proceeds
without obstruction or prejudice,

XXX
19. The principtes which emeree as a result ol the above

discussion are o= lallows:

(i) An appeal aeainst grant of bail cannot be considered to be
on the swme Tootme as an application [or cancellation ol bail;

(ii) ‘The Cowrt concerned must not venture into a threadbare
analysis ol the cvidence adduced by prosceution. The merits
of such evidenee must not be adjudicated at the stage ol bail;

(iii) An order prmting bail must reflect application of mind
and asscessmeni of the relevant factors for grant of bail that
have been elicidated by this Court.  |Sce: Y v State  of
Rajasthan (Supiad: Juibunisha v. Meherban® and Bhagiwan
Singh v, Dilipy 1oamear (@@ Deepu™|

(fv) An appeal aeainst grant of bail may be entertained by a
superior Cotre o grounds such as perversity; illegality;
inconsisteney ol linv: relevant factors not been taken into
consideration including gravily of the olfence and impact of
the crime:

(v) However. the Court may not take the conduct ol an accused
subscquent o the grant bail into  consideration  while
considering ase appeal against the grant of such bail. Such
orounds must eotaken inoan application for cancellation ol
bail; and

(vi) An appeat eeainst grant ol ball must not be allowed to be
usced as aretaieorny measure. Such an appeal must be conlined
only to the grovin s discussed above.

(emphasis supplicd)

21, The law being well settled as above, we now examine the grounds.

The grounds that have beca urged in this challenge total to nine but can be
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divided with (air casc into three heads, one- heinousness of the offence/
large loss of life; nvo- the possibility of absconding to evade the trial
process; three-ancillary rounds such as failure to consider totality of
circumstances and advancod stage ol trial.

21.1  LExamincd ndependently, the catastrophic consequences of
the act i.c.. the loss of almost a hundred and (ifty lives while
they were undertaking, what can be considered one of the
most common activitics of life in our country, a train journey,
the damage to public property as also the alleged ulterior
motive for daing so - not only an act against the deployment
of a joint [orce in the nearby arca, but to strike [ear in the
socicty at laree, in our view is a compelling indicator against
them being rdeased on bail.

21.2  However, it ioseltled law that circumstances for or against a
particular ourcome are not to be weighed or assessed in
isolation, bz on the whole. The sccond ground, urged in
challenging e bail granted was the possibility ol absconding
to cvade triat. he lapse of time has itself extinguished this
ground. It i+ truce that the appellant liled the special leave
petition witlin a few months of the High Court order, but on
account ol s =lematic delays, the matter could only be heard
in 2025 subsiimtially. Neither during the course of arguments
nor in the written submissions has the appellant averred that
in morce than three years that the respondent-accused have

“been out on il they have misused the liberty granted by the
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Figh Court, that they have attempted  to inlluence or
intimidate witnesses, nor has 1t been brought on record that
trial has been delayed on their account- otherwise be it for
whatever reasorn,

21.3  Lastly, when it comes to the sum total ol circumstances not
being considered, we are not particularly impressed by that
ground. ILis a matter of record that an carlicr application for
bail, about a decade ago in the year 20106, bad been rejected
with the Thgh Court recording that examination ol the
remaining witnesses should be completed within a year. If'in
2022, the Court finds that despite such direction and also the
passage ol nearly six years, the same could not be achieved,
it cannot be said 1o have not considered the case in its proper
light. Sccond, the trial being at an advanced stage 1s also not
something that can be, in this case, a ground to send the
respondent-accused behind bars. The trial 1s of the year 2010,
and as we stand at the end 02025, still 28 witnesses are to be
cxamined. We may note the glacial pace at which the trial has
procceded carmot justify the incarceration ol the accused,
particularly when they have already been in prison for a dozen
years, and once out, have not given the authoritics reason to
scek urgent cancellation, or even stay on the hmpugned
judgment when this Court issucd notice, or even anytime

therealter.
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2% In spite of these grave circumstances as discussed in Para 21.1, the
High Court granted bail which, we are of the view, it ought not to have. It
is clear that the alleged acts of the accused Wcrc to register opposition 1o
the manner in which an internal sccurity situation was dealt with by the
forces of the State. While the Constitution permits the members of the
public, be at whichever group/scction of socicty they belong to, to oppose,
within the permits ol the law a stand taken by the State- such acts of
barbarity cannot be excused. Liven more so when unsuspecting humans are
given the most horrilic, painful deaths. In view of the discussion made
above that the rights ol an individuat are always subservient to the nation’s
interest, the High Court fcll in error in granting bail. It is a well-established
position however that this Court does not interfere against the grant of bail
unless circumstances warranting such an exercise of power are plainly
present in a given sct ol circumstances. In view of the discussion made in
Paras 21.2 and 21.3 wc are ol the view that interlering with the liberty of
the accused, at this stage, particularly when nothing else holds against
them, would not be justificd. At the cost of repetition, we may state that
the appellant could not bring to our notice subscquent development which

would justify this inter(erence as serving any (ruitful purpose.

CONCLUSION AND BIRECTIONS

23.  Conscquently, the criminal appeals are allowed to the aloresaid

extent.
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24, Belore parting with the matter, we may obscrve that the nature of
the offence, its gravity and the loss of life caused thereby has been given
duc consideration by us. We are also cognizant ol the emotions of the
[amilics aflected by this imlortunate incident and the likes thereoll 1t is in
recognition ol these aspects that it is important that the State, while
cmploying the [ull Torce ol the Taw against those persons who carry out
such acts, also ensures that the process of law against them, starts and
concludes with elficacy and expediency, be it investigation or trial. As
such, spectlically for those cases involving legislations imposing reverse

burden ol proof; [ind it fit 1o issue directions both i personan and in rem.

Divections iz personan

I. The Trial Court shall take stock of the matter and record in
1ts order, the status thercol"and the reasons [or the trial having
remained pending for many years, prior to the matter having

been taken up after this judgment.

]

From that day torth, the matter shall be taken up on a day-to-

day basts.

3. The granting ol adjournments shall be eschewed unless
exceptional vircumstances are shown.

4. We request the Tearned Administrative Judge ol the IHigh

Court, as nominated by the learned Chicel Justice, to seek a

report, evers Tourweeks, from the Trial Judge and ensure that

the dircctions are being complied with.
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Directions if rem

The Crimes in India Report, 2023 published by the National
Crimes Records Bureau shows total number of cases pending for trial
and total number ol cases pending for investigation in year 2023 under
UAPA to be 3949 and 47942 respectively. The State Legal Services
Authority shall take steps to make aware, cach undertrial of his right to
representation, cither by counscl of their own choice or through a legal
aid counscl. IFor those who choose the latter, assignments to thelr cases
to the counsel should be made expeditiously so that the proceedings

can start/continuc at the carliest.
The learned Chicl Justices ol all High Courts are requested:

(a) to examince the number of cases pending within their States
under laws such as the UAPA, posing a reverse burden of proof
on the accused:

(b)  to ascertain the number of special courts designated to try the
said oflences, and il'special courts have not been designated, the
number ol” Sessions courts dealing with matters under these
legislations and o take up the matter with the appropriate
authority 1"t is found that they are not suflicient;

(¢)  todiscern, whether posting of judicial olficers in these courts as

also stalling is sullicient, thereby [oreclosing a ground for delay

P hips://www.ncrb.eov.in/upload Gl TABLETOAS, pdl

N hups://www.nerb.eov.in/uploads Titess IABLETOAS. pdl
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and adjournment. and 1l not, then suitable order for posting be

1ssucd expeditiously;
Iurther, 1t is hereby divected:

(a)  that the list prepared in accordance with (a) shall be organised in
order ol casc revistered, to the extent possible and permissible,
rom the carliest to latest. Requisite directions be issued to the
special courts/sessions courts to take up the matters registered
carlicst, [irst. unless otherwise warranted.

(b)  In consultation v ith the appropriate authority, the High Court to
ascertain the position with respect o appointment/allotment of
prosccutors/special public prosceutors, as may be applicable, to
cnsure that the matters, once taken up, are not further delayed on
that count;

(¢)  Forthose cascs that have been pending for more than {ive ycars,
the concerned et be divected to take stock ol the situation as
and when they cie taken up, record detailed order taking note of
the previous reasons [or adjournment i available, refrain from
granting adjourtiments on routine requests and take up the matter
on a day-to-day hasis,

(d)  The Iigh Court concerned will periodically, seek reports {rom
the concerned Courls dealing with these matters and take . up
issucs  that moyv be confronting the said courts, on  the

administrative side so as to ensure smooth {unctioning.
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7, The Registrar (Judicial) is divected to transmit clectronically, a
copy ol this judgment to the Registrars General ol cach ol the Tigh Courts
who shall then place the same before the learned Chiel Justices and solicit
requisite orders in accordance with the directions issucd hereinabove. Let
a copy also be sent to the Chiet Sceretaries ol the States for necessary

information/compliance and necessary actions.

Pending application(s) il any shall stnd disposed ol

IKAPAM KOTISWAR SINGI

New Delhi
December 11", 2025
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