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The Bill was by leave, withdrawn.

15°55 hrs.

Enlargement ot the Appellate (Cri-
mingl) Jurisdiction of the Supreme
Court Bill

SHRI A. N. MULLA (Lucknow): 1

beg to move :

“That the Bill to enlarge the
sppellate jurisdiction of the
Supreme Court in regard to
criminal matters, as reporiod
by Select Committeo, be taken
into consideration.”

The Bill that I have the honour to
present before this House rolates to the
enlargoment of tho appellate (criminal)
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. This
Bill came before this House some time
back and was then referred to the
Seloct Committoe. The Select Com-
mittoe held its moetings and also
examined a lawyer, an outstanding
lawyer on the criminal side, and
after recording that evidence it un-
animously came to the conclusion that
the basic principle contained in this
Bill should be accepted and this Bill
should be placed before the House for
its consideration. I am very grateful
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to the Mambers of this House who were
functioning as Members of the Soleot
Committoa for their support to this Bill.
I find from the amendments tabled by
the Troasury Benches that they fool that
the entire contents of the Bill should
not be accopted, but a modification
should bo made in the scope of the
provisions of this Bill. If that had beon
acceptable to me, I would have accep-
ted it, but I feel that the limitations
which the amondment wants to propose
would necessarily take away the right.
of a fair trial of the citizon to a large
extent, a right which must bo onjoyed
by everybody in this country.

T place this Bill bofore you on threo
considerations.  Firstly, what is the
purpose and objective of this Bill ?
The socond point would be : is the
purpose and  objective dosirable and
cquitable ? The third point would be :
are there any valid considerations that
although this  purpose is dasirable
and oquitable, yet wo should dasist
from giving this scopo end right which
is ombodiod in this Bill to the citizen ?

So fur as the purposo of the Bill is
concernad, I think all the Members in
this House will agroo with me that the
right of liberty, and a fair trial to safe-
guard it is one of the most cherishod
possessions  which & citizon have in
any democratic set-up.  Actually it
is an absolute necessity in the concept
of & democratic Stato, If this concept
is not accopted, thon it gocs against
the very role of the judiciary as
envisaged by the ‘Rule of Law’in
democratic set-up.

After a person is prosecutel for
any offence, the protestion of his
liberty extonds to the extent that ho
<hould have a fair trial. If he does not
got o fair trial, obviously hislibecty in
not protected in the manner as it
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should be protected. And the reason
why this Bill is being placed before
this House is that undor the existing
law of the country, this right of getting
a fair trial is not protected by the
existing laws.

16 hrs.

I will now illustrato what T mean by
drawing the attention of the Houso to
cortain provisions of the existing law.
Under the existing law, when a man is
tried by a court, tho court can either
acquit bim or conviet him. In the
event of his conviction, he is given the
right of appeal in cortain cases though
not in overy case, for example,. Whore
the matter is of an extremely trivial
nature or where the penalty imposed is
supposcd to be trivial, then the right of
appoal doos ot exist, though be can seek
arevision of that order by going beforo
the rovisionary court. But so far as
the caso of acquitial is concerned, in the
old law, when we wore governed by
a forcign power, therc wus u very
rostrictod  right of appoal given
to the prosecution to go against an
ordar of acquittal. Under the foroign
rule, the number of appeals filed against
acquittals wore negligiblo : haidly any
appeals were filod and it was only
after we became independent thut we
changed the provisions of the Criminal
Procedure Codo and gave a much widor
scopo not only to the Stato to go in
appeal aguinst an order of acquittal
but also to the complainantthat he
could also go in appeal against these
orders of scquittal. We not only
gavo this right to tho State and the
complainant to go in appoal ageinstan
order of acquittal, but wo also pro-
vided that they must be beard bofore
the petition presonted by them bofore
tho court could be dismissed. How have
wo treated an scoused Persoll against
whow an ordor of conviotion is rogis-

tered for the first time by the appellate
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court by whom the earlier order of
acquittal has been sot aside? 'We have
debarred him from having any right of
apper] against that order of convietion.
So, obviously, is heavily loaded
against the convicted citizen in
favour of the State and in favour of the
complainant. And it is to remove this
imbalance and to protect the .citizen
in ordur to safeguard his liberty against
wronyg convictions that this Bill is
placod before this House.

Under the present law, whero the
high court sets aside the order of
acquittal, the high court can imposo a
sentoncoe of doath and a lesser sentence
also. Under our Constitution wo
have provided that if the high court
imposos & sentence of death, then under
those circumstances o right of appeal
is given to the aggrioved citizon. Butin
thoso cuses, where any other sentenco,
apart from death, is inflicted by the
bigh court on hesring an appeal,
then there is no provision for any
appeal being forwarded by him to the
Supreme Court. In other words, in
that case, the only remedy lefl to an
aggrieved person is to go to the
Supreme Court undor the provisions
of articles 134 and 136 of tho Constitu-
tion of Indis, and I am not very happy
to say that so far as tho criminal
appeals are concerned, these articles
have proved absolutoly things of straw
und have not been able to protect his
rights at all.

The courts, in the way they have
interpreted the provisions of articles
134 and 136, have ofterod hardly any
protection to the aggricved wcitizen
sud they have almost summarily
dismissed all the petitions that are
presented under these articles. I am
not overstating the facts that if 100
appoals are presented, then perhaps
thore would be five lucky individuals
whose appeals might be admitted and
the normal result in 95 appeals would be



333 Enlargement o,

that they would be summarily dismis-

on the very first presentation
int the SBupreme Court. Article 134 (1) (c)
is & dead-letter. Thero is perhaps not
even one case in & hundred in which
the high court under article 134 (1) (c)
grants an accused person & right to
go beforo the Supreme Court and file an
appesl snd issue the necessary ocrti-
ficate, Therofore tho ground for a
citizen i3 extremely restrioted. His
right to have a fair trial was completely
rostricted by tho smendmonts made in
the Criminal Procedure Code.

I should here like to place hofore you
what is the law in cortain other demo-
cratic cowntries from whom we have
imbibed the prineiples on  which
wo havo based our law. The Supreme
Court follows the precedents of the
Privy Council whon it says that we are
not. & court of criminal sppeal. It lias,
acceptod that prineiple and for tlat
reason it summarily dismissos appoals
and it comes to the conclusion that the
high court is the final court on facts
and the Supreme, Courtis only concorn-
od with the application of Jlaw and
not concerned with the facts; not even
whether on facts u proper assessimont
bas boen made or not. In the first placo
it sooms very strange to mo that any
court, whother it bo the highest court
or any othoer court, should take up this
position thut it is not a courso of
justice and it is morely 8 court of law.
For, after all, this position, whother the
facts are properly assossed or not, we
will not reassess theni, indicates that
tho highest courtin this country thinks
that justice can bo divorced from law
and we are only the custodians of luw
and we are not custodians of justice.
1t is very difficult for me to accept this

position.

Apart from that, there is another
aspect. When the United Kinglom
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devolopad this convention. it was
basel on two very important condi-
tions which exist in thoir administra-
tion of criminal justiov and which do
not oxist in our country, In tho Unitod
Kingdom, tharo is a jury trisl. In
the United Kingdom tho favts are
assossod by a jury first, and it is your
peers who comy fo thy  eonclusion
whothor the evidenos lod in the case
proves the caso aginst you or not.
And you can well undarstand that the
assossmont by your poors would bo
quito difforent from tho assessmont
of evidence by a judge who would
reach his conclusions by certain
intorprotations of the statute nlone,
1 think in eriminal cases, ono of thoe
main  grievances of the «itizen is
that ovidenco is fabricated by tho
investigating agency. Now, tho powrs
are in a far bottor position to undar-
stand whon such a elvim is made by
& citizon as to which part oi the ovi-
denoco can be acceptod to be fubricatod
or not, or which part of the ovidence
can ba rolied upon. The judges are, if’ T
may he oxcusxd for suying so, rather,
isolated from the peopls in this matter,
Thoy do not understand tho difficultios
of thd citizens of this country.

Thoy do not understand all the hard-
ships thoy have to face when thoy are
doalt with by the investige ting ageney
or distriet suthorities or other peopls
who yield power, They bave their
own rigid, wooden notions of asses iny
whotber a doubt is crovted or not and
they act or: those beliefs. In the UK,
when the facts ure assossed by o jury,
that by itsclf safoguards thoe interests
of an accusod that at least in many cases
the evidence would not be lightly
accupted against him.

The other very important fuacl ig-
nored in our country 1s this, In U.K.
thore is no right of appoeal sgainst an
ordor of acquittal. Wo huve forgutien
both these facts that in UK, thers is
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a Jury trial and there is also no right of
appeal against an order of acquittal
and we have blindly followed the
prinoiples laid down by the Privy
Council in criminal cases that we will
not have the Supreme Court interfore
in criminal matters so far as facts aro
concerned.

1 would say that the demand in the
Bill I have presented before tho
House is & very just demand. As there
is no dispute so far as the nature of the
demand is concerned ir any scction
of the House, I think it is not necessary
for mo to dilate on this poirt. I come
to the other point whether this demand
is dosirable and equitable or not.
Obviously whoro & person is convioted,
it is the basic concept of any fair trial
that one court ¢an make an error,
Therofore, in order to fortify the de-
cision of the first court, there is a
provision of an appeal almost in every
civilized country where the rule of law
provails, In other words it has not been
entrusted to one court alone to give the
final answer to the question whether
the man is guilty or rot. Thatorder has
to be tested by & highor court and only
when the higher court also agrees with
the lower court it can be said that
reasonably the guilt is proved against
an accused person. In theso cases in
which the accused has been acquitted
by a lower court, but convioted by
the High Court, be is denied the right
of appeal. Obviously one does not
go in appesl against an order which
s in one's own favour. One goos in
appoal only against an order which is
against one. Therefore, when you have
denied the right of appeal aftor the
setting aside of the order of acquittal
by a High Court you have taken away
the right of appeal from an accused
porson. Therefore, you have violated
the basie principle of safeguarding
the interests of the citizens of the
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country so far a3 their liberty is con-
cerned, by depriving them of the right
of appeal. On principle, he mvst be
givin a right to go to a higher court
for testing the decision of thc lower
court against him. That is why I think
this is not only desirahle but you would
be denying the fundamental right of a
person to have a fair trial if you do
not give him the right of appeal to the
Supreme Court.

There is anothcr aspeet. Im this
country, the sentences which are given
by the High Court by two judges
only. The two judges roview the ovi-
dence placed before the lower court
and they have certain ways of asses-
sing the evidence. I may tell the House,
I am a littleslarmad at the way we
are laying down certain principles as
to how evidence should be assessed.
Ecrlier, there was a prineiplo pro-
valent in criminal cases thatif a witness
was false on a material point, his
evidence became suspect and it became
very difficult to rely on the other
purts of his statoment. But from that
position, we have now come down to
this that & witness may speak fals:-
hoods on any number of points, but
tho court in thoir discrotion of what
they eall distinguishing the grain from
the chaff, may disbelieve a witness
on ten points, but on one point th-y
may believe him. This is the approach
to the evidenco of a witness in this
country. Seoing the level to which we
bave gone in assessing ovidence, I
am extromely doubtful whether wo
are upholding the liberty of the citizen
or whether we are almost cooperating
with the investigating agency. Know-
ing the investigating aguncy of this
country, as well as I do, I think it is
a great mensco to the liberty of a
oitizen if we pormit the judges to
apply this sort of crltt:rlon for going

on distinguishing the grain from the
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chaft to such an extent. Ifean under-
stand that no witness can be wholly
truthful.  Qocasiounally through a
mistake or mistaken belief, through
wrong memory, he makes slips but,
where on important points there are
falsehoods clearly visible in his state-
ment, it is very difficult to say that
for some reason he may be spwaking
a falsehood on that point, but on the
rest of his evidence, we ocan believe
him. When this is the nature of the
asgessement of evidence in this country,
I think it is very desirable and equi-
table that this right should be given
to an acoused porson to go in appeal.

I come to the last point : Are thero
any valid coneidorations that  we
should not give this right to an accuced
person ? 1 have analysed all the reports
and opinions that were submitted to
the Sclect Committee and I find
that those objections can be classified
under four heads. The first objection
is that tho status of the High Courts
is likely to be lowered, if we parmit an
appeal to be heard by the Supreme
Court. I was surprised to find that no
less a body than the Law Commission
has said in its report :

“Although the exercise of the
jurisdiction under article 136
of the Constitution by tho
Supreme Court in criminal
matters sometimes serves to
present justice, yet, the court
might be charry of granting
special leave in such matters,
as tho practice of granting
speeial leavo frecly has a
tendency to sffect the pres-
tige of the High Courts.”

It is extraordinary that the funda-
mertal rights of s citizen, therights
of justice and the 1ights of observan:e
of the rule of law are given a socondary

place and the status of High Courts
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and their prostige is supposed to bes
more imvortant thing. We are making
too many sacrifices for upholding this
prestigo. We cannot sacrifice the rights
of tha citizens of this country merely
to uphold this prestige.

The second head under which obje-
tion is takon is that it will add to the
work of the Supreme Court. This is
an extraordinary argument. If you
compare the rights given to an acoused
for vrotecting this liberty and to a
citizen for protecting his proporty,
as ombodied in articles 133 and 134,
you will find that a right has been
given to a citizen to go to the Supreme

‘Court in any cnse whero the value of

the subject mattor of the dispute
oxceeds Rs. 20,000,

It is oxtraordinary that if there is
a dispute of only about Rs. 20,000 an
ipso facto right iz given to a citizen
{oagitate the matter in the Supreme
Court but if he is given a 10-yesr or a
20-year sentence, it is not such an
infringement of bis right that he
should be given a right to go to the
Supreme Court. I think, we have
some very wrong valuzs, We bave
proceeded on some very wrong values
when we framed our Constitution
snd constitutional rights. In the
interests of jvstice and in the interest
of esafeguarding these righte it is
necessary that we should bo safe-
guarding the interest of an acoused
person so far as an appeal is con-
cerned.

Now I will give you & summary of
what have been the rccommendations.
Almost all the bar aseociations havo
unanimously recommended that these
proposals should be accepted. There
are quite & few smong the associations
and also among the Advocate-Generals
who have advocated that the soope of
this Bill should even be enlarged.
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Among the Judges who have given
their opinion, there is a division. Some
Judgee are in favour of enlarging
the scopo and someo Judges are in
favour of rotaining the status quo on
the ploa that the oxisting provisions of
articles 134 und 136 are sufficient to
protect the interests of am accused
persou.

I, as a practitioner, as a citizon and as
un ex-Judge, in all the three capacitios
very strongly feel that articles 134
and 136 aro quite inadequato to protect
the rights of a1 accused. Quito ar app-
reciable amount of injustico is being
done to the accused pmsons because
there is no othor protuction excupt
theso articlos.

8o far as the amendment, which
would be moved, by the Government of
that only in the case imprisonment for lifo
this should be accopted but in the cuse of
imprisonment for 10 years or moro this
should not be aceepted, is corcorned,
1 wovrld only give the figures and data
that were supplied by the Government
itsolf to the Suleet Committec. 1n eight
years there wero only 51 eases in which
the sentence of 10 years or more brt
not imprisonmeont for life was awarded
and the order of acquittal was sot
aside. Can D51 cuses, which comes to
about T or 8 cases a year, be the basis
on which the Stute can come forward
and say that this will greatly add to
the labours of the Supreme Court §
If there had been a larger number,
there might have been some substance
in this argument. But with this increaso
of T or 8 cases o year there would be no
possibility thut the work would be so
much that the State must insist on this
amendment. After all, the State
should consider that it should look
to the urge of the people and not
only to administrative reasous. 1 go
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to the length of n'.'l}'iug that the urge
and the rights of the people should he
the priority and administrative difficul-
ties should be 8 wsecondary matter.
Actually, the udministrative difficulties
shovld be solved in the interests of the
people and tho interosts of the people
should not be curbed in the interest of
administration. So, I would very hum-
bly request the Doputy Minister of Law
who is here that he should ponde
over the mattor whether this addition
of about 8 or 9 cases a year is a matter
on the basis of which he should put
forward Lis amendmont before tho
House.

SHRI (. VISWANATHAN (Wandi-
wash) :  And he will withdraw the
amendmesnt.

awfa wEEa : SETE ST g
“f§ wToTfas AHE] H AL § Iv-
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SHRI RANDHIR SINGH (Rohtak):
8ir, I fully support the Bill of the
hon, Member, Shri Mulla. This Bill
was sent to the Select Comunittee
and after profound deliberations and
discussions was sent back to the House
for consideration. I would like to
dilate upon certain points which are
very relovant to the issue.

Firstly, this Bill has come to remove
or efface discrimination which exists
between the individual and the State.
I amplify my point by saying that
if an accused is acquitted by a Court
of Sessions, the State has o right to
go in revision to the High Court but
on conviction by the High Court
that individual has no right to go in
revision to the Supreme Court. This
is clear discriminationy which goes
against the very provisions of the
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Constitution itself. This discrimina-
tion between the State and the indivi-
dual is something fundamentally objec-
tionable and this should go because
this is against the very Preamble of
the Coustitution.

Secondly, the right of defence is
guarantecd by the Constitution itself.
Every person has a right to defend
himself but if the accused is convicted
for life or for a lesser sentence he has
no right to defend himself in the
Supreme Court. He cannot go there.
If he is given a life sentence, he cannot
defend himself,

Shri Mulla is very correct in his
observation that it seems that 8 man
and human liberty are less important
than property. For Rs. 20,000 and
over one can go right up to the Supreme
Court; that right of appeal is made
available—first appeal, second appeal,
third appeal—but in case of a funda-
mental right, where the liberty of a
citizen is involved, where he is given
a life sentence or & rigorous sentence
for 2, 5 or 10 years or more, he cannot
go to the Supreme Court simply
because we have taken the idea from
the Privy Council and other courts
that the status of the High Courts
should not be ourtailed or impaired.
This ostentatious surt of thing which
we borrowed from other courts or
judiciaries is not in keeping with the
principles which are embodied and
enshrined in our Constitution, Ours
is o democratic Constitution which
guarantees full appreciation of the
values which we attach to the indi-
vidual. The individual has a funda-
mental right to defend himself and
this lacuna, which is very patent
on the face of it, should be removed.
I feel, the Government should have
no hesitation in accepting it.

Another thing is that only in ecases
which involve complicated questions
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of law and the Constitution you can
go in revision to the Supreme Court;
on facts the Supreme Court will not
interfere. This is something extremely
fantastic. I fully support Shri Mulla’s
view that when this is the shape of
the law which is prevalent in our
country, when an evidence can be
partly believed and partly disbelisved ,
when most of it can be discarded and
a part of it can be accepted, when
one human being—and Judges are also
human beings—will not accept what
has been accepted by another human
being, it is just possible that what
has been discarded by a High Court
Judge may be accepted by a Supreme
Court Judge or what has been accepted
by a High Court Judge may be dis-
carded by a Supreme Court Judgo
and thereis a clear necessity that the
Supreme Court should also go into
the facts when fundamental questions
of liberty are conocerned. When you
have a case or discussion or probe
or scrutiny at the highest level in ‘the
Supreme Court on constitutional and
legal points, why should it not be
available on points of fact? My
plea is that on facts also the Supreme
Court should be made available to
every citizen for gotting justico.

The flimsy ground offered against
it i~ that they are very big poople,
they do not have the time and they
will be overwhelmed by work. This
is a very flimsy ground and it does not
absolutely appeal to reason or senso,
It is something which is humiliating
also to say that they have no time,
Time should be made available. The
number of judges should be increased.
1 certainly do not appreciate that
because the number of such cases is
less all over the country. So, this
provision should be made in the Crimi-
nal Procedure Code. Even if there
is no case or the number of cases is
very insignificant, this should be done
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because this is something which
concerns directly the civil liberty or

the valuable right of a citizen and he
should not be deprived of that.

I have already submitted that I
would not be wasting much time of
the House. One word and I will
finish. In a case it generally happens
that on a solitary evidence of one
witness, & man is convicted or on the
evidence of & minor man is convicted,
or on the evidence of an interested
witness & man is convicted oron the
evidence of a chance witness a person
is convicted. In such cases, itis just
possible that one judge may agree and
another may not agree; the High Court
judge may agree and the Supreme
Court judge may not agree. In the
scheme of law as we have now, this is
very glaring lacuna and I feel that there
is no sense in following the British
laws on this, Of course, we may
copy good laws from foreign countries,
but whatever is in violation of, or not
in consonance with, the provisions
of our Constitution or our sanctified
values of democracy, we should not
accept.

With these observations, I fully
support Mr. Mulla’s Bill and I hope
that Government would agree to make
the necessary amendment.

off fipwa fag w1 (igr) o Emafa
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agT ¥ ST g S @MW 10 gAR To
FAE & | AT W AR ¥ T W
ag Y47 WYL 2 ST A HAT FA
Tifgd | a9 @ & FrE Gy A o
aTd, & gaaa g fr S ot e #y aurd
¥ aifgd fr 92 wa a5 f ohgl
T a1 W g A1 A1 gy
farr, W F =g fF forelt o=y @) @
£ fagia &1 e 9 F1 $T & g )

AT ) e A
mft qar fr gfeem 7 gog ot aw
& W R AR P T it wge
g F FAT B A F FATIT AqTATT
¥ wferTC AEY 9T AT | T T W™ TR
AT H 9 T | TN, Wl o)
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W AT o WK wAfew ATaT @ aw
@z a7 et &6 ad savRT o frnft feamee
aaw & foq wegr AR aW oTd eay
Tw ot I=fa F gra a2Td o a dur w1
¥ g9 aTg |

Star ot g5 7 FY, @ W A qgrEa
T AT B, ATHAT X BIAET F qTHA 7
N A R g v Iy § e
F § TN A, Th! § [FAW 7 WK
RITd F qrEw § fow ag ¥ ot o,
o AR AT W GH A1 A0 gy € gar
& & dar s} & | @ faafesdt] § gfw
F At & off Y& T OF JA@E bEAT §
At fr gfre & fau 35 ow afefede
Ty e 1 & s g § e e el
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oA T g g @ o gEet
siter 1 sfiwre 7 fo|, a8 wfaw 2,
ST @ | W A avat @ e
qga AT ST T S § 1 1960 F¥
Y| FAR T A FATHE AT I1T |
gark fars arie 4 freard 1 g9 o
Tra & &Y & ) gL W A g &<pm oft
agl TEY WX T H AW 151 AT BHA-
TOH WA A T g w5151
I A FAOFE @ A, W A WG
frayegrae Qe | Tgamer wT ¢ 7
F0FT @ @ ! fe dfage & amR
oW g T T S T Ay 99 feam
T T AT ACYT G| 6@ Al
NFITH AT AT G H &
%3, 39 Y 7= ¢ | 78 T faar v @
e i A g e, gt o vy
4t 7 wTew 2 @ 9 fF g FE €@, IR FE
Y, AT B FE T AT T TH TFE 5T
a o A qEEEAr G ot | & o §w
gy A FOUARZEA @A) 9w
Fgiadfge s g e o ga v R § 1
&3 7q1 fr @ Wi @@ § fr oo &
& U qF T O S ¥T T W
#t fre STt | WS X O TF FT S &
SR WA R AT NG AT G | W
gW FITT RN AT AT ! TEET e
CICEE. GO Sl

¥ wgrea & & Fgw wmew g fr oo
FAFTA I AT T HA | SAT oA
aga | wgr & gy d dfemd @
g T W @WE, o M@ AR e
st ¥ off % ITHT TR @I | IS
A & AT AT FovAY | wrq
mm%mmmlﬁwﬁ&
qTg 9 ¥ ff 9T T A w5 | AR
mmﬁmmw@mmﬁm
ﬁwa@&ﬂtm&@mm&i
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T | A A PR T AT § IR
Y AF | T I FY W@ FIAW AW A
AT qAeqT A TE T 4w & | WY
sarar A W, a9 faas T A% ) ameTor
T R § THH AT A F | 7T A8
¥ o F sgm f5 wfm N aga @
forastaw @ aY wom g€ & sEw o
At AETm § 9 w1 A A,
IR o0 I | W& a9 wW
SRTE, 97 AL &, 9g @ AW I
F | &A1 T8 IoAT AR 1 W W
aﬁﬁmﬁﬁ%a’tﬁitﬁwm

iRl C O O 1
W Wl & g & g fadas w1 awdw
F@E |

SHRI G. VISWANATHAN (Wan-
diwash): The Bill which is before
the House introduced by a former
eminent Judge, Mr. Mulla, has to be
supported by all shades of opinion
in this House. This Bill is long due
and we are very glad that it has
come at last before the House| -]

The House heard arguments of the
previous speakers and I am glad to
note that all of them are unanimous
in supporting this Bill. In India we
are basing our criminal law on certain
presumptions and conventions and
particularly we follow the British
law. In India an accused is presumed
to be innocent unless he i3 proved
to be guilty and again our principle
is that hundreds of criminals can
esoape from the clutches of law but
not a single innocent man should be

punished.
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Again we know that therc are
hundreds of judgements which observe
that’ the prosecution must stand on
its own legs and any weakness in the
case of the defence should not streng-
then the case of the prosecution. In
view of this background, I would like
to support this Bill and there is no
point and I think nobody can oppose
this Bill on any ground whatsoever.

We find that there are only two
amendments circulated in the name
of Shri Govinda Menon and Shri
M. Yunus Saleem. I am sure that
after hearing the arguments of the
members, the hon. Ministers would
withdraw their amendments.

Though Art. 134 and 136 of the
Indian Constitution have given appellate
powers to the Supreme Court, they
are not sufficient to safeguard the rights
and liberty of the individual citizen
in this country. Hence this amending
Bill. Under Art. 133 of our Constitution
any case where the subject matter is
worth about Rs. 20,000 can straightaway
go to the Supreme Court. An appeal
lies there. But when an accused is
punished with life imprisonment or
imprisonment for 10 years or more,
he cannot go to the Supreme Court.
Is it not a surprising argument that a
case of property worth Rs. 20,000
can go to the Supreme Court but
when the life of an individual is
involved or a sentence of imprisonment
for life or for 10 years or more is passed,
he cannot go to the Supreme Court?
Is property worth Rs. 20,000 more
valuable than the life of an individual?
Is the life of an individual less superior
or less valuable than Rs. 20,0007
We have to accept the argument of Mr.
Mulla and pass this Bill.

There are some objections, as pointed
out by the previous speaker, Mr. Mulla,

L/B(D 1LB8—6
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that the pretige and status of the
High Court will be affected if all these
cases are allowed to go to the Supreme
Court. I would like to say that the
right and liberty of an individual, of a
citizen, is more important than the
status and prestige of the High Court.
Again, as has been pointed out, there
are only a few cases which are coming
up hefore the Supreme Court. There are
hardly 7 or 8 cascs, as has been pointed
out and the argument that it will
increase the burden of the Supreme
Court will not hold water. Again I
would like to point out that there is a
saying in Tamil:

Aridhu aridhu, Manidanai (p) pirat-
thal aridhu.

It isnot easy to be born as a human
being. To be born as a human being is
arare phenomenon. Itis such a valuablo
life and we should not interfere in an
individual's life without giving him a
chance to go to the Supreme Court by
way of appeal. There are some judg-
ments against this prineiple and we
find very often the Judges do not give
their grant of leave or certificate under
Article 134 or 136. They are very restric-
tive. I think there is a judgment and I
would like to cite this judgment. It is
AIR 1958 Supreme Court 145 where
their Lordships have observed:

“This Court has repeatedly called
the attention of the High
Courts to the legal position
that under Art, 134(1)(c) of
the Constitution, it i« not a
case of ‘granting leave’ but of
‘certifying’ that the case iy a
fit one for appeal to this Court.
‘Certifying’ is a strong word
and therefore, it has been
repeatedly pointed out that a
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High Court is in error in
granting certificate ona mere
question of fact, and that the
High Court is not justified in
passing on an appeal for
determination by this Court
when there are no complexities
of law involved in the case,
requiring an authoritative in-
terpretation by this Court.”

After passing these observations, the
Judges of the Supreme Court have
further said:

“Onjthe face of the judgment of

the learned Chief Justice, the

" leave granted cannot be sus-
tained...... ”

Itis acase from Calcutta High Court,
In this case the accused was involved
in a rape case and was scntenced only
for b years and the circumstances were
such that it was a heinous crime com-
mitted by that man. He happened
to be the Secretary of an After-Care
Home and he committed rape on an
inmate of the Home. Sir, here I beg
to differ from such sort of judgements
and the Judges are very strict in
issuing special leave or certificate for
appeal. It is, therefore, more and more
necessary that this Bill should be passed
immediately with the approval of the
whole House.

Again on behalf of the mover of this
Bill I request the Ministers to withdraw
their amendments,

SHRI TENNETI VISWANATHAM
(Visakhapatnam) : In addition
to the arguments alrcady advanced,
I would say this. The question of press
tige of the High Courts has been brought
in, But T see from the memoranda
presented to the Select Committee that
almost all the High  ourt were in
favour of the provisions of the Bill
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and it was only the Supreme Court
which said that the prestige of the
High Court would be affected. Therefore
that point can be disposed of this way.

16-51 hrs.

[Sart M. B. RaNA in the Chair]

As for the Law Minister's objection,
I would refer to the evidence tendered
before the Committee. Somehow he
was labouring under a misapprehension
that this becomes a case where the
Supreme Court is made a court of
second appeal if this right is conceded.
Actually, it is not so, because the man
was acquitted in the first court. There-
fore, he had no right of appeal. He
has not appealed. The only punish-
ment was when the High Court re-
versed the acquittal on enhanced
the punishment to ten years. So the
appeal to the Supreme Court is really
a first appeal; it cannot be a second
appeal.

SHRI M. YUNUS SALEEM: He
means to say that the appeal to the
High Court was not an appeal? - ! .

SHRITENNETI VISWANATHAM :
He did not_appeal there, Where was
the question of appeal so far as he was
concerned? The court acquitted him.
He would not appeal against his acquit-
tal. Therefore, appesl to the Supreme
Court is not second appeal.

But assuming that it is second appeal,
what is the harm? In olden days, the
British Government wanted to see
that the prestige of the Magistrates
was kept very high. A number of High
Court Judges were 1.C.5. men who were
not even trained in law. They wanted
to preserve an aura of prestige in these
ocourts and said that that must be safe-

guarded, That is an argument which
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has now been exploded. But even
assuming it is a second appeal, there is
no harm in having a second appeal when
there is a reversal and higher punish-
ment, If the punishment is death,
Government accept a right of appeal,
But we want that whether it is life
imprisonment or imprisonment of ten
years, the same should apply.

SHRI M. YUNUS SALEEM: In
the case of life imprisonment, we have
accepted.

SHRI TENNETI VISWANATHAM:
Then accept the other imprisonment
also. Even imprisonment of ten years
is as hard as life imprisonment. Between
life imprisonment and ten years’
imprisonment the difference is mnot
much. Those who have undergone
prison life know it. Life imprisonment
would be reduced if a person behaves
well to 11 years and odd. So the differ-
ence is very little between ten years’
imprisonment and life imprisonment.
If the hon. Minister can accept right
of appeal in the case of life imprison-
ment, thereisno harmin his accepting
it in the case of ten years’ imprison-
ment,

Prison life is a hard one, The accused
must have the right to go to the higher
court. I do not mean any reflection on
the High Courts when I say that in
these days it is particularly necessary
that citizens should have access to the
highest court of appeal.

So I support Shri Mulla’s Bill and
oppose the amendment proposed by
Government. Without saying harsh
words, I would express my hope the
Minister would be good enough to
withdraw his amendment and let the
Bill be passed as it is,

SHRI K. NARAYANA RAO (Bob-
li : I strongly support  Shri
/B(D) LSS —5(a)
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Mulla’s Bill to enlarge the appellate
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court in
criminal matters. This is not o matter
which has to be looked at the academic
level or the intellectual plane as such,
but we have to look at it as practising
lawyers or judges would look at it.
If you look at art. 134(2), the framers
of the Constitution had themselves
envisaged such a situation. If T may
say so, we have not gone far enough in
terms of that clause of the article,
and as the situation warrants.

The comparison we draw has to be
qualitative and not quantitative, Now
if the amount involved in a case is
Rs. 20,000 an appeal to the Supreme
Court can lie. But not 8o in & criminal
case where the punishment meted out
by the lower court is life imprisonment
or ten years imprisonment.

As Shri Viswanatham rightly pointed
out, the Law Minister scems to be
under a misapprehension that the
appeal to the Supreme Court would bea
second appeal. Just now the hon.
Deputy Law Minister contended that
the appeal to the High Court would
be a first appeal and that to the
Supreme Court would thus become a
second appeal. This is over-simplifica-
tion. We are not referring here to a
tribunal or a court where there is first
appeal, sccond appeal, third appeal or
fourth appeal. It all depends upon the
person who has the right of appeal.
It is more personal than institutional.
That is a fundamental point which
must be accepted. If the accused has
been acquitted by the sessions court,
the appeal is preferred by the interested
State to the High Court. Suppose the
High Court reverses the acquittal and
convicts the person. Ia it then suggested
that the accused should have no right
of appeal at this stage to the Supreme
Court? In the sessions court, he was
acquitbed, 1. was on the initiative of
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the State that the matter was taken
to the High Court. So the right of appeal
agoinst the High Court’s judgment
if it goes against the accused, should
not be taken away from him at that
stage because for him it is only a first
appeal. At what point of time was the
accused given an opportunity to
appeal at all if his appeal at this stage
to the Supreme Court is construed
as a second appeal? There is no answer
to this argument.

Secondly, if you look at Art. 134(1)(b),
it anticipates a situation where the
High Court has withdrawn for trial
before itself a case from a lower court
and there inflicts a punishment. In such
o situation, where does the right of
appeal lie? Therefore, let us not confuse
issues. Let ussee the merits of the case.
As I find the hon. Minister is rather
indifferent and is not interested in his
own amendment, I hope he will not
press it.

Then it is one o' the accepted princi-
ples of criminal jurisprudence that at
'enst one right of appeal should be
provided to a person affccted. About
this, there can be no dispute. If we have
to anticipate all these cases, we must

provide for this appeal as envisaged in
the Bill.

Again offence are of different types.
There are offences under I.P.C. or
various other laws. Trial may take
p'ace in the first instance in the lower
court, There are certain oftences like
murder or other serious offences. The
first trial takes place in the sessions
court.

That is to say, after the Court tries it,
there are two Courts above that, namely,
the High Court and the Supreme Court.
You are stopping at the High Court.
Therefore, where is tle right of appeal
provided. As Shri  Randhir Singh
rightly pointed out in crim'nal matters
t is not so much the law that is more
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important, it is the appreciation of
evidence that is more important. In the
first instance, the Sessions Court goes
into the entirc evidence and also sees
personally the witnesses who depose
and comes to a conclusion that a person
is innocent. Therefore, if two competent
Courts come to different conclusions
on the same set of facts, there is a
conflict. Is it not just in such a case to
provide the right of appeal to the Sup-
reme Court?

17 hrs.

Ifully appreciate that in the Supreme
Court there is a lot of litigation and
arrears, but that should not affect the
right being given. The Constitution
itself in Article 138(2) provides for
enlargement of jurisdiction of the
Supreme Court in certain matters,
Further, we have been doing this
continuously. ¥or instance,we amend-
ed the Representation of the People
Act and gave the right of appeal to the
Supreme Court in certain matters.
Yesterday we passed the Monopolies
Bill which makes provision for appeal
to the Supreme Court in certain matters.
All this is adding to the burden of the
Supreme Court. Such being the case,
the argument should not be advanced
that this Bill is going to add to the
burden of the Supreme Court. It is
not the question of the burden of the
Bupreme Court, it is a question of
principle.

The Law Minister has asserted the
principle that in the case of life in-
prisonment there should be the right
of appeal. He has realised that the
present position under the Constitution
is not adequate. He is going out of the
way to meet a challenging situation.
Such being the case, the argument of
the Law Minister for not accepting the
rest of the Bill is only acadgmic. As
Shri Mulla has rightly pointed out,
nobody is ever convicted for eight
years, Therefore, if we went to give
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justice to the people, it is necessary
that this Bill should be accepted and I
request the Law Minister to withdraw
his amendment.

SHRI M. YUNUS SALEEM : I have
not moved.

SHRI SRINIBAS MISRA (Cut-
tack) : At the outset, I congratulate
Mr. Mullla for bringing this timely Bill
to enlarge the appellate powers of
the Supreme Court.

Under Article 134, three things are
appealable. One is when there is the
reversal of the acquittal order and pass
ing of death sentence, Secondly, if a
High Court tries as an original Court
and sentences the accused to death
there is right of appeul. The argument
may be advanced, though so far it has
not been advanced by the Law Minis-
try, that the Supreme Court becomes a
Court of second appeal, that the High
Court beng an appellate Court regar-
ding fact and law, no such right of
appeal to the Supreme Court should be
provided. From the laymen’s point of
view, the Supreme Court being the
highest Court in the land should try
the most valuable suits in the country
‘What is more valuable than life itself?
When you allow an appeal for a civil
suit involving Rs. 20,000 to the Supreme
Court, you do not say it is a second
appeal. Really, it is more than a
second appeal. So, why fight shy of
giving a second appeal when life is
involved which is more valuable ? I
do not think the Law Minister will
come forward with an argument that
life is less valuable than Rs. 20,000.

The second appeal is of course a
bogey thatis being raised. Is there not
such a right even now under article
134(1)(c) when the High Court certifies
that it is a fit case for appeal? Is that not
a second appeal 2 When special leave
is granted by the Supreme Court itsel,

Court Bill

is that not a second appeal? So, there
is provision for sezond appeal under
these two circumstances. So, why fight
shy of giving the right of appeal to tho
accused himself.

Mr. Mulla’s Bill secks to give the
right of appeal to the accused himself
in hard cases involving more than
ten years of imprisonment and oascs
where a judgment of acquittal by the
trial Court is set aside. If the High
Court after withdrawing a case from a
lower Court sentences the accused to
death sentence or imprisonment for life
or imprisonment of not less than ten
years, there also I think it is very
reasonable that this appeal should be
provided, I do not think the Law Minis-
try should oppode this. This is & time
Iy Bill. It gives much needed reliel Lo
the accused wio were striking their
heads against the wall of the Bupreme
Court, If this right is given to the accu-
sed, the Supreme Court can go info the
facts and law and provide the
necessary relief.

With this I support the Bill whole-
heartedly as it is deafted, not as the
Deputy Law Minister wants it.

&t fra @@ |\ (wgadr) 5w fadas
&1 Frasr gadT @y At 7 fear, &
FIAT ATEA1§ A7 w57 w@F v F gada
& sar 6 wgr @ 5 w@w fady a1
Frf qam At &, § @ @i g 5 owd
fardra £ (o & WX gewm AT 3 97
fadg & fau wew @ia fax 3, wafe
1 & (2) 7 98 Fg7 &

“whole of India except Jammu and
Kashmir".

forq d410aT 7 g TR TA Gy B,
o7 T § T AT INT FL IS A% & 7
w7 AR F I AR & Afww WA
wgl q W+ ARG & !
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& gadr &, dfr Ao et & A3,
M F T9W & (% Gwve A 78 g
gt 2, a8 9 THG & 7 @ FT 0
& WM 7 Fats gfaar ¥ sfgew afraire,
FIET AT AT @H & @ R, W qWE
afz IuET w08 gfia F JaTEW 7 &Y, 7

1 Jg FET TG GHIT

guarafa wgiEm, g T Tarfex &
g g | At oo @ # foF ag faw
aga I9qE § | T T gH A F47 Afed,
AT T ag & 7 aew-meiaTRe g an
IqY SART &, ANA FI7 FT A -
T AR FE S, WA AT H W[ AT E 7
TF AT A AR FAMN FT 9@ 2,
FAMAF - @ 9T a9 2 |
afz gfwa 7 w9 W faguw 1 fowe
F FIATE T@AT ART & A A IR
wifog @ arfed fF ag ot swaear @,
A FAH-TIEAT g, FAM-REEE E,
AR §, WA , THFY GH FL AT
14T SnaEAT FY @ F A &, FAWHAE
#Y SIEAT FY AT & a1 FHIF SYRT a7
Fraar, I ard g & AdY, dFe wdw
F1 g&@ & T q& 7T ag fagms o
FOE T AT, THH FEifad FE F
A& &1 &7 "ET |

wwrafa witam, fae 9 9@ g« 7 a1,
@ owam 39 ¥ frew & fog omar | o=
qfEgnIadaiar? o FFar e
gw arg w0 @ 7 forw awg ¥ qw AR
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21 It a9 ¥ F WRCE | T GA H7
ST T &, ST AT FT FTAA &, TER
# dremr WA § | A owow
qEEH W IR F adt gf & ) wiwd
H e g I qH ATER &Y, TR qH THE
gadT ®@ gl |

wmafe w@aw, @ frags & fere
= 8, AT § TEE gudw 0 §
Ffe ol o U FE] & oar
WA Ag @Y arfgd  ag agr wi A
Fd 2 ? w9 feom @ asfam
e ¥ fHar @ 1 AT WW W F TH
X AT § qA1 THD FIEIad FT7 T AYHT
AFAAET | AFAT TEE 5 @99 &
FAX I5 FHT AR TS AL AT T
AT T FAR AT A |

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE
MINISTRY OF LAW & IN THE DE-
PARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE
(SHRI M. YUNUS SALEEM) : Mr.
Chairman, Bir, I want to go on record
before this hon. House that certain
aspects of the issue should also receive
the consideration of this House before
this Bill is adopted by the House,

It is a question of common knowledge
that for the reforms of judicial admi-
nistration, the Law Commission has
been functioning, Before the 14th
report was published in 1958, the
Commission did consider the question
of enlargement of the appellate juris-
diction of the high courts. But no orga-
nisation or individual came forward to
give any evidence or place any material
before the Commission enabling the
Commisgion to give its opinion with
regard to the enlargement of the juris-
diction of the high courts.

As regards the enlargement of the
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court, this
question was again considered by the
Law Commission and the Law Commis-
sion in its 41st report relating to thg
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revision of the Code of Criminal Proce-
dure of 1898 has made these observa-
tions :

“We, however, do not think it
would be wise to extend
further this right of appeal
that is, article 134(1)(a), to
cases where the high court,
after reversing the order of
acquittal sentences the accu-
sed person to imprisonment: for
10 years or a longer period”.

SHRI RANDHIR SINGH : That is
not binding on us,

SHRI M. YUNUS SALEEM : I am
only placing the facts. It further said :

“In our opinion the high courts
position as the final court in
all criminal matters subject to
appeal only in exceptional
circumstances should be main-
tained”.

The Law Commission accordingly
proposed a fresh section to be added as
117B to the Code of Criminal Procedure,
1898 which reads:

“Where a high court has on appeal
reversed an order of acquittal
of an accused person and
sentenced him to imprison-
ment for life, he may appeal to
the Supreme Court”.

As regards the appeals to the Supreme
Court, under article 134(1)(b), the Law
Commission has observed as under:

“Cases of the type mentioned in
Article 134(1) are of such rare
and infrequent occurrence that
apart from being successful
it will not make any
material difference whether if
the seope is widened to include
cases where the high courts
sentence the accused to im-
prisonment for life or for a
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longer term or even for a short
period. We have, therefore,
recommended above that any
person convicted in & trial
held by a high court may
appeal to the Supreme Court
unless the sentence passed by
the high court is one of
“imprisonment for a term not

exceeding six months or of
fine not exceeding one
thousand rupees’.

This recommendation of the Law

Commission goes much beyond the
provisions proposed in clause 2(b) of
the Bill as reported by the Select
Committee.

We also tried to collect some ma-
terial which may be placed before this
House in order to receive the serious
consideration of the hon. Members who
have supported this Bill, which will
show, if this Bill is cnacted, what will be
the position of the appeals which are
likely to be filed every year before the
Supreme Conrt. The present position
is this. The data available from 1960 to
1968 indicates that only six criminai
appeals werc filed before the Supreme
Court under article 134(1) of the
Constitution of India. If this bill is
enacted, then the position will be that
64 criminal appeals per year are likely
to be filed according to the data recciv-
ed from the different high courtsas to
what has been the disposal of the
cases—

AN HON. MEMBER : What is the
harm ?

SHRI M. YUNUS SALEEM : I do
not say there is any harm. I am only
placing the facts. I am not saymng
that there is any harm or not.

SHRI SRINIBAS MISRA : Are the
figures for article 134(1), (a), (b) and (¢)
together, or separate ?

SHRIM. YUNUS SALEEM : Article
134(1), (a) and (b).
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SHRI A. N. MULLA : We are con-
cerned with (c).

SHRI M. YUNUS SALEEM:Iam
saying about (a) and (b). We are consi-
dering only 134(1), (a) and (b). This will
be the position. Whereas only six
appeals were filed from 1960 to 1968—
cight years—the number of appeals
will now be 64 per year under 134(1),
(a) and (b).

SHRI G. VISWANATHAN : How
did you come to this conclusion ?

SHRI M. YUNUS SALEEM : We
have received from every high court
the number of their disposals indicating

" category (a) and category (b) separate-
ly. Every high court has given the dis-
posals and the numbers showing in how
many cases there was a sentence of life
imprisonment and in how many cases
there was a sentence for more than 10
years. From that data, we are giving
these facts, that these cases will become
automatically appealable to the Sup-
reme Court. In cases where the high
court has for sentences of more than
10 years made them appealable,
that would tentamount to adding the
number of appeals before the Supreme
Court according to the disposal of the
different high courts—

SHRI. G. VISWANATHAN : But
all of thom will not go to the Supreme
Court.

SHRI M. YUNUS SALEEM : When
you provide an appeal as a matter
of right, they will go.

SHRI G. VISWANATHAN : But it

doecs not matter.

SHRI M. YUNUS SALEEM : I am
placing the figures becuuse it was sub-
mitted before the House by certain
hen, members including the hon,
Mover that very little difference would
be caused if the Bill is enacted.
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In eight yoors, thero were only 6
appoels. Now it will be 64 por year.

Sir, the Bill moved by Mr. Mulla
has recoived the unanimous support
of the House. I do not propose to move
my amendmont and T accept the Bill
a8 it is,

SHRI A. N. MULLA : Sir I must
thenk the Deputy Law Minister as
well es the othor memboers who have
unanimously supported the Bill that
I had the honour to present bofore the
House. A point was raised by Mr.
Jha. He objected to limiting the scope
of the Bill and to the exclusion of
Jammu and Kashmir from it. Ido
not know whether he is an advocate
or not, but I bolieve he is at least
conversant with law, even if he is
not an advocate. Ho should roalise
that the momont you include Jammu
and Kashmir, you turn an ordinary
Bill intoa Constitutional Bill which
roquires different majorities and a
differont way of enacting the Law,
Thorefors shat method was not adopted.
1tis for the Government of India to
smoothen our rolations with Kashmir
and to get our laws implemented in
Jammu and Kashmir. Then naturally
all these Bills would apply there also.

While I am grateful to the Doputy
Minister ~ for not moving his
amendment, he has said something
to which I would like to add some
thing. The law Commission has said
that it would not be wise to extend the
scopo of this provision unless there are
eXceptional circumstances. If my notes
are not wrong, this is what was resd
out by the Deputy Ministor. Is it diffi-
cult to assume that the reversal of an
ordor of scquitial pnd registering an
order of convietiozt is an exceptional cir-
cumstance and not a normal process of

law and therefore, because this
exceptional  circumstance vceurs
oven it the terminology  of
the law Commission, this right
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should bo given to an accusd person
where this happens? It is for this
House to detérmine whether it is
an exceptional circumstance or not,
even if it is inclined to accept the dic-
tum of the Law Commission.

Ths Deputy Ministor bhas given
cortain figures. Perbaps the chart
before him is differcnt to tho chart
before me, which was provided to the
membors of the Solact Committen.
From this chart, I find, slthough no
figures wero given for Kerala, UPand
Rajasthan figures were given about
other High Courts and in oight yoars,
the total number of cases in which
the sentence of acquittal was reversed
and a sontenco of life imprisonment
was imposed was 408. I do not know
from whero my hon. friond has ool-
locted the figures. My figures are quite
different. When I said that thore would
be only & marginal increase, I said that
on the basis that the Government had al-
ready conceded that part of the Bill
whore a sontence of life imprisonment
is imposed after setting aside an order
of acquittal. If you remove that part
of the Bill, where is ths objection
to my contending beiore the Houso
that only a marginal increase would
take place, when the total number is
only 51 in eight years.

Eithor the numbers are very fow or ths
numbers arc many. If the numbers are
few, they do not appreciably add to the
work load of the Supreme Court at all.
If the numbers are many, that poses
even a more dangerous situation for it
mesans that in such a large number of
cases our High Courts are interfering
with orders of acquittal. That indica-
tes & great monace to the liber-
ty of the citizen against which wo
must take stops. I think it is better
for the Governmont to =ay that tho
numbers are less and not more, so
that tho imago of (he High Courts
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which thoy want to presorve may not
got even more tarnished.

MR. CHAIRMAN : The questior in
“That the Bill tp enlarge the appellate
jurisdiction of  Supreme Court
in regard to criminal matters, as
reported by Select Committeo, be
takon into consideration.”

The wmotion was adopted.
Clause 2

MR. CHAIRMAN : Since the Govern-
mont i3 not moving any smendment,
I will put the clauses to vote.

The question is: “That clause 2 stand
part of the Bill.”

The motion was adopted.

Clause 2 was added to the Bill.

Clause 1, the Enacting Formula and
the Title were added to the Bill.

SHRI A.N. MULLA : I beg to movo :
“That the Bill, as reported by Sulect
Committeo, be passed.”

MR. CHAIRMAN : The question
is : “That the Bill, as reported by
Soloct Committeo, bo passed.”

The motion wus adopted.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE : We are
vory lappy that in this House, this
Bill has been passed and in the other
House, the Bill for abolition of privy
purss has boon passed.
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