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:7(;[;. M} <3z'nj/;, mfotatea
ﬁr the respondent ngﬁfﬁg

CORAM :-
* THE HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE A.K.SIKRI

THE HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE VIPIN SANGHI

1. Wﬁdetﬁer cggwrtenf of‘ Iocafjugaenf may be allowed to see the Ju jment ?
2. ?72 be reférrec[ to the &oﬁer or not ?
3. Whether the J'u{yment should be re:faortet[ in the cﬁ?j@e"t 7

A.K. SIKRI, ].

1.

;@tdnsﬂ the petitioners in all these Jetitions the decurities & fmc/;tmje ﬁom‘f (yp jntﬁ'a

( ﬁfﬁj ; ﬁr J/ert), which is a statutory 50{}/ constituted under the “5fﬁc7 ;%Ct, 1992

( /z%rez'mg‘ier reférre([ to as the et ), fas ﬁfet[ complaints under Dection 24 6 ) and dection 27 of‘
the ;%ct These comffaintef relate to the aff8jet[ (ﬁénce committed ﬁ}/ the petitioners, under the

aforesaid provisions of the et prior to 29.10.2002. s per the said_provisions prevalent at that
time, the cﬁénce& ﬁr which the petitioners are b—ez'nj Jaro&ecutec[ contained a maximum term 9]‘1 one
year s imprisonment. The comffaz'nt& ﬁ/éz[ are in the nature o]p summons cases and Favz':y re:garr[ to

the zg%re&ait[ maximum imprisonment which could be  given to the accused held juz’fty t?f the (ﬁence,

these are triable /7:}/ the Gourt of‘ ﬂji&trate. Thus, the comjyfaz'nw were ﬁ/ez[ Eej[fyre the
ﬂz‘;jiytrate who had taken cognizance tﬁﬂereof.‘

The  provisions (?f the z;%ct were amended with e]ﬁ%ct ﬁom 29.10.2002. These very (ﬁéncea“, because of‘
the amendment, are now Jounz’&/ﬁlﬁfe with 10 years imprisonment and, thus, triable ﬁ:}/ a Dessions
Gourt. Jhere is no Jz’gaute that z'n&c_vﬁlr as substantive Jprovision refatz'nj to the sentence is
concerned, it has_ prospective cperation and it applies to these offences committed after 29.10.2002.

?f(;ufever, we are concerned with the Jorocet[uraf aspect and the yuestion which arises ﬁr
determination is as to whether the pending complaints would now be triable by the Gourt of

Dessions. Jhisissue has arisen in the féffow‘z'nj 5ac;€tfroja :

%ﬁer the amendment in the 3fﬁj ;%ct 6:}/ the ﬁfﬁéf ( %ment[ment) z;z:t, 2002 ( %rez’naﬁer

reﬁrret[ to as the FEmendient %ct), as mentioned above, the &i&trar ( %fmn‘/&‘z;u[[ ) (yp the
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?fzjy/? Gourt cf‘ ﬂef/;i addressed Jetter duted 1.12.2004 to the ﬁz’&trz’ct é){ ggesdonsqzztdje, .ﬁef/fi
z'nﬁrminj that the (Gﬁvigf;Zthice am[ﬁZucljeJ of‘ this Gourt had been Jofea&ec[ to order that the
3fﬁj cases be allocated to the Gourt o JZ; Hsha ﬂZnon, AL, Sessions Jud; e, Jis
Y9
?ﬁazarz’, cﬁefﬁ;' in adlition to ker work. On recetving the communication, the then :ﬁz’estrz'ct
g

cge&en'on& udge, :ﬁef/fi assed orders dated 4.12.2004 directing that all 3fﬁj cases pending in

tg S 4 % g S )
the tourt ?f‘ ﬂ; ﬂZ;J/Fu <l‘az'n, %fd] t/fuyp n?‘ZZtrg]wfz'tan j‘zjzyiwtrate, .-ﬁef/fz’ stood
withdrawn and trana:férrec[ those cases to the Gourt of‘ the ;Z[ﬂ cge&n'onslz;zf e. mreaj%er, a
cfanﬁcatm}/ order dated 12.1.20045 was sent /1:}/ the cggjiwtrar Z_Zeneraf OJC the ﬁefﬂ %jﬁ Gourt to
the ﬁz’&tn’cﬁ & Dessions Ju tge, zﬁef/ﬁ' inﬁmz'nj that the cases ﬁfez[ Jorz'or to the date of‘ the above
amendment were not requz'ret[ to be withdrawn ﬁom the Gourt (»]p the ﬁzjz’eftrate and were not to be
trtmﬁ[érret[ to the (Court of‘ %fdf ccje&a'on&{l;ulje, but on/}l those cases which are ﬁfet[ afier
comz'nj nto férce the %ment[ment ;%c’t, i.e. the cases whick were ﬁfet[ afl‘ﬁer 29.10.2002, had to be

allocated to the ‘Gourt of‘ 5_7%3 %ﬁa j‘Zme, %[([] Dessions Ju {ge.

4 On the basis of this communication, the Sessions Judge passed consequential orders duted
13.1.2005. Jhe effect of the aforesaid crders is that the complaints whick were filed before 29.10.2002
(and ohvioushy refuted to the alfeged offences committod hofore the said dte,) were to remain hefore
the Fdl]. Chicf Metropolitan Magistrate and the complaints which were fifed are are to be fifed
after 29.10.2002 are to be tried by the Sessions Gourt. Jhere is no quarrel upto this. FHowever, it
fias Jeft Beliind gray area which fias not boen clarified; namely, if the offence allegedly committed
relate to the period prior to 29.10.2002, hut the complaint is filed after 29.10.2002, who would be the
competent quz[je to try the same. The purpert of the aforesaid order duted 12.1.2005 read with order
dated 13.1.2005 is that a/ the complaints filed after 29.10.2002, whether related to the offences

committed Eefére or tg%er that date, are triable l{_}/ the Gourt (j‘ r;%{[tff Dessions Ju {ge.

5. These writ petitioners ﬂff in the g[oreqmz'tf cate:jory. %}/ contend that since the ‘?ﬁénce with whick
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they are charged'is of the period prior to 29.10.2002, for which maximum punishment admittedly is
one year, they have to be tried by the ﬂzjzjz'nmte irrespective as to when the complaint is filed. In
Fact, the writ petitioner in GWIP Ne. 17777/2006 ad even filed an application befere M. Fsha
Mencn, FEll. Sessions_Judge, where his case was transferred; requesting for sending the case
back to the Gourt of L], Chief j‘zaetrg]wfz'tan JZijrm Thits application is rejected vide
orders dated 5.10.2005, whick has Jed the petitioner to ﬁfe the present writ petition challenging orders
duted 1.12.2004 and 12.1.2005 passed by the Delki High Court and consoquential orders duted
4.12.2004 and 13.1.2005 passed by the District § Sessions_Judge. ﬂfmyer is that they be declared
nudl and void and non-est se far as they cperate for the of fences committed hefere the Fmendment

z;%ct and @ mandamus be tssued” ﬁr trzmsf‘errinj their case back to the Gourt of‘ %‘Cﬂoﬂ

6. eggﬁrre ta@nj note ?f‘ the rival contentions, we may mention that this very aspect came up ﬁr
consideration 5ef<‘vre a Jearned' m’njfe(fu{ye t?f this Gourt in the case gp G/ &ﬂf Wg. 21,—}1/2006
entitled Panther Fincap & Management Services Ltd. & Ors. v. Securities &
Exchange Board qf India. 5;1 that case the flzct sttuation was identical, name[y, comf/az'nt was
Sed in respect of offences allegedly committed between 24.3.1999 to 21.2.2000, i.e. before the
Hmendment HAct, and complaint was ftled” on 28.5.2004, i.e. after the coming into force the
Fmendinent et in the year 2002. tomffm'nt was filed before the L. Sessions Ju {ge, Delki.
The guestion which arose was about the condonation of cléfc{}/ in fifing the complaint because of the
reason that as per the unamended provision, offence was punishable by maximum imprisenment Sfor
one year, Jimitation for fifing the complaint was one year, whereas it was filed Eg}/onc[ the said
Jimitation Jaen’oc[ JareJcrz'b—eJ under ‘dection 468 of\ the Gode 9f‘ Griminal ﬂjrocec[ure, 1973. The
Jearned 3eadon6<1;¢{ye vide orders dated 5.10.2005 condoned the (lé[tf}/. ;@diﬂ&‘t this order, the
tg%reaaz'z[ Griminal cggw'n'on eﬂtz'tz'on was ﬁfécf /7:}/ the accused. persons. ;z]mrt ﬁom cﬁafﬁanjinj

the said order on other jrounzl:f, one of‘ the jrouncl:f was Jack (?f‘ jun'Jzﬁctz'on on the  part (?f‘ the %[df
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Sessions _Judge raising identica plea which is raised in this petition, namely, the offence under
Section 24, (1) as per the unamended Fet, to whick period the alleged act refated; it was triakle by a
Magistrate and Gourt of Sessions had no power to pass an order condoning the delay. The
submission was that jurisdiction conferred on a ﬁzjistrate could not be taken away by an
adiministrative order, as held by a Division Lenck of this Gourt in the case of A.S. Impex Ltd.

v. Delhi High Court, 2003 V9IS D (: rﬁej) 189. Jt was afso submitted that such transfer of
complaints from the HMagistrate's Gourt to the Gourt of Sessions alsc amounted to taking away
available remedies of appeal and revision. Jhis contention is specifically noted by the Jearned

Jyt{ye in the J’uc{yment dated 5.9.2006, as is clear ﬁom  para 9 t/ﬁareofI which is to the fé/fow‘z’nj eﬁ%ct

‘. The ﬁrﬂ contention o]p the petitioners on the question ojp “Jurisdiction has been
raised on the premise that prior to the amendment whick took effect on 29.10.2002, the
<ﬁo‘mce under section 24 6 ) was triable b:}/ a magistrate. e is on'f}/ @%er the amendment
that the said (fﬁ%nce is triable b:}/ a Gourt # session.  Jt is submitted that kad the
complaint been ﬁ/ér[ within the fimitation prescribed, the complaint would have
ﬁuctf']qer[ into a trial b}/ a metrepolitan magistrate. Jt was afso submitted that the
Jurtsdiction conférrer[ on a magistrate could not be taken away as was held in the case of‘
A.S. Impex v. Delhi High Court; 2003 VI FL (Delhiz) 189 by a division bench
ojp this court. Jt was also submitted that such tranaﬁr o]p the comJafaint ﬁom the

majz’estrate,ef court to the Gourt o]p session also amounted to tw@nj away avatlable

”
remedies of‘ g]ofeuf and revision.

7 In the Judgment dated 5.9.2006 rendered by the Jearned m'njfeQZuc{ye @mﬁlr Derrez Fhimed;
l}, the ty%reamit[ contention was rg]aeffez[ and feld to be unsustainable. Jhe detailed reasons in
support o]p the conclusion that the Gourt o]p Dessions was the appropriate Gourt Fm/z'nj reyuian'te
J'urz'&(ﬁ'ction to entertain the comffaint are contained in paras 15 §1_’ 16 of‘ the J’udjment. Dince we are
in reeyaectfuf agreement with the view taken [5}/ the Jearned n’njfeﬁ{ye in the said J'uc{yment, we
deem it  proper to rg]aroc[uce the entire discussion on this aspect, verbatim :-

Is. Dince the  petitioners fave Jtrcnj@ refied” wpon the decision cf a division bench
of this court in the case of A.S. Impex Ltd. (supra), I shall take up discussion with
re:yan[ to that case. Jhe ﬁctes were that the %j/f Gourt, in exercise ojp its powers on the
administrative side, transferred aff the cases under section 138 of the Wgyotz'ab-ﬁs
g;wtrument& %ct, 1881 which were Jaemﬂnj as on 31.12.2001 ﬁom the courts ?f‘
x?lzoetn?]m/i'tan ﬂjljz'ytrate& to the courts of‘ AdLitional cgeenn'onefqz;u{ge& The said”
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administrative order was gazetted on 13.93.2002. Prurswant to the _gazette notification,

the ﬁi&tﬁctﬁﬂt@e [{-}/ an order dated 21.03.2002 tranoﬁrref the cases to he tried [{-}/

AdLitional 39&&i®n&$dje&. The said administrative order as well as the order duted
21.03.2002 were challenged” ﬁzefére this court as being violative cy[' the Gonstitution ?f
India as well as o]p the feyz'&/atz’ve _provisions. Jt was contended; inter afia, that onfy the

ﬂ:trgmﬁtan azjljzlrtrate& or the J;uﬂa'af ﬂ;jl’&tfﬂt&&, ﬁnft—cfaenf had exclusive
Jurtsdiction to try the complaints under section 138 of the Wg}otz’aﬁ/é Instruments et

1881 and that no jurisdiction vested in the Courts of\ AdLitional Sessions udges to try

complaints under the said section 138. The eacfecﬁenc:}/ of issuing such an administrative

order was that the ?fz‘j/f Gourt on the adninistrative side, was oj‘ the view that the

mandate of trying cases under section 138 of the ngotz’affe Instruments Hct, 1881,

eagaec[i’tz'ou&efy skould be z'm(]afementec[ The %Jﬁ Gourt ﬁum[ that the number of\ cases
could not be disposed c]f e.?cfecﬁ'tiou&fy because ?f Jack of‘ Judicial cﬁcer& at the

mcgz'&ten'a/ Jevel. Jt is in these circumstances that the ?ﬁj” Gourt issued the afére«suic[
administrative order transferring all the cases under section 138 of the Wgyoﬁaﬁfe

ﬁatrument& (;%ct, 1881 which were Joemﬂnj on  31.12.2001 ﬁom the courts 'ff
ﬂc;tnymfz'ttm ﬁzjistrﬂes to the courts of‘ %[c[itionaf Dessions l;“c[fe‘f' The
division bench, a]%er considering the refevant provisions OJC the We}otiaﬁfe Instruments
o%t, 1881 as well as the code, came to the conclusion that while section 142 (c) (ff the
Wezyotiaife Fnstruments Hct, 1881 prescribes that the mZZtroJmfz’tan mz;jz'o"trate or a
Judicial ﬂzjiﬂrate ﬁr&t-cfa.m will try cases under the said section 138, b:}/ no stretch ?f
imagination, could it mean that any superior court to the Gourt ?f ﬂ‘;trgjaofz't[m

ﬁ;jieftrate would also have jurisdiction to try those cases. Jhe division bench observed
that while the non obstante clause in section 142 excluded the jurisdiction of‘ magistrates
z'nfén'or to the jzoetrg]aoﬁtan j[zjljz'ytrate or t/zdejuﬁa'af %jiﬁrate, ﬁr&t—c/a&f, at
the same time, it did not widen the scope o]p the  provision so as to include in its ambit the

Jurtsdiction of‘ AdLitional Sessions Ju {ges. The court observed that the  Jurisdiction to
try offences under section 138 of the ngotiab-/é Instruments Hct, 1881 had been

;gaea'flcaffe}/ conférret[ on the ﬂztrgaoﬁtcm ﬂz‘:ljinftrate& or l;uﬁciaf j(z:jinrat&s,

ﬁr&t—cfas& and that such jurisdiction could not be taken away b:}/ z'nvm@nj the  provisions

of article 227 of\ the Gonstitution. Jhe division bench catgjoricaff] held:--

"The ?ﬁjﬁ Gourt in its Jafenm}/ juri&tﬂction cannot b:}IJ:!tIJ‘J the goeciu/
/eyz'&fatz’on whichk empowers the x?(zoetrg]mﬁtan j‘zjljzlrtrate or J’uzﬁa’a/
ﬂ;jiwtrate, ﬁr&t—c/a&f to try the cases. "

16. %ftﬁouj/f the Jearned counsel for the petitioners has refied heavily upon the
Division Lenck decision in A.S. Impex Ltd. (supra), the foregoing discussion
indicates that the same is clearly distinguishable and would be inapplicable to the
situation which presents itself in the present case. Jn A.S. Impex Ltd (supra), there
was a pure administrative action on the  part vf‘ the %jlf Court in  purported exercise cyp
its powers under Frticle 227 of the Gonstitution of India. The administrative orders
were not backed, by any Jegislative provisions. 3660?1![6/, the administrative orders were
the subject matter of challenge and they were guashed by the Division Lench holding
that the ?fgj/; Gourt in its Jafemn:}/ Jurtsdiction cannot @fﬂJﬁ the special fe'jiJfaticn
which empowers the Metrepolitan Magistrate or Jadicial Magistrate, Jst Class, to
try the cases. jn the present case the scenarto is entz'refy ﬁﬁérent. The adsninistrative
orders passed by the %jlf Gourt wherehy the cases pending before the ﬂZ:vtrgaofitan
azjljiftrate were tranejérrezf to the Gourts of' FdLitional Sessions SZ;u{yeJ was
preceded b:}/ the amendinent in ‘Section 26 (1) of‘ the SEBY Het. Prior to its
amendment ‘dection 26 (2 ) of‘ the SLDBI Act read as under:-
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”(2) W; Gourt z'nférz'or to that of‘ a JZ:'trg]mfz'tan szljz'strate or a
Juﬁ'a’af az‘;jzlftrate f the First Glass shall try any (ﬁénce Jaunz'es/z"ab-fe
wnder this tet.”

;%ﬁer the amendment which took e]ﬁ%ctﬁom 29.10.2002 the said Bub-"Section (2) of‘
Section 26 of‘ the dLDY Hct reads as under:-

(1) % Gourt z'nférz'or to that (70 a court (y“ Session shall try any c_:ﬁ‘énce
punishable under this et

The eJ?Fect ?f the amendinent was that the <ﬁénce& under the SEDI Hct now became
triable b:}/ a Gourt ofﬁe&&i«m and not 6:}/ any court z'nﬁrz'or to that of‘a Gourt of
Dessions. In this b—ac@rounzl: the %j/; Gourt passed the administrative order on
4.12.2004 Wﬁéreb}/ complaints ﬁfeJ b:}/ the LD qﬁer the date ‘y[‘ the amendment in the
cgsz;-f %ct 6 €. 29.10.2002 ) were ﬂJ‘J‘l:y.‘ne[[ to the dessions Gourt ﬁr trial irrespective
gf the date (y[' the commission ?f the ojﬁvence. Gt is subsequent to this adiministrative order
o]p the %jﬁ Gourt that the ccmfftn'nt in this case was tranby%rrez[ to the court ?f‘ the
Additional Cgeeﬁfiﬁnofjidje on 7.1.2005. Jhe clear distinction between the present case
and that of A.S. Impex Ltd. (supra) is that while in the present case the
administrative order fas the Eac@nj ojp a statutory provision, in the case (ff‘ A.S. T mpex
Ltd (supra), the administrative order passed by the Gourt in purported exercise of its
powers under Hrticle 227 gp the Gonstitution were keld to be an attempt on @fasﬁnj
the gaea’a/ /zyz'«sfatz’on which emJooW‘erer[ jzoetrg]aofittm az:jiatrates or lur[i’a’af
ﬁ;jieftratees o]p the First Glass to try cases. The second’ z[i'.stinjuiJlfinj féature is that
while in the case of A.S. Impex Ltd (supra), the adsministrative orders were the sukject
matter ij the c/faffe'nje, inthe  present case there is no c/faf/énje to such orders. mmfére,
the decision in A.S. Impex Ltd (supra) s of1no asststance to t/ﬁe(]aetitioner&. ’

8. We may point out at this stage that Jearned counsef ﬁr the  petitioners fad made férvent Jyﬁaa that
the @%ream’zf J’uz[jment would not be of‘ any consequence as the fearnetfj;uije was z'nﬂuencec[ l{}/ the
félct that adinistrative orders were not the Juéject matter of‘ cﬁda/fenje in the said revision petition,
whereas in the  present case these orders are tyaeczﬁca/‘f}/ cﬁdaffenjed.- 9771& aijument, however, would

not /fe{fa the Jaetz'tioner&. M say so fér the ﬁffow‘z’nj two reasons -

ﬁ ) the Gourt gaea'fz‘caf[y keld that the administrative orders were backed b:}/ /éji&fatz've
provisions, whick was not the  position in A.S. I mpex Ltd. ﬁfu(]ara). The other reason  given b:}/ the
Jearned.. n’nj/éjx{ye that these administrative orders were not the Jué:]'ect matter of‘ c/faffenye in the
satd writ petition was the additional reason and even zf‘ that is }fjnoretl: it is mﬁa’ent to rest the

conclusion on the basts cf the ﬁnft reason jz’ven @ the Gowurt in the said case.

ﬁz’ ) the Gourt in that case afso z'nterjoretez[ the eﬁéct of‘ the amendient carried out in ‘dection
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http://from29.10.2002/

26 ojp the HAct. Section 26 (2 ) of‘ the et prior to the amendment, provided that no Court z'nfén’or
to that of‘ a %tre}mﬂttm mZ;jthrate or <Z;u[i'cz'af ﬂ;ji&trate ( First (Gfasﬁ) skall try any
oﬁ[énce Jouni&ﬁa[fe under the said ;%ct lﬁe‘t amendment, this provision Jté]oufateef that no Gourt
z'nfén'or to that ?f the ‘Gourt 9][‘ Dessions shall try any oﬂénce Jounz’&ﬁaﬁfe under the ;?ct O this
basts, the Gourt concluded that the comffaint ﬁ/ez[ afi&er the amendinent, even tﬁoujﬁ related to the
9]9%1109 ?f‘ a Joerz’otf prior to the amendinent, would be ﬁfe:[ in the ‘Gourt of‘ Dessions. Jhis opinion
was Jarecﬂcatec[ on treating amendment to sub-section & ) OJF Dection 26 as Jyrocec[uraf in nature
re/atz'nj to the ﬁrum. Thits is clear ﬁom the discussion contained in  paras 17, 18 & 19 qf the r]'utljmenz?
and we do no more than rg]arofucinj the meticulous treatment - given to this aspect in those paras [{y
the Jearned. Jl'nj[e ut{ye -

17. Wik regard to the submission that as the complaint had afreaz'[}/ been filed prior
to the date of amendment, the same would have to be tried by the ﬂztrgmfimn
ﬁ;jistmte or a sZmﬁa'wf ﬂz‘;jz’stmte of the Tirst cluss, it must be noted that the
guestion of eperation of amendments in a statute are considered differently with regard to
the amendiments which zgﬁ%ct substantive rzj/ft& and amendnents whick are on[y Jarocer[uraf
in nature. Jhe scope has been cfear[y Jaid down b}/ the rgufvreme Gourt in the case t?f
Hitendera Vishnu Thakur v. State of Maharashtra: 1994 (4) SCC 602

wherein, it observed: -

........ ?f'rom the Jaw settfed’ b:}/ this Gourt in various cases the ilfustrative t/;ouj/;
not exhaustive Jorz’na(']:/ea which emerge with rtyanf to the ambit and scope OJF an
v%mencﬂnj At and its retrospective operation may be culled out as ﬁ/fow‘&:—

(/z' ) I statute which tg?[éct.f substantive rzc'y/;ts is_presumed to be prospective in
operation unless made retrospective, etther eyc(;are&&@ or b:}/ necessary intendment,
whereas a statute which mere'f}/ zgﬁ%cts Jaroce([ure, unless such a construction is
temtuaf/] z'm(]aoefen'[/e, is presumed to be retrospective in its g]af/itation, sthould
not be_given an extended meaning and should be Jtnctfy conﬁner[ to its cﬁaar[y
zléﬁnet[ Simits.

6'2' ) Law refatz'nj to ﬁrum and fimitation is Jarocezfuraf in nature, whereas Jaw
re/atz'nj to ny/t% ij action and . rf'y/zvt cf tgoJoeaf even t/;(?uj/; remedial is substantive

in nature.

(z'z'z' ) fvery /itg'jant fas avested rg'y/ft in substantive Jaw but no such rg'y/ft extsts
in J:rocet[uraf Jaw.

(vz' ) A Jorocer[ura/ statute should” not jeneraf/] eyoeak;'nj be g]afﬁeJ
retrogaectz'veft}/ where the resulft would be to create new disabifities or oifzjation&
or to impose new duties in respect of‘ transactions a/reatlj/ accom(]oa/z’;f/tdecl.'

(v) z‘% statute whick not on[y c/;anjes the Jaroce([ure but afso creates new n3%5
and fabilities skall be construed to be  prospective in operation, unless otherwise

”

provided, efther eag]areem'f}/ or b:}/ necessary z'mJafz'catz’on.
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18. The amendsment that kas been brought about in Section 26 t?ft/tde SELI Fet is

only an amendment refatz'nj to the ﬁum and, t/:derefére, in view of‘ Glause 61) mentioned
in the tg%re&az'f extract ﬁom the 314(]57‘6’7"6’ Gourt docision in Hitendera Vishnu

Thakur (Supra ), the amendment would be on[y o]p a procedural nature. Dince the
amendment mere[y ﬁéct& - procedure and there is not/z‘i'nj in the fanjuzye used to enable us
to take a contrary view, 1t must be JoreJumez[ to have retrospective tggofz'catz'on.

19. 5% reférence to another decision 9]‘1 the 3ufreme Gourt would also be apposite.
JIn New India Assurance Company Ltd. v. Shanti Mathur: 1975 (2) scc
840 ket as under:-

“5. On tﬁ@f/az’n fanjuzye cf‘ﬁectionw 1101;% and 110 T there skhould be
no Jiﬁch/t}/ in tak;'nj the view that the c/?zmje in Jaw was merely a
cﬁanje o]p ﬁrum ie a c/ftmje gf‘ aﬁectiva/ or Jorocet[ura/ Jaw and not (y['
substantive Jaw. It is a well-estabfisked _proposition that such a
c/ﬁmye ?f Jaw operates retrv.gaectivefr}/ and the person has to go to the
new férum even ?f his cause OJP auction or n:'y/tdt of‘ action accrued. prior
to the cﬁanje (ff‘férum‘ % will kave a ve&tet[nc'y/ft ?f‘actz'on but not a
vested nt'y/ft gp férum. c{f b:}/ express words the new ﬁrum is made
available on[y to causes ofv action ariainj tg%er the creation ojp the ﬁrum
then the retrospective operation c?f the Jaw is taken away. Otherwise

”

the jeneraf rule ts to make it retroeyaectz've.

mrefére, the tran!ffér of\ the case to the Ftdditional 3e&ﬁon&$dje and kis passing of‘
the im(]aujnez[ order would not be without jurisr[i'ctz’on. 57 “wm afso in agreement with the
submission made on b"ehdaﬁp of‘ the Jearned counsef ﬁr the respondents that since the

amendment z'nJoJer as the substantive nj/fts are concerned, would on[y be prospective, the
unamended dection 24 6 ) of‘ the SLLI et would g]ga/]. %ﬁcatz’nj 17”87‘85] that the
term ij tmprisonment would be one year or with ﬁne or with both. Jkis, read with the
c[éﬁnz’tz'onJ contained in Dection 2 ( u/) and 2 (x) of\ the Gode, whick t[éﬁne “summons-
case and’ “warrant-case” (regoective/:}/ ), c/éarfy _goes to show that the present case would
not be a warrant case inasmuch as a warrant case means a case refatz'nj to an 9]9%1109
punishable with death, imprisonment ﬁr /zﬁ or imprisonment ﬁr a term exceeding two
years. C@ar&, the present case would. ﬁff in the category of‘ “summons-case and would
fave to be tried as such fé/fow‘inj the procedure under (Cﬁgpter XX o]p the Gode. Jt is
an aftcyet/t?zr cﬁ'ﬁérent matter that the dessiens Gourt would be trying the oﬁénc&f in view
of1 the grecz'a/ provisions of‘ Dection 26 (z ) 9]‘1 the 3f£j' I;%Ct. gt:‘ would all the same

’ ’ ”
remain a summons trial.

3. We record our concurrence with the aforesaid view rendered by the fearned single _Judge, whick is
based on the principles of Jaw Jaid down by the Fpex Gourt. In this bekalf, it will alse be pradent
to refer to ancther judgment of the Supreme Gourt in the case of Rajendra Kumar v. Kalyan
(Dead) by Lrs., {2000)8 GG 99. Jnparas1 § 22 thereof, the fegal position was explained i

an eruﬁte ftmjutge as undér J-

1. Still Jater this Gourt in Gurbachan Singh v. Satpal Singh, (1990} 1 SCC
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10.

11.

445, expressed in the similar vein as rgjard:s the eferment of‘ retrogaectz’vz’?f}/. The fnjﬁ&/t"
courts also Jaid that the rule that an Fct of Parkiament is not to be _given retrospective
e]ﬁfect applies on/y to statutes which a]ﬁ‘éct the vested nj/;t&; it does not g]a(]a/}/ to
statutes which alter the form of procedure or the admissibifity of evidence, or the effect
which the courts - give to evidence; zf\ the new et tﬁéct& matters of‘ "procedure onE/y, then,
prima ﬁa’e, it g]offie& to alf actions Jaencﬁ'nj as well as future (fee in this context the
decisions of the Howse of Lords in the case of Blyth v. Blyth, (1966} 1 7 ER 524;

A.G. v. Vernazza, ﬁyéo); %f/f{éj]} I Halsbury's Laws of England @Mfc[n.,

Vool 44, para 925, p. 57/,) upon reference to Wright v. Hale, Gyéo) 6 #&%zy and
Gardner v. Lucas, 6878 ) '3 G 582 (7251) along with some Jater cases including Blyth

v. Blyth it hias been stated :

“The presumption zym'n&t retrospection does not gfaf{}/ to fe’jiafa/tion
concerned’ mere/] with matters OJF “procedure or ?f evidence; on the contrary,
Jorcw'a'onJ (y[' that nature are to be construed as ret;rogoectz've unless there is

a clear indication that such was not the intention of‘ gjarfiament. "

22. The Jaw thus seems to be well settled that no person has, in fact, a vested right
in procedural aspect ~ one has on[y a right cff “prosecution or (léfénce in the manner as
prescribed by the Jaw for the time being and'in the event of any change of procedure by an
et ?f Parfiament one cannot Jao&&iﬁ[y have any right to proceed with the pending
proceeding excepting as altered IZ_}/ the new fe'jzlffartz'on and a suchk we need not dilate on
the issue any furtﬁ”er. ’

We may point out that Jearned counsel for the petitioners had submitted that if the case is tried by
the Gourt of Sessions the petitioners would be Josing their Jegal right of statutery appeal andf/or
revision before the kigher court. Jhis submission was grouted on the premise that if the case is dealt
with by the JZ‘;jmrm, there would be a statutery right of appeal before the Sessions Gourt
under Section 374 (3 (c) of the CrPGC. and thereafter statutory remedy of revision before the
High Gourt under Section 397 (1) of the GG, On the other kand; when the case is tried by
the Gourt of Sessions, the remedy would either be statutory appeal or the revision as either would
be maintainable only in the 7:63/7 Gowrt and this would prevent the petitioner from invoking both

the remedies.

It was, thus, arqued that suck a n{'y/ft could not have been taken away in view (#‘ the Judgment of‘ the
céquareme Gourt in A.R. Antulay v. R.S. Nayak, 6}?88)1 DCTC 6o2. We are, fowever, not
imJoreJJez[ b:}/ this contention 9][‘ Jearned counsel ﬁr the Jaetitz'oner&. gn case the Gourt of‘ 39&&1’0115

tries the comffaint and records any conviction tyaz'nwt the Jaetz'tz'onenf, the Joetz'tz'onenf would Fave the
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r{j/;t to g]afeaf under dection 374 é ) 9][' the (Crf G. to the %3” Gourt. Jt is well settled that

change of forum of appeal does not amount to denial of right to appeal and'is no no manner vielative
oif' the ‘Genstitution. Jhe accused in such complaints, zJF convicted, is given the right to appeal and
has no vested right to appeal to a particular court or class of courts. ﬁy‘ such a right had been taken
tgyetﬁ?er, there could have been some substance in the jn'evance ratsed. %w‘ever, when rzj/ft to
thJJeaf remains and on/y ﬁrum ‘?f‘ g]g]oeaf cﬁanjea, no such _grievance can be raised. g;z Maria
Cristina De Souza Sodder & Ors. v. Amria Zurana Pereira Pinto & Ors., nyy)z
IGCG 92, the céjufreme Gourt had dealt with this aspect in the ﬁ/fow‘inj manner :-

% On the question as to where the appeal could be Jodged we are clearly of the
view that the forum was _governed by the provisions of the Gea, Daman and” Diu
(Extension of Gede of Givif Procodicre, 1908 and Frbitration Fet, 1y1,o) Aect, 1965
(Gentraf Ftct XXX of 1965,) read with the provisiens of the Goa, Daman and Diu
Civil Gourt Het, 1965 (Goa FHet X Vo of 1965) both of which came into force
simultancously on_June 15, 1966 and the appeal was requiredto be filed in the_Judicial
Goronissioner's Gourt. Under the Gentral %t XXX (?f 1965 with ey?éct ﬁom
l;me 15, 1966 the provisions gp the Indian Givif Procedire Gode were extended to the
UUnion Jerritories of Geoa, Daman and Diu and the corresponding provisions of the
Portuguese Gode were repealed while under the Goa et X VI of 1965 the instant
suit whick was pending A—efbre the Gomarca Gourt at ﬂoarjtm was continued and
decreed by corresponding Gourt of the Senior Civil_Judge, who ultimately docreed it
on 5‘27”0/: 8, 1968. Under the Indian Givif Procedire Gode read with ection 22 of‘
the Goa Tt since the Jroperty involved in the suit was of the value exceeding
Re 10,000 the appeal clearly Jay to the Judicial Gommissioner's Gourt.  The
contention that since the n'jhdt of‘ appeal had been conﬁrrec[ b:}/ gjortujueefe Gode, the
Serum where it could be Jodged was also_governed by the Portuguese Gode cannct he
accepted. Jt is no doubt well-settled that the right of appeal is a substantive right and it
_gets vested in a fitigant no sconer the lis is commenced'in the Gourt of the first instance,

and suck nj/ft or any remeclj/ in respect tﬁvereof\ will not be zﬂt‘ectec[ é:}/ any repeal OJF the
enactment conferring such right unless the repealing enactment either exprossly or by
necessary tmplication takes away such right or remezlj/ in respect thereof- Thits position

has heen made clear by clauses (6) and (c) of the provise to dection 4 of the Gentraf
et XXX of 1965 which substantially correspend to clauses (c) and (e) of Section
6 of the General Clauses et 1897. This position ks also heen settled By the decisions
of the gfn.vy Gouncil and this Gourt {(vide The Colonial Sugar Refining Company

Ltd. v. Irving, 1905 TG 369 and Garikapatti Veeraya v. N. Subbiah Choudhury, 1957
SGCR88) but the forum where suck appeal can be fodgedis indubitabily a procodiral
matter and; therefore, the appeal; the right to whick kas arisen under a repealed et

will kave to be fodged in a forum provided for by the repealing Hct. That the forum of
appedl, and also the fimitation ﬁr it, are matters pertaining to procedural Jaw will be

clear from the following passage appearing at page 462 of Salmond's Jurisprudence (/1{”
Edon):

“Whether ﬁf have a nj/ﬁ‘ to recover certain Jarg]aer?y s a Yue.ftz'on of‘
substantive law, fér the determination and the protection of‘ such r{y/ftef are
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12.

15.

14

among the ends ij the administration of‘ Justice; but in what courts and

within what time 5’ st institute frcceer[i'an are yueeftz'ones WD Jarccez[uraf

Jaw, ﬁr tﬁey relate mere/y to the modes in whick the courts fu/ﬁf their
functz'onJ. "

Jt is true that under cJause (c) of‘ the proviso to Section 4 o]p the Gentral et XXX
of 1965 (which correspends to Section &(e) of the General Clauses Het, 1897) it is
provided that a remec[j/ or /e*jaf proceeding in respect of‘ a vested rz:j'/Tt fike a n'j/ﬁ‘ to an

zgofea/ may be instituted, continued or enﬁrceJ as it this et Gneaninj the rg]oea/z’nj

(;%ct) had not been passed. Dt this provision merefy saves the remezlj/ or feyuf
proceeding in respect of such vested right whick it is cpen to the fitigant to adopt
notw‘itﬁ:ftand;nj the repeal but this provision has not/fz’nj to do with the ﬁrum where the

remedy or fegal proceeding has te be pursucd. Jf the repeating Hect provides now forum

where the remeclj/ or the Jegal proceeding in respect of suck vested right can be pursued
after the repeal; the forum must be as provided'in the repeating Hct. Wemay peint out
that such a view ?f\ Dection 6 é ) ‘?f the General Glauses t;%ct, 1897 has bheen taken 6:}/

the &/astﬁan ?ﬁyftourt in the case of Purshotam Singh v. Narain Singh and State

Qf Rajasthan, %j&yb‘b‘ &iio}. Jt 15 thus clear that under the rb:]aeafinj enactment

( et XXX of Iyég) read with Goa Enactment ( et X VI %flyéz;) the appeal. f[{y

to the J;a[z’a'a/ Commissioner's Gourt andthe same was accordingly filedin the proper

Gourt.”

To the same eﬁéct is t/téju{yment (_vft/fe z;z)ae‘x ‘Gourt in Shanti Mathur (fu]ara), refevant

portion W/fere(yp is afreadj/ extracted above while rg/arofudnj the discussion of' the Jearned Jinjfe

Jn{[ge in the case of Panther Fincap (sufra)‘

&fz’ance by the petitioners on the judgment of the Supreme Gourt in A.R. Antulay (ibid) may
not be of any help. Going through the said judgment, it would be cloar that in the said case the
Dupreme Court was considering the effect of its earfier judgment duted 16.12.1984 whick resulted in
the transfer of cases pending befere the Special Gourt for trial te a sitting_Judge of the Figh
Gourt and'this had deprived the appellant therein the right of making any appeal whatscever. Jhe
Gourt _further noted in that case that the appellant's right to prefer statutory revision under
Section 5 of the Cede of Criminal Procediure Gode, 1973 hiad also been taken away by transforring

the case to a dninji,t@e ?f‘ the ??fzj/f Gourt.

ﬁ&cﬁlr as the t/é]arz'vatz'on gp the Joetitz'onerlf rzj/zdt to ﬁfe revision is concerned, such an arqument

may be attractive in the ﬁr&t blusk but it Joses its sheen when the matter s considered in its rzc'yhdt
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15.

perspective. s pointed out above, the submission of the petitioners is that against the order of the
Magistrate they will fave right to fife appeal before the Sessions Gourt and thereafter revision
petition before the 7:@/? Gourt. s afready noticed above, once the case is tried by the Gourt of
Dessions right te appeal, whick is a statutery right, remains intact. Ffter the exhaustion of
remedy of appeal which is available to the petitioners in any case what has to be seen is as to whether
is there any 'legal right' in preferring the revision. ‘Wee have to answer this question in the negative.
Previsions of Section 397 of the Cr.I.C. do not confer any right upen a persen to seek suck
revision. Jkis provision, in fact, retains and conserves the right of the Gourt to revise an order
passed by the Gourt of Sessions or the Magistrate, as the case may be. Nature of this provision
came wp for discussion before the K erala ?fzjg/f Gourt in C. Kunnhamad v. C. Abdul
Kader, (1973} G g KOG 19 = 1977 K LT 840, and'it was opined that a revision is not a right
and’is only a procedural facility afforded’to a party, while appeal is a statutory right conferred on a
party. Jtwas further held that a revision is not a continuation of the suit, appeal or trial. Jt is only
a step in aid for invoking the powers of superintendence by the Sessions Juclje and the 7:53/7
Gourt for correcting irregularities, if any, in the judgments and orders of the subordinate courts.
Fn coming to this conchusion, the Koerala High Gourt in the said case, though it was @ judgment of
the single_Judge, followed its carfier judgment rendered y « Dévision Lenck in Raman Pillay
v. Dakshayni, 1975 K LT 739. W consider that it is the correct interpretation of the nature of
remedy provided under Section 397 of the Cr. PG,
Our reason for making these observations is based on the Gonstitution Dench judgment of the
ngaex Court in Pranab Kumar Mitra v. State of West Bengal & Anr., %f&lyt;y
SC 144, where the same provision, namely, revisional power of the Tigh Gourt contained in
Section 439 of the Gods of Griminal Procedire, 1882 came up for interpretation. This view is
reiterated by the Supreme Gourt recently in Shiv Shakti Coop. Housing Society, Nagpur

V. Swaraj Developers & OI'S., (200} ) é 3((;(@ é5%9. %ﬁer ta/@nj note of‘ earfier Jarece(lénts
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not onrfy of‘ the c51,1,(797‘(91116 tourt but fnjfz'&/; (Courtes, the (Court (gaem@nj t/froujfr ?f:m 'Efe ;7‘2;
Ju&tz’ce z;%njz't :ﬁwt{}/at) dealt with the nature and scope cf‘ Dection 115 9][‘ the (C,rgj . ( which
deals with rew'en'onmy powers t?f the j/’ﬁj/; Gourt in ctvil matter&) and held as ff:ffow‘s -

32. P74 - plain reading of Dection 115 as it stands makes it clear that the stress is on
the question whether the order in ﬁvour o]p the party gpf/]inj ﬁr revision would hkave
gtven ﬁna/z'lf}/ to suit or other J:roceezﬂnj. g]‘p the answer is 3/9& " then the revision is
maintainable. ﬁut on the contrary, z]p the answer is no  then the revision is not
maintainable. 7ﬁéreflvre, ?f\ the tmpugned order is interim in nature or does not ﬁna/!/}/
decide the fis, the revision will not be maintainable. Jhe /cajz'Jfative intent is cry&taf clear.
Those orders, which are interim in nature, cannot be the subjject-matter of‘ revision under
Dection 115. Jhere is marked distinction in the Janguage of Dection y]é ) of the (&772
Fmendonent Hct and” Section 32 (1 ) 6 ) cyv the Smendment Act. While in the ﬁrmer,
there was a clear fé)ji&/atz've intent to save zgoJofz'catz'onJ adimitted or pending ief"vre the
amendment came into ﬁrce, Duck an intent is mjn}']qcant{y absent in ‘dection 32 (’l ) 6)
The amendment relates to procedures. W; person has a vested rg'j/l% in a course cf
procedure. ?Ife fas on{y the rzt'ylzdt cgf _proceeding in the manner prescribed. gf‘ 1{}/ a
statutory c/ﬁmye the mode qf “procedure is altered, the parties are to proceed according to
the altered mode, without exception, unless there is a ([iﬁ%rent th']aufation.

33. Section ¢ (j‘ the generaf Clauses Hct kas no gffﬂcation because there is no
substantive vested rz:'y/tdt available to a party Jeek?nj revision under dection 115 (ff‘ the
Gode. In Kolhapur Canesugar Works Ltd. v. Union of India, &ooo) 2 9GCGC 436,
was observed that zfv a provision ?f statute s uncomﬁtz’cnaf[y omitted without a saving
cJause in ﬁvour gp “pending proceedings, all actions must stop where the omission ﬁnrl:f
them, and’ zj‘ ﬁnaf refz't?f fas not been _granted’ [efére the omission _goes into e]ﬁ‘éct, there is
no scope ﬁr  granting it afiﬁerwurd& There is mocﬁ'ﬁcatz'on ij this position b:y application
of‘ Section 6 of\ the Z-i‘eneraf Clauses et or [f-}’ mafz’nj egaea'af [ provisions. @Jaeratz’on of‘
repeal or deletion as to the future and the past /arjefy depends on the savings applicable.
Fn a case where a particular provision in the statute is omitted and in its place ancther
provision cléafz'nj with the same contingency is introduced without a saving cJause in
ﬁvour OJC “pending proceedings, then it can be reaJonaﬁ[y z'nﬁrre([ that the intention of‘ the
fecyzlffature is that the pending proceedings shall continue but a ﬁeJﬁ proceeding ﬁr the

”

same purpose may be initiated under the new provision.

16. The Gonstitution ﬁencﬁ in no certain terms observed that the revisional [ powers OJ[ the ?ﬁjﬁ Gourt
vested in it b:}/ the said  provision do not create any rz:jrﬁdt in the fitéyzmt but onf}/ conserve the  power of‘
the %}j/; Gourt to see that J’ustz'ce is done in accordance with the reccynz'&et[ rufes czf‘ criminal

J’urz'&tﬁ'ctz'on and that subordinate criminal courts do not exceed their J’urz’&ﬁction, or abuse their
powers vested in them by the Gourt. On the other kand, it keld, a right of appeal is a statutory
r{j/;t which has g0t to be rec«zynize([ b:}/ the courts. Tor this reason, the Gourt g]az'net[: that whereas

the fgyz’&fature has Egaecz'flcaffy provided the rules  governing the njlft 9][' substitution in case ?f‘ death
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9][' an aJaJyeffant l{_}/ Section 31 ojp the Gode (y“ 1882 ( which was the Jprovision ﬁr cgafeaf), no such
corregnont[i'nj Jarowlsz'on ([éafz'nj with the queefti(m (y[‘ abetment or and the rg'y/t% (gp substitution was

made in a criminal revision.

17. ﬁ&cﬁn‘ as observations of' the cE-Sujareme Gourt about rz'j/;t of' revision contained in A.R. An tulay
(iﬁt[j are concerned, such observations are made /favinj reyart[ toa Jaartz'cufar - provision contained in
Dection 9 9][' the Griminal Law ( z‘;%menc[ment) z*;%ct, 1952 which jz'veo“ statutory nj/ft OJC revision in
contradiction to dection 397 of‘ the Gr. ﬂj G. whick does not : provide any such statutory njﬁ%,
18. Last but net the Jeast, even if one were to go by the unamended provision, it merefy required’ that no
court z'nfén'or to that 9][‘ a 'jZZtrg]mfittm ﬂzjistrate ?f the Tirst Glass shall try any oﬁ[énce
Jaunz’&/ﬁlb—ﬁe under the ct. That rule is not breached IZ—}/ the tmpugned order since the Gourt of‘

Dessions is a Gourt that is not z'nﬁn'or to the courts mentioned in dection 26 (2 ) of‘ the r;%ct

19. The upshot (gp the af&re&m’t[ discussion is that the administrative orders passed [73/ this Gourt and”
con&eyuentz'af orders issued IZ—}/ the ﬁi&trict & Dessions Ju lge faJJeJ thereon as well as the order ?f‘
the Jearned SEdL]. cgeJﬁonJQZuz{ye are Jaerféctfy valid. The LT, 39&ﬁons{1¢¢{7e fas requisite
J’un’&zﬁ'ction to entertain the comffaz'nt. fl/f/‘é, t/fergft‘)re, do not ﬁnt[ any reason to z'nterfére with these

crders and conaeguent‘f}/ dismiss these writ Jaetz'tz'onJ as misconcetved and; f;‘z'vofoua".

Wg costs.

(A.K. SIKRI)
JUDGE

(VIPIN SANGHI)
JUDGE
January 11, 2008
nsk
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW DELHI

WP (C) No. 17777 of 2006

Reserved on : November 29, 2007
Pronounced on : January 11, 2008

# 3[{71:]’[{}/ {,umar ‘‘‘‘ gsetitz'oner

/ through : M. D.P. Singh with
:7‘2:;. gsrfytmkda 31’13?/7, %focafb&f

VERSUS
S &ﬁ&trar, ?’,ﬁjﬁ Gourt ‘?f :ﬁe/ﬂ & (;%nr. ..... &gmnclént&
/ through : :7‘2; &]’z’v ﬁana‘a/, Adivocate

ﬁr the respondent W;. i/ :ﬁ ?;FC
:7‘2;. %ertg’ ﬂz;fﬁotra, Advocate
ﬁr the respondent W;z/bgfﬁj

CORAM :-
* THE HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE A.K.SIKRI
THE HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE VIPIN SANGHI

1. Wﬁdetﬁ‘ér ggjaortenf gp Ioca{]ozgaer& mc{}/ be allowed to see the Ju jment ?
2. TJo be rejérret[ to the cggmrter ornot 7
3. Whether the J'uc{yment should be rg]mrtez[ in the ﬁ}'jest 7

A.K. SIKRI, .
?For orders, see W( t) Wg. 11,1/200].

(A.K. SIKRI)
JUDGE

(VIPIN SANGHI)
JUDGE
January 11, 2008
nsk

WP (C) No. 141/2007 nsk Page 16 of 17




IN THE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW DELHI

WP (C) No. 18093 of 2006

Reserved on : November 29, 2007
Pronounced on : January 11, 2008

# m Churuwala fxfort& gf ve. Led. L gjetz'tz'vner
/ through : M. D.P. Singh with

:7‘2:;. gsrfytmkda 31’13?/7, %focafb&f

VERSUS
S %jﬁ Gourt of :ﬁef/ﬁ' & z;%nr. ..... &gmnclént&
/ through : :7‘2; &]’z’v ﬁana‘a/, Adivocate
ﬁr the respondent W;. i/ :ﬁ ?;FC
:7‘2;. %ﬁ/ﬁ&” ;@jarwa/ with
:7‘2:. gﬁ, 31’73?5‘: z;%(fvocatea

for the respondent No.2/ SEL.
CORAM :-
* THE HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE A.K.SIKRI
THE HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE VIPIN SANGHI

1. Wﬁdetﬁ‘ér ggjaortenf gp Ioca{]ozgaer& mc{}/ be allowed to see the Ju jment ?
2. TJo be rejérret[ to the cggmrter ornot 7
3. Whether the J'uc{yment should be rg]mrtez[ in the ﬁ}'jest 7

A.K. SIKRI, .
?For orders, see W( t) Wg. 11,1/200].

(A.K. SIKRI)
JUDGE

(VIPIN SANGHI)
JUDGE
January 11, 2008
nsk
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