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Judgement

1 The Appellants Herein Are Convicted For The Offences Punishable Under
Sections 20(B) Of The Narcotic Drugs And Psychotropic Substances Act, 1985
("Ndps Act" For Short) And Sentenced To Suffer Rigorous Imprisonment For Ten
Years. They Are Further Sentenced To Pay A Fine Of Rs.10,000/- Each And In
Default Of Payment Of Fine, Rigorous Imprisonment For Six Months By The
Special Court, Solapur In Special (Ndps) Case No. 23 Of 2011 Vide Judgment
And Order Dated 15th July 2013.

2 Being Aggrieved By The Said Judgment, The Appellants Herein Have Filed The
Present Appeals, Through Jail.

3 It Is The Case Of The Prosecution That On 11th May 2011, Pw-3- Pandurang
Suryabhan Bandgar Was Working With Railway Protection Force ("Rpf"), Solapur
Division And Was Deputed On Bhubaneshwar-Mumbai Konark Express From
Gulbarga To Dound On Patrolling Duty. When He Reached Bogie No. S-4, One
Woman Sitting On Berth No0.39, Informed Him That There Was An Unclaimed Red
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Coloured Bag Below Her Seat And It Does Not Belong To Any Passenger In The
Coach. Therefore, He Enquired With The Passengers. That Appellant- Savita
Parera Informed Him That The Bag Belonged To Her. She Was Accompanied By
One Female And Two Male Persons, Who Are Other Appellants And They Claimed
The Ownership Of Other Bags. Upon Enquiry, The Said Persons Informed Him
That The Bags Contained Domestic Articles And Clothes. He Inspected The Bags
And He Found Pungent Smell Emanating From The Bags. Therefore, He Asked
Them To Open The Bags. He Found Polythene Bags Containing Material Like
Ganja. He Immediately Informed The Control Room, Solapur On Phone. At About
7.45 Pm, The Train Reached Solapur Station. P.S.I., Khandare (Pw-1) Was
Present On The Platform Alongwith The Staff. The Said Four Persons Were Made
To Alight From The Train. The Panchanama Was Prepared On The Railway
Station. They All Proceeded To G.R.P. Police Station, Solapur And Thereafter He
Gave A Written Information, Which Is Marked At Exhibit 64.

4 The Investigation Was Set In Motion And Undertaken By Pw-1, Vinayak
Mahadeo Khandare, Who Was Attached To Solapur Railway Police, As Police
Inspector. He Had Summoned Two Persons To Act As Panchas And One Person
With Weighing Machine. They Had Seized The Bags From Below The Berth No. 39
In Bogie No. S-4. There Were Four Persons. He Informed Them That Whether
They Have Any Objection To Seize The Bags Or Whether They Wanted To Be
Searched Before The Gazetted Officer Or Executive Magistrate. They Had No
Objection For The Bags To Be Seized At The Hands Of Pw-1 And Accordingly They
Had Signed The Consent Letters. The Letters Are Collectively Marked From
Exhibits 53 To 56. They Had Weighed The Material Seized From The Bags And
Weight Of The Same Was Found To Be 43kg., 500 Gms. Five Samples Of 500
Gms. Each Were Taken For Chemical Analysis In Separate Packets. They Were
Sealed And Labelled In Presence Of Panch Withesses, Seized Property Was
Deposited With Muddemal Clerk And Thereafter Pw-1 Lodged A Report At The
Police Station On Behalf Of The State Of Maharashtra. On The Basis Of The Said
Report, Crime No.1 Of 2011 Was Registered Against The Accused At Solapur
Railway Police Station For The Offence Under Section 20(B) Of Ndps Act. The
Appellants/Accused Are In Jail Since Then.

5 After Completion Of Investigation, The Charge-Sheet Was Filed On 8th August
2011. The Case Was Registered As Special Case No. 23 Of 2011. The Prosecution
Has Examined Eight Witnesses To Bring Home The Guilt Of The Accused.

6 Pw-3 Pandurang Suryabhan Bandgar Was The Person Who Had Set The Law
Into Motion. He Has Admitted In The Cross- Examination That Konark Express
Halts At Solapur Station For 10 Minutes. On That Day, His Duty Was From
Gulbarga To Dound And That He Has Completed His Escort Duty From Gulbarga
To Dound. It Is Admitted That Bogie No. S-4 Was Reserved Bogie. Berth No. 39
Was Not Reserved In The Name Of Any Of The Accused. All The Berths In The
Said Train Were Reserved On That Day. That There Is One T.T.E. (Travelling Ticket
Examiner) For Bogie Nos. 4, 5 And 6 From Wadi To Solapur. His Admissions In
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The Cross-Examination Are As Follows:
- That, He Was Incharge Of Escort Duty In The Said Train,
- That Two Head Constables And Two Constables Were With Him,

- That He Has Not Enquired With T.T.E., In Whose Name Berth No. 39 Was
Reserved,

- That Bogie No. 4 Was Reserved Bogie,

- That Without Reservation Ticket, The Person Cannot Travel Only On The Card
Ticket In Reserved Bogie,

- That The Persons, Who Are Having Card Tickets Have To Take Challan From
T.T.E. In Order To Travel In The Reserved Compartment,

- That The Accused Were Having Challans,
- That The Accused Persons Did Not Know Marathi Language,
- That The Woman Sitting Near Berth No. 39 Was Savita Parera,

- That He Has Stated In The Report At Exhibit 64 That The Accused Were Not
Carrying Three Bags With Them, But They Were Sitting Near Three Bags,

- That He Has Not Mentioned In Exhibit 64 About The Presence Of Psi, Khandare
With His Staff On The Platform And That He Narrated The Incident To Them,
Neither He Has Stated That He Had Enquired With The Accused.

7 Pw-1, Vinayak Mahadeo Khandare Has Given Following Admissions Before The
Court:

- That The Sub Divisional Police Officer (Sdpo) Is The Immediate Superior Officer
To Grp At Solapur And That The Office Of Sdpo Is Situated In The Same Premises.

- That He Has Not Personally Taken Down The Entry Of Information Received In
Station Diary, But The Pso Has Scribed It In The Station Diary. He Had Seen Pso
Taking The Entry In The Station Diary, But The Extract Of The Station Diary Is
Not Filed Alongwith The Charge- Sheet.

- That He Has Knowledge That The Entry In The Station Diary Is A Vital Piece Of
Document In The Case Registered Under Ndps Act And That The Said Provisions
Are Mandatory.

- That There Is No Recital In Exhibit 58 (The Fir) That He Had Informed The
Accused Persons Of Their Rights To Be Searched And The Bags To Be Seized In
Presence Of The Gazetted Officer Or The Executive Magistrate,

- That There Is No Recital In The Report At Exhibit 58 That The Material Found In
The Bags Was Emanating Foul Smell Or That It Was Contraband.

- That There Is No Recital In Exhibit 58 That Seized Property Was Weighed In
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Presence Of The Man With The Weighing Scale And The Panch Witnesses On The
Platform.

- That There Is No Recital That Samples Were Drawn In Five Packets, Sealed,
Labelled And Deposited With Muddemal Clerk.

- That S-4 Is Sleeper Reserved Bogie, There Are Eight Berths In One
Compartment. Seat Nos. 39 And 40 Are Single Seater. They Are Chairs Facing
Each Other. The Passenger On Seat No.39 Can Keep The Luggage Below His Seat
Only. There Were Occupants On Seat Nos. 39 And 40.

- That There Is No Enquiry Or Investigation About The Names Or Identity Of The
Persons, Who Had Occupied Seat Nos. 39 And 40. The Reservation Chart Does
Not Find Place In The Charge-Sheet.

- That The Consent Letters At Exhibit 53 To 56 Are In The Writing Of Writer, Mr.
Pathak, Police Naik. The Extract Of Muddemal Register Is Not On Record.

- That He (Pw-1) Had Not Handed Over Muddemal Property To The Station House
Officer And Neither Obtained Signature And Seal Of Station House Officer On The
Muddemal Property Given To Muddemal Clerk.

- That No Inventory Was Made Of The Property Seized Before The Magistrate.

- That The Accused Are Non-Marathi Speaking Persons. All The Documents Are
Written In Marathi. The Consent Letters Are Signed In Oriya Language. Accused
No. 3-Santoshi Is Illiterate.

- That According To Him, He Had Submitted A Written Report To The Superior
Officer As Regards The Seizure Of The Property But Has Not Produced The Said
Report On Record. The Complaint At Exhibit 58 Does Not Indicate That Four Bags
Were Found Under Seat No. 39. He Had Called Pw-7, Shabbir Imamsab Shaikh
Alongwith Weighing Machine.

- That Muddemal Property Was Sent To The Office Of The Chemical Analyser
Through Constable Malvadkar. It Is Further Admitted That Shabbir Shaikh Is
Running Flower Shop Near Railway Police Station.

8 Pw-2, Sarfaraj Ahmad Shaikh Has Acted As A Panch. He Was Called At Railway
Police Station. He Has Acted As Panch For The Arrest Of The Accused Persons. It
Is Pertinent To Note That He Has Candidly Deposed Before The Court That He
Has Only Signed The Panchanama And Left The Place. The Police Have Not
Shown Any Person To Him.

9 Pw-4, Mahadeo Jayram Sonawane Has Also Acted As A Panch For Seizure Of
The Bags. He Was Present At Solapur Police Station. He Had Entered Bogie No.
S-4 Alongwith Police Personnel, More Particularly To Berth No. 39. There Were
Two Male, 2 Female And One Child. They All Were Made To Alight At Solapur
Railway Station Alongwith Four Bags. Pw-7 Shaikh Was Present With The
Weighing Scale. He Has Noted The Contents Of Each Bag. He Allegedly Enquired
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With The Four Persons About The Said Bags And They Admitted That The Bags
Belonged To Them And That All Four Persons Alongwith The Child Were Travelling
Together. The Panchanama Was Prepared On The Platform From 7.35 Pm. To
9.15 Pm. The Panchanama Is At Exhibit 61.

He Has Admitted In The Cross-Examination That There Is No Recital That Ganja
Was Found In Black Packets. The Capacity Of The Scale Was 300 Gms. The Ganja
Found In One Bag Was Weighed Only Once. The Number Of Black Bags Were Not
Counted. It Is Admitted That Head Constable, Bandgar Is Also Working With
R.P.F. And That R.P.F. And G.R.P.F. Are In Front Of Each Other. That Another
Panch, Nandalal Ram Is Also An Employee Of R.P.F. That There Is No Entry About
The Said Incident In The Station Diary Of R.P.F. He Had Neither Informed His
Superior That He Had Been Called To Act As A Panch And He Was Not Directed By
His Superior To Go For Panchanama. The Bags Were Under Berth Number 39 And
There Was No Enquiry As To Who Was Occupying Birth Number 39.

10 Pw-5, Suhas Shrikrushna Malvadkar Was Working As Police Naik. According To
Him, He Had Carried The Seized Samples To The Office Of Chemical Analyser At
Pune. When He Visited The Office The Office Was Closed. Pw-1 Had Directed Him
To Take The Samples Again On The Next Day. Pw-5 Was Also Working As Court
Orderly. He Had Also Noticed Two Male, Two Female And One Child And There
Were Four Bags.

11 Pw-6, Pandhari Appa Kadam, Was On Duty At Solapur Railway Police Station
As A P.S.0. He Had Received One Phone Call From R.P.F. Constable, Bandgar And
That In Bogie No. S-4 Of Konark Express, He Has Found Two Male And Two
Female Transporting Contraband. He Had Taken The Entry At Serial No. 16.

12 Pw-7, Shabbir Imamsab Shaikh Is Declared Hostile By The Prosecution And
Therefore It Would Not Be Necessary To Discuss His Examination-In-Chief.
Hence, The Fact That The Contraband Was Weighed Has Not Been Proved.

13 Pw-8, Rajendra Malkappa Nandure Was Deputed At Solapur Railway Police
Station. He Was Summoned By Psi, Khandare To The Railway Station Platform.
He Had Taken Two Panch Witnesses From Rpf Office. He Has Also Stated That
The Accused Were Two Male, Two Female And One Child.

In The Cross Examination, He Has Admitted That Psi, Khandare Had Not
Informed Him The Reason For Going To Platform. His Statement Was Recorded In
The Course Of Investigation, But He Had Not Stated That The Said Bags
Belonged To Two Male And Two Female Pointed Out By Mr. Bandgar. He Has
Admitted That It Would Not Be Possible For Him To Tell That He Could Not
Recollect As To Whether The Weighing Machine Was Electronic Or It Was A Scale
And Further That How Much Ganja Was Weighed Everytime.

14 Upon Perusal Of The Records And Proceedings And Substantive Evidence
Adduced By The Prosecution At The Time Of The Trial, It Is Clear That The
Prosecution Has Failed To Establish That The Bags Containing Contraband
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Belonged To The Accused Persons For The Following Reasons:

First And Foremost Pw-3, Pandurang Bandgar Has Specifically Stated That He
Has Not Enquired, Recorded Or Ascertained The Identity Of The Person In Whose
Name Seat Number 39 Was Reserved Or The Person Who Was Travelling On
Berth Number 39. He Has Not Mentioned In His Report At Exhibit 64 About The
Child, Which Was With The Four Accused. There Is No Enquiry With The T.T.E.
About The Challan, Which Was Found In Possession Of Accused No.4- Savita
Parera Stating Therein That They Had Paid Rs.1,800/- And That They Had Not
Occupied Any Particular Seat In The Reserved Bogie. That The Bags Were Not
Identified As Belonging To The Accused Persons. There Is No Recital In The
Panchanama About Any Other Articles In The Bags Besides The Contraband,
Although The Accused Were Shown To Be Travelling From Bhuvaneshwar To
Mumbai.

15 It Is Pertinent To Note That Pw-3 Has Specifically Admitted That The Said
Train Halts At Solapur For Just 10 Minutes And That He Was Present At The Time
Of Panchanama And After The Panchanama He Had Lodged The Report At G.R.P.
Police Station And That He Has Completed His Escort Duty From Gulbarga To
Dound. It Would Be Practically Impossible To Complete The Entire Exercise Within
10 Minutes. It Is Not Known As To Why There Is No Mention About The Child
Accompanying The Accused Persons And To Whom The Child Belonged, As The
Accused No.3 Happens To Be The Wife Of The Accused No.1 And Accused Nos. 2
And 4 Are Independent Persons.

16 The Accused Were Not Even Acquainted With Marathi Language And That The
Consent Letters Obtained From Them Are In Marathi. Accused No. 3- Santoshi
Pradhan Is Illiterate And Accused No.1 To 4 Have Signed In Oriya Language.

17 The Admissions As Stated Above Given By Pw-1 Are More Than Sufficient To
Hold That The Enquiry And Investigation In A Case Under Ndps Act Was Only An
Idle Formality.

18 Learned Counsel Appointed For The Appellants/Accused Has Therefore Rightly
Submitted That The Appellants Herein Have Been Falsely Implicated. It Is
Submitted That In Fact The Bags Were Unclaimed. The Owners Of The Bags Were
Not Known And That A False Case Has Been Foisted Upon The Appellants. It
Would Be Pertinent To Note That There Is No Material On Record To Indicate That
The Appellants Were In Conscious Possession Of The Contraband Nay As To
Whether They Were In Possession Of The Contraband At All. In The Case Of Avtar
Singh And Others (2002) 7 Scc 419 , The Apex Court Had Held As Follows:

"Possession Is The Core Ingredient To Be Established Before The Accused In The
Instant Case Are Subjected To The Punishment Under Section 15. If The Accused
Are Found To Be In Possession Of Poppy Straw Which Is A Narcotic Drug Within
The Meaning Of Clause (Xiv) Of Section 2, It Is For Them To Account For Such
Possession Satisfactorily; If Not , The Presumption Under Section 54 Comes Into
Play. We Need Not Go Into The Aspect Whether The Possession Must Be
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Conscious Possession."

The Manner In Which The Police Officers Have Been Summoned To Act As A
Panchas Would Further Reflect Upon The Manner In Which The Investigation Was
Carried Out. Both The Panchas Are Police Personnel.

19 The Statements Made To The Police By The Accused Would Be Hit By Section
25 Of Indian Evidence Act And Would Not Be Admissible In Evidence. All This Has
To Be Viewed From The Angle That The Panchanama Contemplated Under The
Ndps Act Are Stringent In Nature And Therefore In The Present Case, The Charge
Is Confined To Possession Of Contraband At The Relevant Time.

20 In The Present Case, It Is The Claim Of The Prosecution That The Accused
Persons Had Volunteered That They Are The Owners Of The Bags. Prelude Needs
To Be Taken Into Consideration The Passengers Occupying Seat No. 39 Had
Informed The R.P.F., Pw-3 That The Said Bag Below Her Seat Was Unclaimed. In
All Probabilities, She Had Seen The Bag For A Long Time. The Identity Of The
Person Occupying Seat No. 39 Has Not Been Ascertained And Therefore The Very
Presence Of The Accused Persons In A Reserved Bogie And Claiming Unclaimed
Bags Is Shrouded With Mystery. Moreover, There Is No Explanation By Pw- 3
About The Existence Of Child Alongwith The Accused Persons. It Was Incumbent
Upon The Prosecution To Ascertain The Parentage Of The Child, The Name, Age
Etc. This Court Cannot Be Oblivious Of The Fact That The Child Has Undergone
Imprisonment For More Than 7% Years And That His Childhood Is Lost. The
Original Native Place Of The Accused Is Also Not Enquired Into. No Explanation
Was Called From Them And Therefore The Accused Not Only Deserve To Be
Acquitted But Also Strict Action Would Be Contemplated Against The Prosecuting
Agency. The Silence And Failure Of The Accused To Explain The Circumstances
And Therefore Undergoing Imprisonment For More Than 7% Years Would Reflect
Upon The Poor Administration Of The Society. No Case For Drawing Presumption
Under Section 114 Of The Act Could Perhaps Be Made Out To Prove That The
Accused Were In Possession Of The Contraband. A Farce Is Made Out Of
Following Mandate Of Section 50 Of The Ndps Act. In Fact, In The Present Case,
The Contraband Was Found In The Unclaimed Bags. It Was Not Even Necessary
To Search The Person Of The Accused And Therefore, It Is Not Known As To Why
The Consent Of The Accused Was Recorded Under Section 50 Especially On The
Consent Letters Written In The Language Not Known To The Accused. The
Question That Falls For Consideration Would Be As To Whether The Accused
Persons Had Followed The Question Put To Them In Their Statements Under
Section 313 Of Code Of Criminal Procedure. This Court Has Gone Through The
Original Records And Proceedings. The Evidence Is Recorded In Vernacular I.E. In
Marathi Language. The Language Is Unknown To The Accused Persons. There Is
No Material To Show That The Questions Were Put To Them In Hindi. It Is
Pertinent To Note That In Question No. 101 Of The Statement Of Accused,
Santoshi Pradhan Has Answered As Follows:

"I Again Say That Police Seized Our Mobile And Cash Amount With Us"
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The Statement Is Signed In Oriya Language And The Answer Is In The English
Language. At The Time Of Framing Of Charge Under Section 228, Sub-Clause 2
Of Cr.P.C., The Questions Were Put In English And It Bears The Thumb
Impression Of The Accused-Santoshi. Same Is The Case With The Accused
Pratap Bhimsingh Parera And Gandadhar Babaji Lenaka.

21 It Is Apparent That There Is A Failure In Affording An Opportunity To The
Accused Persons To Explain The Circumstances Appearing In The Evidence
Against Them. Moreover The Court Has Also Failed To See The Minor Child
Alongwith The Accused. It Is Apparent That The Accused Have Not Understood
The Questions Put To Them Under Section 313 Cr.Pc And The Same Has Been
Mechanically Recorded. Question Number 71 Is As Follows:

"It Appears From The Evidence Of Pw-5 That They Noticed Two Male, Two Female
And One Child There, What Have You To Say About It?

Ans.: It Is False

In A Case Of State Of Rajasthan Vs. Parmanand (2014) 5 Scc 345, The Apex
Court Had Held As Follows:

"Does If Merely A Bag Carried By A Person Is Searched Without Therebeing Any
Search Of His Person, Section 50 Of Ndps Act Will Have No Application. But A
Bag Carried By Him Is Searched And His Person Is Also Searched, Section 50 Of
The Ndps Act Will Have Application".

In The Case Of Sk. Raju Alias Abdul Haque Alias Jagga Vs. State Of West
Bengal(2018) 9 Scc 708, The Apex Court Has Held As Follows:

"According To Section 50(1), An Empowered Officer Should Necessarily Inform
Suspect About His Legal Right, If He So Requires, To Be Searched In Presence Of
A Gazetted Officer Or A Magistrate- Strict Compliance With S. 50(1) By
Empowered Officer Is Mandatory- S. 50, However, Applies Only In Case Of A
Search Of A Person".

23 In The Present Case, There Was No Necessity Of Searching A Person.
Secondly, The Accused Were Asked In Marathi Language Unknown To Them. This
Has To Be Read In View Of The Fact That Under Section 313 Cr.P.C., The Accused
Have Specifically Stated That The Police Officers Had Taken Away Their Mobile
And Cash. Upon Plain Reading Of The Substantive Evidence, It Is More Than
Clear That Injustice Has Been Done To The Persons, Who Are Innocent. The Days
They Have Spent In Jail Cannot Be Returned To Them. They Have Been Deprived
Of Their Liberty For As Long As Eight Years. The Police Department Would Be
Responsible For The Same. These Are The Cases, Which May Be Treated As An
Eye Opener As To How Innocent Persons Have Suffered At The Hands Of Police
Machinery, Who Have Foisted A Serious False Case Upon The Innocent Persons.
It Is Doubtful As To Whether The Present Appellants/Accused Would Be
Rehabilitated In Their Own State Also Or Would Be Acceptable By Their Society,
Since They Have Undergone Imprisonment For Eight Years In A Different State.
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Although, They Are Acquitted, The Trauma Which They Have Gone Through, Nay
Their Life, For Ever Would Leave A Negative Impression Upon Them.

In Case Of Sidhartha Vashisht Alias Manu Sharma Vs. State (Nct Of Delhi) (2010)
6 Scc, 1, The Apex Court Has Held As Follows:

"197. In The Indian Criminal Jurisprudence, The Accused Is Placed In A
Somewhat Advantageous Position Than Under Different Jurisprudence Of Some
Of The Countries In The World. The Criminal Justice Administration System In
Indian Places Human Rights And Dignity For Human Life At A Much Higher
Pedestal. In Our Jurisprudence An Accused Is Presumed To Be Innocent Till
Proved Guilty, The Alleged Accused Is Entitled To Fairness And True Investigation
And Fair Trial And The Prosecution Is Expected To Play Balanced Role In The Trial
Of A Crime. The Investigation Should Be Judicious, Fair, Transparent And
Expeditious To Ensure Compliance With The Basic Rule Of Law. These Are The
Fundamental Canons Of Our Criminal Jurisprudence And They Are Quite In
Conformity With The Constitutional Mandate Contained In Articles 20 And 21 Of
The Constitution Of India.

198. A Person Is Entitled To Be Tried According To The Law In Force At The Time
Of Commission Of Offence."

25 The Indian Constitution Is Rooted In Democracy And Rules Of Law And It Is
Committed In Providing A Free And Fair Trial. This Forms A Part Of The Cardinal
Principle Of Criminal Law Revolving Around The Natural Justice Wherein, Even
The Accused Or Guilty Person Is Treated With A Human Treatment. The Concept
Of Fair Trials Emanates From The Basic Understanding That State And Its
Agencies Are Entrusted With The Duty To Bring Offenders To Justice. The
Investigation Should Be A Fair Investigation And Persecution Should Not Take
The Place Of Prosecution. A Right To Fair Trial Includes A Right To Fair
Investigation. At This Stage, It Is Necessary To Record That A Bias Investigation,
In Violation Of The Procedures Laid Down, False Implication And Ill-Treatments
To The Accused Is In Violation Of The Principles Of Human Rights. The State
Would Be Responsible For Violation Of Such Rights And Therefore The Negligent,
Insensitive And Irresponsible Officers Need To Be Cautioned And Their Activities
Need To Be Enquired Into.

26 It Is, In View Of Above Discussions, The Appeals Deserve To Allowed. Hence,
The Following Order :

(I) The Appeals Are Allowed.

(Ii) The Conviction And Sentence Awarded By Special Court, Solapur In Special
(Ndps) Case No. 23 Of 2011 Vide Judgment And Order Dated 15th July 2013 Is
Hereby Quashed And Set Aside.

(Iii) The Appellants Are Acquitted Of All The Charges And Be Released Forthwith.
(Iv) The Fine Amount If Paid, Be Refunded.
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(V) The Superintendent Of Yerawada Prison To Send The Compliance Report Of
This Order And The Particulars Of The Child Such As Name, Age, Etc.
Immediately To This Court.

(Vi) The Professional Fees Of Ms. Ameeta Kuttikrishnan Shall Be Quantified As
Per Rules In Each Appeals.

(Vii) The Writ Be Issued Expeditiously
(Viii) The Appeals And Applications Stand Disposed Of Accordingly.

(Ix) Registry To Inform This Order To The Appellants/Accused Forthwith, Who Are
Lodged In Yerawada Prison.
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