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ARREST UNDER BNSS AND NEW JUDICIAL PROVISIONS
RELATING TO ARREST, ADJOURNMENT, INTERPRETATION OF
DIGITAL EVIDENCE AND CHAIN OF CUSTODY OF DOCUMENTS

1. CONSTITUTIONAL AND LEGAL PROVISIONS OF ARREST

Article 21 of the Constitution of India provides that
“No person shall be deprived of life and personal liberty except according to a
procedure established by law.”

Module for arrest under BNSS, 2023 (sections 35 to 62):
An arrest is to be made in accordance with the provisions of BNSS or any other
law for the time being in force, providing for arrest. (section 62)

Types of arrest under BNSS, 2023:
1. Arrest without a warrant, section 35,
2. Arrest in non-cognizable offenses, section 35(2) & 39
3. Arrest by private person, section 40
4. arrest by magistrate, section 41

Arrest how made: section 43 BNSS, 2023

- Touch or confine the body of the person to be arrested unless submission by
words or action; on resistance may use necessary means to effect arrest.

- Keeping in view the nature and gravity of the offense, may handcuft such a
person: Prem Shankar Shukla vs. Delhi Administration, 1980, laid the
foundation of anti-handcuffing jurisprudence when the apex court ruled it to
be violating Articles 14,19 & 21 of the Constitution.

- Special direction for arresting a woman: No male police officer to touch the
person of a woman for making her arrest. No woman is to be arrested after
sunset and before sunrise except in exceptional circumstances with prior
permission of Judicial Magistrate first class.

- Whether the person to be arrested is infirm or is above 60 years of the age
and the offence is punishable for imprisonment of less than three years such
person shall not be arrested without the prior permission of an officer not
below the rank of DYSP. section 35(7)

Obligations of State and Duties of Arresting Authority:

- Memorandum of arrest in the prescribed form/format. (section 36 BNSS)



- Control rooms at the district and state level for maintaining information of
arrested persons, displayed in digital form. section 37.

- The arrested person is entitled to meet the advocate of choice. section (38).

- Search of place entered by person sought to be arrested. section 44

- pursuit of offenders into other jurisdictions. section 45.

- Reasonable restraint to prevent escape, section 46.

- Obligation of the person making arrest to inform about the arrest, etc., to
relative or Friend, section 48.

- Search of arrested person and power to seize offensive weapon, if any,
section 49& 50.

- Medical care and medical examination of accused/arrested person, sections
51-53 & 56.

- Identification of arrested person if needed, section 54.

- Person arrested to be taken before a magistrate in 24 hrs, section 58.

- Duty to report apprehensions, no discharge except on bonds, bail bond or
order of magistrate, and power, on escape to pursue and retake (sections 59,

60, & 61).

Reasons or grounds of arrest: section 47 BNSS, 2023

Every police officer or other person arresting any person without a warrant
shall forthwith communicate to him full particulars of the offence for which he
is arrested or other grounds for such arrest.

Constitutional validity for communication of grounds of arrest is vested in
Article 21: Protecting Life and Personal Liberty; and

Article 22(1) No person who is arrested shall be detained in custody without
being informed, 48 SOON AS MAY BE, of the grounds of such arrest.

The Supreme Court in Joginder Kumar versus State of UP and others , 1994
observed that the existence of any power to arrest and the justification to use
such power are two different aspects. The person making arrest must be able to
justify the arrest with reasons apart from his power to do so.

In Suhas Chamka versus Union of India and others, 2024

the court observed that the Guidelines on Early Access to Justice at the Pre-
arrest, Arrest, and Remand stage as framed by the National Legal Services
Authority are to be pursued diligently.

ManuBhai Ratilal Patel versus State of Gujarat and the others, 2013



it was held that it's obligatory on the part of the magistrate to satisfy himself
whether the material placed before him justify remand.

Pankaj Bansal V. Union of India and others (2024),

The Supreme Court has clearly held that the mode of conveying the grounds of
arrest must necessarily be meaningful so as to serve the intended purpose, and
therefore, it must be furnished to the arrestee in writing as a matter of course.

Prabir Purkayastha v. State, NCTof Delhi, 2024

It was said that any breach of the constitutional safeguards provided under
Articles 20, 21, and 22 would vitiate the lawfulness of arrest and subsequent
remand and entitle the arrested person to be set at liberty. An infringement of
these constitutional protections commands rigorous judicial scrutiny and strict
enforcement.

Vihaan Kumar v. state of Haryana and another, 2025

The court held that a failure to comply with the requirement of informing the
grounds of arrest soon after the arrest would render the arrest illegal. The Court
further observed that although the ideal mode of communication of the grounds
of arrest is to provide such grounds in writing, there is no such statutory
requirement to provide such grounds in writing. The code noted that it may not
be practical to communicate grounds of arrest in writing in every situation, but
if such a course is followed, the controversy of non-compliance will not arise at
all.

Mihir Rajesh Shah versus State of Maharashtra, November 6 2025, the

Supreme Court of India held that

- The constitutional mandate of informing the arrestee the grounds of arrest is
mandatory in all offences under all statutes including offences under BNS,
2023.

- The grounds for arrest must be communicated in writing to the arreste in the
language he/she understands.

- 1n cases where the arresting officer is unable to communicate the grounds of
arrest in writing on or soon after the arrest, it be so done orally. The said
grounds be communicated in writing within a reasonable time, and in any
case at least two hours prior to the production of the arrestee for remand
proceedings before the magistrate.

- In the case of non-compliance of the above, the arrest and the subsequent
remand would be rendered illegal, and the person will be at liberty to be set
free.

Drawing from Harikrishna v. State of Maharashtra and Lallubhai Jogi Bhai

Patel v. Union of India, the court held that written grounds must be furnished in



the language understood by the person, not merely read out or translated or
uttered orally.

Supreme Court guidelines for controlling and restraining arbitrary and
unnecessary arrests:

In Joginder Kumar v. State of UP 1994, the Supreme Court issued a plethora of
arrest guidelines that are required to be followed by the arresting officers. That
1s justification for arrest, avoidance of unnecessary arrest, the right to inform
relatives, police duty to notify arrest to relative or friend and mandatory record-
keeping.

D K Basu v. State of West Bengal, 1997, the court directives were implemented
by adding sections 41A, 41B, 41C, and 41D 1in the Criminal Procedure Code,
1973.

Arnesh Kumar versus State of Bihar 2014 is a landmark ruling that imposes
checks and balances on the power of the police before an arrest could be made.
The key guidelines established were that:

- Notice of appearance under section 41A of the Cr.P.C. be given in the
offences punishable with imprisonment for less than seven years.

- The notice of appearance in terms of section 41 A of the Criminal Procedure
Code, 1973, should be served on the accused within two weeks from the date
of institution of the case, which may be extended by the superintendent of
the police for the reasons to be recorded in writing.

- Condition for arrest imposed: In such category of offenses, investigating
officers must record their reasons in writing, both for making an arrest and
for not making an arrest.

- The magistrate must scrutnize the police report and ensure that the rules
were followed. Non-compliance of the directives may result in disciplinary
action.

Satyendra Kumar Antil v. CBI, decided on January 6, 2026

The judgment aimed to protect individuals from arbitrary arrests and uphold the

principle of natural justice.

The Supreme Court gave the following guidelines:

1. Categorization of Offenses: Offenses are categorized into four groups (A,
B, C, and D) to streamline the bail process.

2. Section 41 of CrPC: The court clarified the interpretation of Section 41 of
the Criminal Procedure Code, emphasizing that arrests should be made
only when absolutely necessary.



10.

11.

12.
13.

14.

Section 41 A of CrPC: The court highlighted the importance of Section
41A, which mandates that the police must issue a notice to the person
before making an arrest, giving them an opportunity to appear and
cooperate with the investigation.

The court provided guidelines on the maximum period for which an
accused can be detained without bail.

The court emphasized that the power to take a bond for appearance should
be exercised judiciously.

The court clarified the procedure for filing a chargesheet and the
circumstances under which an arrest is necessary.

The court provided guidelines on the issuance of summons and the
conditions under which a non-bailable warrant can be issued.

The court emphasized the need for proper documentation and adherence to
procedural requirements while filing a chargesheet.

The court provided guidelines on the procedure for default bail, where bail
is granted if the police fail to complete the investigation within the
stipulated time.

The court emphasized that the exercise of judicial discretion should be
based on the facts and circumstances of each case.

The court provided guidelines on the release of undertrial prisoners who
have undergone the maximum period of detention without trial.

The court provided guidelines on the grant of bail in non-bailable offenses.
The court emphasized the importance of bail in bailable offenses and the
need to ensure that bail is granted promptly.

The court provided guidelines on the conditions under which bail can be
granted or denied.

These guidelines aim to ensure that the bail process is fair, transparent, and in
line with the principles of natural justice.

Based on recent judgments, notice of appearance shall prevail over instant
arrest.

Liability of 1O for recording of reasons for arrest

Statutory and Constitutional Obligations:

The Two-Hour Rule:

The Supreme Court mandates that grounds of arrest must be communicated in
writing (in a language the accused understands). followed by the written
grounds within a reasonable time—and at least two hours before the accused is
produced before a Magistrate.



Mandatory Recording:

Section 47 of the Bharatiya Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita, 2023 (BNSS)
(analogous to Section 50 of the old CrPC) legally requires an 10 to forthwith
communicate full particulars of the offense or grounds for arrest.

Personalized Grounds:
The grounds must be specific to the accused's alleged conduct, not just a
generic template or the FIR number.

Reasons for Non-Arrest:

For offenses punishable by imprisonment up to 7 years, if the IO decides not to
arrest after the accused answers a notice of appearance, the IO must record the
specific reasons for this decision in writing.

The liability for procedural lapses operates on multiple levels:

Invalidation of Remand: 1f an arrested person claims that the written grounds
were not supplied and the 10 fails to provide a contemporaneous written record
proving otherwise, the courts view the arrest and subsequent custodial remand
as illegal, entitling the accused to immediate release.

Departmental Action: Violating arrest procedures mandated by the Supreme
Court (e.g., D.K. Basu vs. State of West Bengal) and BNSS guidelines invites
disciplinary action. The IO can be penalized for misconduct, negligence, or
abuse of power.

Wrongful Confinement: If an 10 intentionally circumvents recording procedures
or detains an individual without genuine, bona fide reasons, the arrested
individual can sue for damages in a civil court and initiate criminal proceedings
for wrongful confinement.

Human Rights Violations: Cases of deliberate arrest procedure manipulation can
be brought before the National Human Rights Commission (NHRC), which has
the power to recommend departmental action and compensation against errant
police officers.

Role of the Magistrate: To ensure 10 accountability, the judicial magistrate
must review arrest procedures during the initial production and remand
hearings. The Magistrate must verify that the 10 recorded the arrest formally,
informed the accused of the grounds, and notified a nominated person. The
burden of proof to show that the constitutional requirements were met rests
entirely on the I10.



2. ADJOURNMENTS IN CRIMINAL TRIALS

Dungar Singh versus state of Rajasthan, 2017:

The court said that the presiding officers of the trial courts conducting the
criminal trials will be mindful of not giving much adjournments after the
commencement of the evidence in serious criminal cases.

The trial court must carry out the mandate of section 309 of the CRPC, now
section 346 of the BNSS 2023 as reiterated in the Sambhunath, Mohammed
Khalid and Vinod Kumar case.

Vinod Kumar versus state of Punjab reported in 2015, the court expressed
concern by saying that "adjournments are sought on the drop of a hat by the
council, even though the witness is present in the court, contrary to all
principles of holding a trial that apart, after the examination and chief of a
witness is over, an adjournment is sought for cross-examination, and the
disquieting feature is that the trial courts grant time. The law requires a special
reasons to be recorded for grant of time, but the same is not taken note of as has
been noticed earlier in the state.

The Supreme Court in CBI v. Meer Usman @ Meer Usman Ali judgment

delivered on September 22, 2025, directed all the high courts to issue a circular

with directions to keep check over adjournments.

- The proceedings in every inquiry or trial shall be held expeditiously. When
the stages of examination of a witness starts, such examination shall be
continued from day to day until all the witnesses in attendance have been
examined, except for the special reasons to be recorded in writing.

- When the witnesses are in attendance before the court, no adjournment or
postponement shall be granted without examining them except for the
special reasons to be recorded in writing.

- The court should not grant adjournment to suit the convenience of the
advocate, except on very exceptional grounds like bereavement in the family
and similar. Exceptional reasons duly supported by memo.

- The inconvenience of an advocate is not a special reason for the purpose

- In case of non-cooperation of the accused or his counsel, it shall be kept in
mind that the court shall satisfy itself Whether the non-cooperation is in
active collision with the delay of the trial, if it is so satisfied for the reasons
to be recorded in writing it may if the accused is on bail,issue notice to show
cause.

- The court may appoint an amicus curiae for the accused and fix a date for
proceeding with cross-examination or trial.

- In cases when the accused is absent and the witness is present for
examination, the court can cancel the bail of the accused unless an



application is made on his behalf, seeking permission for his counsel to
proceed with the examination of the witness.

- The presiding officer of every court may evolve the system for framing a
schedule of constructive working days for the examination of witnesses in
each case well in advance after ascertaining the convenience of the council
on both sides.

- The summons or the process could be handed over to the public prosecutor
in charge of the case to cause them to be served on the witnesses as per the
schedule fixed by the court.

Duty of Prosecution:

Comply with the speedy trial principles.

Ensure evidence is ready and witnesses summoned are duly prepared for
examination.

Limit adjournment requests.

Duty of defence lawyer:

To protect the client's rights while being ethical.

Avoid convenience adjustments.

Alternative arrangements on unavoidable conflict or emergency.

3. LATEST TRENDS IN INTERPRETATION OF EVIDENCE

The modern approach to the interpretation of evidence shifts away from strict,
isolated fact-checking toward a holistic, context-driven framework.

It relies heavily on interdisciplinary integration, evaluating both statistical
probabilities and narrative coherence to determine the ultimate reliability of the
information. This contemporary methodology is characterized by several
specific frameworks:

Explanation-Based Approaches:

Modern interpretations use Inference to the Best Explanation (IBE). Evidence is
woven into competing, comprehensive stories, and the narrative that best
accounts for all the known facts with the fewest contradictions is deemed the
most valid.

Bayesian and Probabilistic Reasoning:

Courts and analysts increasingly apply mathematical logic and probability (e.g.,
Bayes' Theorem) to quantify how new pieces of evidence alter the likelihood of
a hypothesis or claim.

Emphasis on Scientific Validity:

Modern analysis leans heavily on rigorous scientific peer review. The
evaluation of forensic data (like digital or DNA evidence) now heavily



scrutinizes the margin of error, false-positive rates, and chain-of-custody
protocols.

Contextual & Purposeful Interpretation:

Whether dealing with scientific data or statutory texts, the modern approach
requires reading the information within its entire, broader context rather than
assessing words or objects at face value. It evaluates the purpose and the
surrounding environment of the evidence.

Al & Advanced Forensics Integration:

The interpretation of digital evidence now requires adapting to Al-synthesized
content. Modern approaches use both active and passive algorithms to detect
manipulations and verify the authenticity of physical and digital records.

Understanding the key differences between digital and electronic records is
fundamental to effective records management.

Digital Records Examples:
Scanned Documents
Photographs

Digital Audio and Video Files
Ebooks and PDFs

Digital Artwork

Electronic Records Examples:
Emails and Attachments
Databases

Spreadsheets

Software Applications

Web Pages and Blogs

A digital record is a document that originated in digital format. It’s often a
digital analog of a physical record, such as a PDF of an application form, legal
document, or invoice.

The Core Admissibility Framework (BSA & IEA):

Electronic records are treated as primary evidence if the original device (e.g.,
the original server or hard drive) is produced in court.

If a secondary copy is presented (e.g., a printout, a downloaded PDF, or a CD),
it is admissible as a "computer output" under Section 63 of the Bharatiya
Sakshya Adhiniyam, 2023 (which replaces Section 65B of the Indian Evidence
Act).



The Mandatory Certificate (Section 63(4) BSA):
The record must be supported by a certificate identifying the electronic record
and describing the manner in which it was produced.

Key Landmark Judgments:

Additional Director General Adjudication, Directorate of Revenue
Intelligence v. Suresh Kumar and Co. (2025),

the Supreme Court clarified that while the certification requirement is
mandatory, it does not require a rigidly structured, straitjacket format. If the
essential requirements of authenticity are met through signed proceedings or
official statements, the evidence can be relied upon.

Defects Are Curable:

Kum Shubha @ Shubhashankar v. State of Karnataka (2025),

The Supreme Court ruled that a certificate not issued in the exact prescribed
form is not automatically invalid, particularly if the authenticity or integrity of
the documents is not genuinely disputed by the opposing party.

The Foundational Ruling:

Arjun Panditrao Khotkar v. Kailash Kushanrao Gorantyal (2020), the
Supreme Court conclusively ruled that the certificate is a mandatory "condition
precedent" for the admissibility of secondary digital evidence.

If a party is unable to secure the certificate from a third party (like a telecom
company), they can seek the court’s assistance to compel its production.

Proving Reliability:
Because digital evidence (such as leaked WhatsApp chats or call detail records)
1s intangible and susceptible to tampering, courts apply strict scrutiny.

No Oral Substitution: The Supreme Court has repeatedly held that the
Evidence Act does not permit the proof of an electronic record via pure oral
testimony. It must be backed by technical or documentary verification.

Expert Opinion: In complex scenarios, the testimony of an Examiner of
Electronic Evidence (under Section 84 of the BSA) may be utilized to establish
the integrity, hashing, and origin of the digital artifact.

Chain of Custody and Handling of Evidence:

Key Phases of Evidence Standardization:-
Collection:



Evidence is photographed, documented, and collected using appropriate
personal protective equipment (PPE) and sterilized, tamper-evident containers
to avoid contamination.

Labeling and Documentation:

Each item receives a unique identifier. Investigators record the case number,
exact date, time, location, and the name of the collecting officer.

Chain of Custody:

A rigorous tracking log follows every person who handles the evidence from
the moment it is collected to its presentation in court or lab analysis,
minimizing the number of handlers.

Storing:

Evidence is stored in environmentally controlled, restricted-access facilities
tailored to the material (e.g., refrigeration for biological samples or anti-static
shielding for digital devices).

4. JUDICIAL TRENDS ON NEW CRIMINAL LAWS

Modernizing Evidence Standards:-

Electronic & Forensic Evidence: The Supreme Court mandates that electronic
records meet strict admissibility tests (e.g., proper certification).

Forensic reports alone are rarely sufficient; judges require them to be
corroborated by independent evidence to establish the guilt of the accused.
Circumstantial Evidence: Courts strictly apply the doctrine of an "unbroken
chain.” The prosecution must establish facts so conclusively that they point
only to the guilt of the accused, ruling out any other reasonable hypothesis.

Reinforcing Procedural Fairness

Protecting the Accused. Police must explicitly put all material circumstances
and evidence to the accused during trials. Skipping mandatory procedural
safeguards (such as those for recording statements) can vitiate the proceedings
and result in a failure of justice.

Speedy Trials & Arrest Safeguards: The judiciary focuses on eliminating pre-
trial delays, ensuring the timely provision of police records to the accused, and
defining limits on police custody to prevent the arbitrary curtailment of civil
liberties.

Right to Life and Liberty: Across all proceedings, courts emphasize the
"hovering omnipresence of Article 21," mandating that the new timelines for
trials and investigations under the BNSS must not compromise the fundamental
rights to a fair trial and personal liberty.

Digital and Scientific Evidence:
Expanded Admissibility:



The BSA has modernized the law of evidence, explicitly expanding the ambit of
primary and secondary electronic evidence. Judges are trending toward stricter
compliance with Section 63/65 of BSA (analogous to the old 65B), particularly
requiring mandatory electronic integrity certificates for digital records.
Mandatory Forensics:

Courts are enforcing the new BNSS mandate requiring on-site forensic
investigations for all crimes carrying a punishment of 7 years or more.

Expanding Victim-Centric Rights:

Zero FIR Validity: The judiciary is strongly upholding the BNSS provision for
"Zero FIR," which allows citizens to file complaints at any police station
regardless of jurisdiction. Courts treat this as a vital step in ensuring swift
access to justice.

Victim compensation scheme:

widening the definition of “victim" under section 2(y) BNSS, provision for
deadline for conducting investigation and trials.

By:

Anju Khiriya
Prosecution Officer
9462494921
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¥ Agcayet Aok 97 |

Kiran Raj Case, SC, 2025
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IR RAie =1 IAY B Thd B |
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Bharatiya Nyaya Sanhita, 2023 (BNS), Bharatiya Nagarik Suraksha
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Digital Evidence &I Sgdl A=Al

ﬁ&ﬂ'ﬂ ®Ic - Pune Bar Association Vs. Union of India (2026) H @ar &
hash value 3R expert certificate electronic evidence @I authenticity

ghftad o= & forg mawas 3 | e = fSfored g @t reliability
TR fa9y oR fear|

Personal Liberty 1 =&t

Pankaj Bansal Vs. Union of India (2023) 1T 915 & AMel § gHH BIc A
$8l b arrest grounds T ®©Y ¥ §dMT AAGR 8| BNSS & d8d
procedural safeguards P Article 21 | S ST o 8T B |




Speedy Trial TR SR

3Tl IR—9R I8 HE Y&l © & FEeI®d adjournment I 99T WY
IR day-to-day trial TciTAT SIU | Vinod Kumar Vs. State of Punjab <€l
Hussain Vs. Union of India esa speedy trial B Hiferted PR AT AT |

Scientific Investigation &T THeH

e 3R UM% WX W forensic evidence, CCTV, fingerprint,
video-recording @I e-evidence & SUINT &I de@T AT O & T
gRITT Afed &g Al ¥ Y Bl & d8d scientific investigation T
faeiy 9o faar |




Victim-Centric Approach

Q Bl § Afderei, s= iR EAfd Ry | s ARl H Courts 31D

Hageiel ?é’fﬁ'clﬁ'UT YT & T| False promise of marriage, mob lynching,
terrorism 3iR organized crime S offences TR ¥ ¥ fears T T

Procedural Compliance & 3Ifarl AT

T I8 W< PR 38 & fb -I¢ criminal laws esa procedural safeguards &I Ulel+
JIfard 2 | Electronic evidence, arrest memo, remand procedure 3R charge-sheet
timelines TR strict scrutiny &1 T & § |
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R 35(3) BNSS @ dgd Aiied

1. ¥R 35(3) BNSS % dgd e Hal S AT 60 22
YT 35(3) BNSS & d&d Ao de SIRT feha STHAT <A1iey STe7 3gamebai (1.0.) 7 frdl eferd &l fiRedr 1
HH 1 ol foram &1, vet 1 I8 TR eifert T3 SToRT & 7 it 2|

2. T T R AT § WRT 35(3) BNSS ¥F qed ANEH ST ST SR & STt 39w 7 a9 a1 368 &9
BT HTE?

TEl, T2 THard T2 €1 ¥R 35(3) BNSS & dgd Alfed dbaet vl STRT fRameTmT mfey ST sifa-Hdsdt 7 7 a9
T BT AT ITe] TIRTE P SARIUT AT BT ST H I B 3R I8 AT FTRER FobT aret < &7 Fofg
ISRIET

3. A% TRt ST Bt FRFR 63T 2 A1 e, T 7 7121 gaTT € At S Umare & g 358 Seman sy ?
BNSS &I ¥RT 179 & d&d IBdTS & fo1Q TR Aferal |fed fopet Ht erferd &1 Afed SR fosam 51 HepdT 21
IfE STTEEHBA! T8 Fsps Fwrtar & 6 38 RAR ST S1awass 81 €, df Iodrs & 91¢ BNSS &I |RT
35(3) & d&d A11ed STRI fohT ST FehaT &

4. < ToHt QO <afe BV, ST BNSS HUHRT 35(3) % dgd STHI A1{q @ 9rd| @l Seeied fpar g, fomr
et ~rraTerr <t STwfd % fiRwan fomar i wehar 22

TNl U "t §, g # AR & THeT URd 9 T, STTHRIHEGAT Bl Tl BRUTT 3R det & qre
TR & amT 2 o Stfige 3 38 ST AT Bl 91t 1 Sewie oy foraT| et uRfeifaat §, seredt
& foTe 72 Siter AT ST6d @ o foelt =amanerar 3 stfirgert 1 fiRermdt 3 Heer & 1é farfre fder o syl 12t
forar 2|
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5. TR TR O wafer Bt STER BNSS o1 Ut 35(3) % dad STHI Aied b 9Tl T Seeio el 96 &, for
Teret rrarerar Y Srwfd % o fomam i wehar 22

T, et Safer @1, e Jifed & fopelt ¥t o @ 91 &1 Sowier 781 1o &, A1fed | Sfewifed ST &
AT sTEraHedt gRT FReR 781 fopa <11 gesam| Sl uRfefaat &, spa=ameal ot fReR o gt & <79
P Y ] & TR W Pl AT WL (FRT) SATST TAT &l | AY TR (SISl T8 1R F iy, 3T FAR ATHA
¥ feu e oty & at feem e A Em

6. T U 4 3R 5 W ¥RT 35(3) BNSS * 3faria St Nfeq & Geiy § Afv1a FRermd O Uiae, ¥ 179
BNSS % it Aifea il 21 ot @ 2 82
& URT 179 BNSS @ 3farid 7ifeq SIRY 89 W 8 Hfdee o] 781 2|

7. T 7 TH AT I AFAF b BRI, AT FREATH AT HIGUE A ST AW &b R AT B
RT 35(3) BNSS  idid Afed SR fohan o gepar 22
gl IR g el g8 Fofa dar ¢ b O safed & fieard sed 78 8, @ a8 g Sl e g €,

ITHT § S B Hebell €, T2T I8 Aferd & {6 STl e R FeheT 2|

8. BNSS I T 35(3) % dgd Aieq &4 faam smem?
e AferdTd B9 § AT Registered Post/Speed Post T&AT ST, Sclergifes B4 H Tl |

Ha= PR Al S CBI T 317 A H 370 2022 & el H, Haled =T  Abe FAR SATH fastad

AT (DCP) T 31 AT | foet! 3o AT o Bao] Bl SRR @7 T, ST &l 147 o7 b ®/1eqey a1 3=
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Sa P AT & T T A1fe™, CrPC &1 ¥RT 41-A/35(3) BNSS & d&d dTHicT BT dlidhl Tal AT S|
ST /9 |, e, 2025 H, Haled AR F HHT fb BNSS 1 HRT 35(3) % ded Al1ed Seaie &9 4 T8l
e ST |epdT| SATS, 2025 H, elied =R A el 6 BNSS &1 9RT 35(3) % d&d ST AN SeAaii+e
Y G el AT ST G| Faie —ARITed J SHad 2025 H ST 3707 qd F2er &f denferg & & fog gfamon
TS G AR 37T Bl TS o fe|

9. & AT 7 T8 H HRETE A U &, At 391 FAR FHota A Sff@a qog-wimmd w82

T R 7 TS AT ITH FHH F BRIAT I USH €, T 3T FAR 01T & ITER, 15 &7 (AT 3 USTIaoT o
fafer ) sga-aHedt & oy Stfeieds a7g diT g —

(1) I TT BT 1% TopHT 3T 3 STRIUT o Bl FTROIR 8T TG4 © 4T 781 |

3R

(1) T TRERY & 72T 8, a1 ¥R 35(3) & ded Alfed STRI &AT| IfS Afdd 7 T a7 3HY 31feleh & BRI,
SSIEA BRI AT KU I USRI AT &1 AR €, AT Bl HIZd THI-EHT el &l

TReT (aTT 35 BNSS)

U FJHEd] HHfarEd gRffaat | foeet efed $f fomT afsrege & eer AR e & ReR o 9T © -
1. W1 B 9RE T fAT Section 35(1)(a)., (o). (d). (e). (B). (). (0). (). Gj)-

1. i1 Yfcrs AfEer Bl IUTRITd H Tl 3R $dT € Section 35(1)(a)

(NDPS, Arms Act, Excise Act, Gambling, 332/353 etc.)

2. ST &9 HledT & ST 37 T TBR o MM BRI IBIT6d TRTHT =ifed fosar

STT T € 32T Section 35(1)(d)
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3. forss Feot H IS T =S TS STl @ o e g2 arufa 2 T 3fad & & g fopam ST wekar € ok o
TR U AT & IR H TR I B IfAd B T TS a1 1 TaheT € 31aT Section 35(1)(e)

4. S gfc ISR 1 30 THT ITET YT & ST9 I8 STUAT Bded IR T 2 A1 S e gof srfirer & fea
T 2 AT el YT &1 U &3dT & 3@ Section 35(1)(f)

5. o o der & Tore gl § § frdt & StficTeies B 7 3fAd 93E € 31T Section 35(1)(g)

6. ST RA & STeR feeft T o forelt O wref fopg ST &, S a1fe v & fam w7t 2, Y SToRT & %9 | guery
i 3R S g a8 gegdor et fosdt fafer & sl A sy YRa 0 ues ST &1 3 sifieen # feg fg
ST T T &, @ & Il ¢ a1 ora fIes 39 an ¥ 3 uRars s St gt & 3 fogaei giter e &t
bl & AT 3foid TE foer ¢ 19 a8 T T T Il & 3190@T Section 35(1)(h)

7. <11 Rer o T SRt ¥R 356 S SUERT (5) & 3l 9ATC T fosdt R Bl T T € 32T Section
35(1)(i)

8. forgebt et 3 forg @i +ft A, =e e fofe 21 o wifes, et o gfer sTfeeerd & o g8 &, s
o6 w77 % fReR fob ST a1t caferer 37 34 STORTer AT 37 ot B FAfEe et e € o ferg el &t
STHT 2 3R I I8 Ui a7 & o6 30 far Pl /I ST A aTet ISR gRT AT anie & B 9§ fiRer

BT ST GRAT 81 Section 35(1)(j)

T1. FRETE THHHT e AT a6 @ e BV 8, AT BRETE ITHI B T 2l

o1 e fagd1a STl uTed g8 & fob 36 Ueb o 3Ty e 1R Gfctd Stfeehrl & O 39 TR W
fogmT = B BROT B b 3T aafed T Iod TR fRAT 21 _Section 35(1)(c) - FIR s registered and there are

some reasons to believe (statement of eyewitnesses/victim, 180/183 BNSS statements. Disclosure
statement. Recovery, CCTV. Audio recording etc.)
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111. foreit 3afer & fe BRErE S A1 a6 @ 6F 2 Jbdr @ a1 58 A1 99 d SorT ST HebdT 8, 91
A % | AT T A & Section 35(1)(b)

1. o e 3faa forerra &1 ¢ § a1 foyaa e e g2 2, a7 3fed 1 Hiig € T 387 318 99
TR AT 21 Section 35(1)(b) - FIR registration completes this requirement.

R

2. g SATEIHR & Ui THT I, FEAT a7 TeE & TR W I8 fI918 T B BROT § b o AfeRd 4 98
TR fHAT & Section 35(1)(b)(i) - there are some reasons to believe (statement of eyewitnesses/victim,

180/183 BNSS statements, Disclosure statement, Recovery, CCTV, Audio recording etc.)

3R

3. T el 38 91q 9 HqE § o UHT ROl S84 @ Section 35 (1)(b)(ii) -
I OHT SR ST 37 O 8 ST 9 Heh 2|

7
0. 3T & ey o 3fEd 9 & fad|

a7

. Y AR Bl AR & G| Bl TS B AT Tl &b T1 BT TBR BT 8BTS B G A & e |

IV. TF Hfdd B 9T & dedi ¥ gRiad foedt i Sfed &1 B U, UHh! & § AT dTie AT
T gfed ATIBRT & HHA T 72T Pl GATH B F BT ST Teb |

V. 9 d% U A B TREAR Tal &R i1 ST =AaTerd o S5eh! U, S7a | s7uferd g, giHferd Taf
&1 ST Hebd 1|
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4. gfciq STferT UHT TIRORT Std 97T 370 HROT 1 Teifdd B0 § S5 SO End of Section 35(1)(b)
5. U9 Tt wel § SeT [T e B TRorr B savadsdT T8 €, U qfag SIferl TR 3 &6 &
PBRUT B! Tl d B | 5 BT Proviso of Section 35(1)(b)
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Bl

1. I T 39 A B IR & 91¢ 7foRee BY A forve 3T 31fFardt § ST 3R 7 | e $! he
P ST BT WTaHE 32

1 b foe Paer it 31fard & S RTRY 35(1)(b) BNSS @ d&d @bl 7T 811 ¥F &g 3&e<0T & STal
7 ITT b hY e bl Foll aTet IR H fiRoRT B St 8, @fdeT 35(1)(b) BNSS & dgd 7811 W
HAA! H, 3fer $AR Fufg & dof H, Afoke @l 9a foiee ST 3maede T8l §1 3R & foig
35(1)(a),(c)(d) to (j) BNSS

1. oIt gfer 3ifdiprdt &t 3ufeAfd # W3 3TRTT FHRar § Section 35(1)(a) - (NDPS, Arms Act,
Excise Act, Gambling, 332/353 etc.)

2. ST 59 fedT & 31 AT IS WHR & 37720 GRT 3T RN 2Nfeia fasar ST gt 2 372@1 Section
35(1)(d)

3. forads Feat # BIE Tt < Ut ATt 2 i IS g€ 9ufdl €1 o1 3 Bu & g fosar 11 Jebar &
3R o IR WA ST & IR H 37RT a3 BT 3fd B A g AT ST FhdT & 314aT Section 35(1)(e)

4. 5 feRT fUPRY B 39 THY T UgATdT & ST9 I8 37T b 9 IeT € a1 i fafer qof arfiRem &
et T © a1 fAdhet YT &1 YT oh3dT & 37T Section 35(1)(f)

5. {9 R I & ToRA gl § I foodlt I 3ricaToies 814 @ 3fad g & 37T Section 35(1)(g)

6. ST HRA W dTeX ! T H fooeft OF 1 fbg o 9, ST afe MRa # fdpam 17T 81T, aY 370RTY & B9
U BT 31K o fev a8 wrdor daeht fasd fafer & 3T ar 302t WRd H Udhs STH &f ar 37iRar
H f3%g fbu ST &1 M7t 8, Hag 8 gobl ¢ a1 S8 fd%g e8 IR # 3fd uRare foar i Jger 2 ar
faeaatar sfaar uTed 81 gebt ® a7 3ferd W faamm ¢ fos ag U Hew 38 gobT & 372t Section 35(1)(h)

7. St e fosar 71 3R URT 394 &Y 3UURT (5) & 31T 9917 MY fet ™ ol T oar @ 3reyar
Section 35(1)(i)

S.ﬁlﬂiﬁﬁ'\fﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁ?ﬂﬁ?lﬁqﬁﬂﬁ%ﬁ@ﬁﬁmﬁ@w,ﬁﬁmgﬁﬂmﬁwﬁﬁ
gord fob AT ® fIRAIR fby ST aTel &ferd 31R 39 3TIRTY T 310 BRUT B fAfese fasar T 81 foigs foig
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IR B ST & 3R 39 8 Udld 2T & fb 39 ey Y A1 SR 3 dTet 31feibrY gRT f&A7 aRe &
P B9 F fIREIR fosam ST Hepar 21 Section 35(1)(j)

2. Checklist & Heay § 312l FAR e A Far feenfader fefaa &2

I gferT srfaeIiRal @ ¥Rt 35(1)(b)(ii) F dgd fAfdse 3U-Esl aTeft U Checklist UM 6T ST @Tfey,
iR

gfeid AfUBRT RIYT Y 3 B &I &b g AfSiege & Frer smfvd/der dd T9g faftiad arr &1 18
Checklist @1 3MfSd BT

3R

I BROT 3R AT T H S HRUT IRTARY 31999 §8:

Ale: deRT el (BRT 3R A YRqd B b fiv) gar fder (2 feive smfed @) & ifdRed &1
S, 3EHMEDbd P oy b foie # g MY fdebedl Bl "BRUN 3R AHGA" &b H1e AU AT
EIGCIR

3. 9T 321 FAR & HAA &b 91 BNSS, 2023 ¥ URT 35(1)(b)(ii) F d8d YRS 2MfHer B 772

TEl, A URIT RIS wfshar Ffgar (Feier) 31fEfzm, 2008 gRT 3U-uRT (1) & @ (a) 3R (b) ¥
MU R g Uer B M A1 g 3t Bl iRommt Y wa Y S 2T 3faa @Ter 3R
AT & 91g TN dF ST b 3R Ut fRIRY 31maedes 31k 3mfard 811 "Checklist" Q&g &1 3eoid
Ugeil IR 2014 § 3rfer $AR &b BFA H fsar w1 a1, @fbT Checklist ® A by ST @t g
3TRTfEe Ufdhar AigdT (Feie) s1fafiam, 2008 & 912 § Hisg A
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fiIRFRL & 3R

1. iR cafad $ fiRer & 3R B Y1 3 & Heifd S g w9 82

R WA &1 3gedg 22(1): B W Jfed B fivear fiear mar 8, 39 fiema & o & v,
TJmefte, 37qh! fIRTART & MURY B THGRT & ST a1fgy 3R 39 vt wig & fafdes ifegaar I
RIS B qAT IHBT ST B &b 3MfIbR F dfad 781 fosar Sem|

BNSS &I URT 47(1): B Wt ferd 3rfasrt a1 37 erfard i faqT aie & fasadt cafart &Y iReaR a<ar
2, 30 dhIe 39 AfRT B IRt & G fIaRoT A7 31=7 3TRY Y THSRY AT 31farf 2, o HRoT 38
RuR fosar mar 21

2. Yfer 3ifipRt fiReaR) & 3R & aa1 JPha1 872

fagm AR TAm ERAT I AMe ¥ Jdfed AT B Rweh & 3R, g’ 22(1) H
ARG & YT DT HTfed B BT MR FHT I EBRT / TSiHT W 81| 3Afely, TRTIRT
& YR Bl TRAEIRT 7HT &b Aregq § foifdd ®9 H qdMT 98 & Hifes 3higerd &1 IRAIRT 7AW
EEATER AT 81T 8

3. IfE fiRTT & 3R fiRWR e $Y 78 a1y 7e a o= gm?

I PAR T ERATOT T e H wafed AT A e § o i Reat & 3R fiRear afar
T el §d1Y ST1d, a1 TROTRT Y 37de =S fdar SYm Teb R I8 Ieeior g 81 ST W, 37&leld Bl
B AT & b a8 ARG BT i RET B3 BT 3120 &1 3P IeTal, IR ED —IrATerd gRT uTRd RATe
37er HY 3THT=AI 81 STd 81 BTctifes, T8 Tee b T fob 379, 3TRIT U 37K YebaH TR SHBT Ble YHTT
EEREIT

4. "fIREAR & TR W Far-a T 2nfie AT Tfee?

(1) TS 37oRTY & foig AfeRd BT fIREAR b 72T &, 39ahT IRT faaroT (BNSS &1 URT 47 & 3199R)
i. MR =mar TfgaT 3R T Ay B Y 9 uRTS o ded Ruary & m$ 21
|1 ey b o fAwT (FUH BIE: BIfade! 3US It M 31T Tael IT99)
1. RO 3 T GAATET d2a (o PIE: YR Reprae g feoedt g 4121, I53)
(i) 9THeT & Hfeed 92 / d BRUT S 3R &R faears fdar mar fas 399
RTY fbaT B

10
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STHMEd! 3R

1. STHIACT 3T9RTH & T 8Yd &2
BNSS &1 YRT 2(1)(c) P TR, STATT 3TURTH d 370RTH Bl & oIl HledT ol YW T H STHA & B
¥ 3feeiferd 2

2. BNSS W SHMFd! 3R | Heiftia om graum §72

YRT 47(2), BNSS: Ife 1 gfeid 31t} feHT are & fosdi} eaferd bl STHMHT 370RTY H fIRRIR T &,
a1 38 fIREIR fbY T¢ eaferd b1 g8 Ffod BT 7fard 2 fob 38 STAMd W ReT 811 &1 31feR ¢ 3R a8
39 felQ ST (sureties) BT ZeR2AT X JdbdT &

HRT 47(2), BNSS: % ®IE @fd fdA1 are & fiRwmR a1 fevmaa & forar momg 31k a8 foed) ot 3o
ST & & el daR 81, d1 U Aferd &1 ST W RET fasan Sireem afe sifaert @ 3ugdd o, 3R
a9 B q d9 5 ey ffT 2 srerfd iRt & dRE ¥ Tb g & HidR ST §i-s T8l & T 38T
B 3R ST 9 B3 § 3 g1, Al OF fed Pl STHAd di-8 Sl goTid dad 3R &b feiw
RN 1 AT RET a1 SITQTT | Fated =ararad A HY 319+ fafi= fofai o g 16 ag uraum

11
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3fiipdd 7 ¥ db HelT d1e) 3TRTH N FIRTARY 6T ARi2o
[35(1)(b) BNSS]

1. WX AT ¥ ) aafay Y fiRU) Ba B oI Gebelt & SIgT 3TRTY Y 31fiipan
IolT 7 99 a6 82

i. 3TRIOY TR U8l I &8 ATH of 8, g 3Mad TR A7 fEgieer 81 (39% faeg asf Al & faaror
T PR) | UV A BT QAGRT A 3TIRTH B bl THTIAT Bl B

ii. 3TRITT GRT 3TIRTY T & 1 UHSd / ATl Bl ¥HB! AT (71T / UHed B arelT felmrad Fer &)

jii. 3TRTN fd I ¥ NfSd B IR / UIST / UqwhT 38T 811 W Aferd gRT R I 3Ry fosy S a7 difsa
Y ST BT JITIAT I8 2

iv. TEI AP J THYA & AT REARY 3mgede B—oR fos Tg-3mRIdt Bt fiRema, gfdamr/earast/ansy
BT Fufed P RIS ST (Fe-3TRIUT T SRIAS I IRG3AT BT faearoT )|

v. ST 3TRIYT gRT URT 35(3)/179 BNSS & d&d Wol MY AIfeH BT 3R 7 a1 Tam 8 (AT bt darHie &1
THTOT Hel™ &) | O A fehd GRT 3THUT H STHT ST AT 37eTdld H 92l T 8 bl Yelel HHTaAT gldt 81

vi. g e 35(3)/179 BNSS & ardlel & Tva T g1 urg &) dilfds 3R TR € (38 &7 faaror &)1 0
i & ATHUT H STHT STeT AT 7eTeld H YA T B bl FHTEAT I 2

vii. 3RO 9d # 3G 3ORTET / def SR / Wi STRR I8 YobT &1 (TH fderoT I )| T8 Aferd &b
YT ¥ THT ST T 37aTeid | 92l 7 81 &) JHTaAT 31feias gt 21

viii. 3TRYGT & HITT T BUTIAT 8T (84TS / ¥ fedbe, fager # & arel Aotard! RedaRT & faaroT 31 vegd
&) | W e P 37ereld § SRR I8 bl FHTaAT 37feeh gl 8|

iX. ST 3TRIYT AT / TR TRgd A H 317 81| O eiferd gRT =ATHAh Hisham ® areT STef a7 31&leld
H U2l 7 8 Y FHTEAT 311U Bt B

12
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2. YRT 35(1)(b), BNSS & 3idifa 7 af aes &I JoIT ared 3o A 3RIUaN @Y A 249 31 fivward
YA B GHTd: 4T Aiehar 21l anfag?

A. EH2IT URT 179 BNSS & dgd AIfcd ST &, aRilfes 31 eu™ A oA §Q foAT I8 a3 o AT gfedat
BIAT & T 3R P TROARY 31maeg s © o7 781 |

. T ATiie R BT YA Ugel AT w9 / Registered Post/Speed Post I @31 If 37RIGT A1
o I g9 38T B, A1 98 AT 39d BR & IIP IS Pl AT S Jabal & 3R R & &Idrol W KAUSBET 1
Tl 81 W WG, Biel-aifsal YH0T 3R eRarst W RueH $1 Uissar afgd Jgfed axirdsiieoT bl
BIgA & &1 T1T ST ARy

I1. AT germ erT RUTe &sf g1 €t a1 FrEqd it STRY foar ST =nfev|

I, 3TRYYY &7 19 ITHA 31 (FIR/US $7BT%) & 7 I 15 &A1 & iR 2-3 Mfeq SRt foby S =iy

B. 579 3TRIUT YRT 179 BNSS @ T&d 3IgHUM H 2TfHel 8 T &

I. A& I ATBRT BT @IT € 3 IR BT REIR T BV 3MaBdT T8 8 3R TR & far
T ST AT ST JabaT 7, aF 37 Hid W & URT 35(3) BNSS & ded e afaia By ¥ fear
SITUT 3R 3R ¥ 39 W gd1ar fiv Sieil| g9 d1e 39! YT: Statement &1 &l STTT1 URT 35(3)
BNSS @& dgd Afed 1 & 18 39P g1 fhR J gof by STTUi|

I1. A& 3Eu™ AfOBR B ohrdT € 6 3R B fiReait 3maedes 2, a1 3 fiReaR fsar sig| O
YRT 35(3) BNSS & d8d A &7 Bl 31Maeddhal el o

C. fE 3R 15 Y & WieR rgeium & 2nfirer &Y g

. FF SRR H I T BU F 3601@ B} (S IR AT amiid 8 & a1a Wt 3™ J 99 38T &, oo
ITHUT H ST 377 6T 8 37R U8 GHTEAT § 1dh a8 31T Tefe” TTeTdl bl bridTet § el 7 8|

I1. O 3TRIGY T 2fter fiRTFIR foar STg|

D. RUART & 915 (AT 3R 7 qd H 373Fu | 1T fora & a1 78)):

. TRTART 98T &Y 3th UbR F WY 31K fIRTART & 3R (grounds of arrest) Tt BY I 394 3ifdd &1

I1. T 3TORTY STAMT 2, a7 el gRT STHIA < ST ebdl 2

13
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AT afe 3T ARSEE 89 UHBR & ¢ b Mol € URT 190(2) BNSS &7 31JuTe &l gl a1, fos
3TRTGY T AT b H1Y Y2 febU ST TR & ST <&F STt &, dF O ATHel § Gfeid §RT 3TRIYT T ST 7
& SITYI1 3TRIGY BT 24 € & Wi AfSRee & arel Uer a1 STy 3R garm Sy o iR STAHd & fog
STHIT SR T8l &R HebT|

1. TfE 3R BT AfSIRe & JH&T Ul fdsaT ST T&T 2, a1 I fae &Y Sieb YbR J MRAT 37929 2

14



Madan Lal Bagaria, Prosecution Officer, ACJM - 09, Amer

HRA & A b1 A T fobar o Nfew st &war faw € 3ik fiRwr sruang

VRATT ATTRe FR&M AfedT, 2023 BT URT 35 & ded WRd & GuH BIE 3, “Hdg PAR lder §9T7 BT
STie &R ATHS W, HRAII AT Y& FigdT, 2023 [BNSS] &l HRT 35 Pl ATRIT Bd gV Ve Heayu!
AT AT

Ig HIAT BNSS BT URT 35(1)(b) & d&d fIRUIRT B 2ifdry 3iR BNSS &1 URT 35(3) & dgd Al SR
P Y AT 3T AT &b &d & UL T BT HTfEBTRE BY J TS T &; Iy BT F 37 ATHe A
S 7 (A1) ATt d DI Ba DI Tl dTet 3TIRTH A B

g Badl BT b RAfd BT 39 YR T3 T 2 fos TH ATHE! § BNSS Pl URT 35(3) & d&d AIfeH SR
T 7T 2, STgfd BNSS @Y ¥RT 35(1)(b) & F1ef Yl ST dTell ¥RT 35(6) & dgd IRuRY T Jifea
3T &1 U1 d §Y, YU BIE 4 BNSS & ded JHTfHes & 3UTl I WRA & |fdu™, 1950 & 31wea
21 & dgd JdUTH® SHIGel & F1 ATHY fasm™T|

5

G DI 7 39 91d W faarR {321 fds am BNSS &1 URT 35(3) & dgd Afed 34 It ATaal # 31fHarf Bu 3
SIRY fdsq ST =fey S 7 (TTd) AT ddb bl dbg bl FolT dTet 3TORTY MR 31 TR & fefg ue aRomdt
U7 g 3371 fos T, BNSS &1 URT 35(1)(b)(i) 3IR 35(1) (b) (ii) & T&d URepfcua uRfefdal & srqufeafa
H, 04 AHcl H el gferd sifdiesrdt gRT b1 11 iRt b1t o0 & 3ferd gt

faeayor 3R fAspd

fierard fadereii 2, 1S wrara wfehar 18t

YB3 | B, o BIE 7 AgrAn b BNSS bl °RT 35(1) &b dgd TRER b1 2rferd fadepmeii 2, S fob
“FRdT & (may) A& & 3TN J T BldT ¢ | TREIRT df dem=as Afary BT 8T, 3 ARt BT YA &3 &
I & 31er 21 Tt 1 At gafeiv vuaR &1 foam ST Hepar & aiifes ThT AT Bl dR W Hel 2|

T ATl W W B gU, S8 “Si77av AR &7 Iav Haer 159 37k 3= A &, oA Pre
9 910 W IR & fb fiReart 3R fevmad & aafama Wdsar 3k gfasst w ik aftony g1 €, 3R
gfeiy S fosdl VT TRE | B AT FifAes dis I el fdsar ST qepd1l SIid MfUdRT Bl RERT Bt
MTGIPBAT UR 3T9AT AT AT Infev 3R 37 A% 379t 2fferT 819 & 3R W 78], §feh Wdd U J 54
TE ST H F&T AT ATfey|
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G DI 7 3T g MY Be fob ST BT 430 3827 Hed gehgl BT 3R 3T &b Heel H I ST BT
Bl TTRURY STie &1 PIg 31fard faeam 981 81 BT i< I8 AHdT & fob 3RIYT & faergd # fag faam it
ST 9Tt ST 8 3177 §¢ Hebdl! 2

YRT 35(1)(b) & dgd ared A v |rf Gt Bt anfey 31k 39T Wit | ured fosan
ST =1fEv|

G D1 7 el 3T b 7 it deb bl b bl HSIT dTel ITIRTHT &b Ty, BNSS @l URT 35(1)(b) & d&d
IR Y 21fry, < TR 3MTa2TdBaT3N &b &t H Ui IR R &3t 21

UglT, BNSS &1 URT 35(1)(b)(i) & d&d, Yfeid 31fipRt & U feleprad, faeas-ta STHeRY a1 3feid ¥ &
YR W, I8 fIRaRT H¥ BT HROT BH1 AT o 39 fard ¥ 3ToRT 5T €1 a8 3nmaedesar gAamt &
3R a¥gf s AT W 3T BT aTfey|

IR, BNSS &1 URT 35(1)(b)(ii) & d&d, Gfei fOBRY B 50 a1d I T a1 anfey fas fivrant fAfde
3221 H Tl vep o foiv 31maedes 2, S fdb 3111 b 3TRTY I AepAT, 3 STiw GAfed 3T, Jgdi &
1 BEBTS bl AepAT, TdTal Bl FAHT AT YHDT &7 F b1, IT aTeld b HAA 391 3ulAfa Fffeda
HAT| GHH B ¥ T T 3 a8 S Te1 € fds BNSS &Y ¥RT 35(1)(b)(ii) % dgd Tt ercf gt &f; 37w
J B3 g BT Wt IR EFT FIBT BT ETcifcs, TRUART BT 32T ehdT Bi 2id aRafasd g, 7 b Pbaa
fe@mact|

G BIE T 371767 PAR §71F [98R 15T 3R “Hdg PAN 3ilded §HTH Pl Sfie &g31 ATHA] § 14U 77
Hgidl @l i ¥ aIRMETl DI 7 el fb fGear A BT R AR IRTIRT Bl 3magehar & ufd
g —A AT ord fofed Bu & aof HF STt anfeg|

ol g1 3 o Atspe &, fos WY fiRoRY s1fFard 78t 81 stfeert & ur fadeifeeR grfard gar &, iR 38 54
ITIPBR BT TN IS MTIPAT 3R FAHTHDb &M IUTAT BT BHICT IR BB &l BT ATey |

BNSS &I ¥RT 35(3) % d&d Aed STRT &A1 ATH (97 §; STaid BNSS P URT 35(6) & ded TRURT
U TR 3Uarg g

G BIE 7 BNSS &1 URT31 35(1)(b), 35(3), 35(5) 31R 35(6) &Y ATHSRIYUT AT Y| DI A Ig el
&t b BNSS e IR 35(3)— i1 I8 HfaTd et ¢ fob STel 3U-URT (1) & ded RN &b 3raedesdT e &,
T8l Nfeq IR} far Q37 IRl R gH e A @0 et & 5% fAg 7 af 9 & HR1a™ F7 48
fFufRa g1

GoTH DI T T BY 4 el fds (A HTAA! H BNSS DI URT 35(3) & dad ANEH STRI AT & A (a7 8
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U IR 76 VT AT STRY 81 SITdT & 33K Geiferd afary 39T 2rdf BT ITad a7, 3R T AT SIRT 389 aT
&, a1 URT 35(5) TRAIRT & f&as e fAfgd e @t 81 39 aR0T W TRUAR! e qHt ol ST Hebd! &,
519 g 31faeRt U faferse SRuT oot o, S g arfed 81 1o faerad # AT 31maead 8 T g1

BNSS 6l HRT 35(6) & et &, oA BIE A Taee foa fob ANfeq BT Ut 7 H3 & Amve) & W,
iR 3199 37 98 8 STt UTed 9 $ A 1fUEr B Pad iR R AR 3@ 6
fipR fiddar §; a8 fiRwaRt @i rfFard 98 gaman faeRt @ Wda B9 F g Mhad
&1 B o R St & fofg iR 3mmaeaes 8 18 81 Agcaquf o1 98 € f6 v e a
HMT f6 BNSS Y URT 35(6) & dgd iR 39 98 Aeeayul a1d 9z 8 o it &1E 7 wrn fos
BNSS &Y HRT 35(6) & dgd fiRWR 39 73 ufRfefaa) ar Irmn w 3menfRe gt =nfee, s
BNSS &I HRT 35(3) & dgd Afed SR} B 9T Iueie] T8l 21 9 2Afed BT HanT |4aq I
3R ArauTIgde far st anfgu

T ¢ 3 3 ool B s A Fenfies e IuTa W ¥ agede 21 ¥ AT € 3R g ot el
AT ST 7= Bad UihATHB JYTTRGAT adb I & <, I8 faUrRit 3827 oI fawhd & it | fIRTRt &1
B IBATS b 38T I AT T8 ST ST HebdlT| T8 F& GRS 37TaRT bl R ATHTRA BT <Mfe |

faspd

ol B1E A Fpe [Hepret {5 7 a9 dep b BRIGH J et TRl H, BNSS &1 URT 35 & dgd JuTie
Sl Ueb TS UeTdshH TG Bdl §; BNSS &1 HRT 35(3) & dgd AISH SR AT WA 31 8, STelfs
BNSS @I YRT 35(1)(b) 9 HT I T8 ¥RT 35(6) & ded [TREIRT Tdb 31UdTE &

R} Tep Jurfies fadepiftiesR 2, 7 fob ST b1 1 31fard der | Yoy 1R ol 39 2iferd T T
B F g T BU F g YT YBAT ARV fob RIT IRt aed H 377aedes g1 Hel g dunfies 2rd Alsfa
&, TR 9 a 781 b1 ST 1fey, 576 adb fdb a8 It ave & 31a2dd 7 81|

1973 & BNSS H HepHUT & SR, AT T & AT H ¥ faesFd YR 3urdl # PIg &l 7 311 7 Fiet
qd B T arer 3TRTH H I8 iR AT gy o « i 2 fem 2 3R fiRward) smarer, goie &1 3
g SN TIRedT & & 3R 59 fgid 1 AStgd o @ fas STTSTTet BiaT g 3fert 3ura & g anfev|

17
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2. I (Adjournment) W TR (A59T

T UfehdT BT 36T hdd 1T BAT &l "gl, dfch THIASG Qd YHTET =1 (Timely and
Effective Justice) Uald BT T 81 3[Taegd T (Unnecessary Adjournments) T foeig &1
UHE BRUT 8, TS difsa, sriged dam Taei—it wTfad 8ld €1 5t BRUT =ImrITerd) A T
Y& B DI IfeRT TR BoR 70T T1fua fBar g1

(A) 3FTIRYP TN TR ATATAA) P Y&t
1. fafaes 3R
BNSS, 2023 I RT 346 (G CrPC ¥RT 309) F 3TTR—

PBTIATE TRAT B & 918 39 Jd fEa-ufafe Iramam ST deir e bdd 3aedd
PR A g far sam|

37T T PIE UBR (Right) T8l Sfeh =—ITITET BT faddTHI (Discretionary) 31&el 2
2. 1A gfecepiuy
IEAY AT 3 IR-GR Pal & fb—

“Justice delayed is justice denied.”

IR-IR W 3 F 1A UfhaT &7 3827 faha 81 STTaT & dT SHdT &l =ITgTfeidl IR
faroam wfad grar 21

3. wq4 Aol

(@ Vinod Kumar v. State of Punjab

gafsd ITITAT 3 Bal—
. a7 UL g1 W 3FTdgds T g1 0T ST I1fey|
. forzg (Cross-examination) ﬁ%@ﬁwm%mwaﬁl
. T BT GTHT 3 T8t §9137 ST IhdT|

fagid:

“Adjournment cannot be claimed as a matter of right.”

) State of U.P. v. Shambhu Nath Singh

18
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TATeTT 7 BET—
TATE! T 3URATT & FTaSIE T AT ITafed & 0% 2
=TT P HebeH T W TR Alhd =0T IEAT A1y |

4. =T dds (Legal Reasoning)

ITIRY D T H—
. T8 Y T[UTAAT HTFId Bt 2
TaTel Pt Wfd FHR 8 Jdba 2
R P ARG H BT gl
3G el HHY Teh HebaH T dIsT Sietdl &
=T TATLAT T gEUANT Il 2|

Sy <A had URER gRffdal (Exceptional Circumstances) o gl T UM P
2l

(B) @Rd ZIIT (Speedy Trial) & fGgid &l Ferd

1. HduTHes 3R

ARA TR BT PR 318 21 & 3dTid Sita Gd eferdTd Wd=idl P bR BT 37~ 1T 8|
gfe gepeH W AR ficia 1 di ag Hiqu™ vex Aifeies 31febR BT Iecied JIHT ST HebdT &

2. Ufderie faer
(D Hussainara Khatoon v. State of Bihar
3 fAufa ¥ gafea <amarerd 7 uge! IR W fhar—

“Speedy trial is a fundamental right under Article 21.”

AT A el feb auif deb wifeld YebeH A feRi bl Fac=rdT WR 37ferd Ufdee B
@ A.R. Antulay v. R.S. Nayak

AT 7 R g § Hafad foxga feenfAder fFufRa fag
g fig—
. YA AT P d 37T gl
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fdeie & BRUTT PI ST BT SITQI |
3R 1 g€ Il &ffd (Prejudice) TR fe=IR g1
®1$ fAfedd THI-THT ATNIAS BT F AN TE B ST qabdT |

@) P. Ramachandra Rao v. State of Karnataka

I - Bal—
R grad Hifdid 31feeR 2
TR eI & faiT HaR Td IifAews Tra-iT fufRa 7t b 51 wed|

3. BNSS &I R

BNSS &1 3g2d—
THIG ST,
Iageg, fdaroT,
fefSiee ufdsarai &1 3ua,
. AT LT R fAIH0T,
GRT =TfIes faeid &l &BH BT &

4. =T dd (Legal Reasoning)
AR I 3T ¢ Fifeh—

s ge & fag
. el HHY deb YebeHT W Ueh &8 ST & SITdT 2
TfdssT Ud 3TTSifddeT JTfad eidl 8|

ifed & faw
. =1 § fI9ary 97 38T 21
AARi® T 9T gt 2
IqTS & fAT
. fafer &% oM (Rule of Law) @ IITIAT 81T 21
RTY fA2=0T Y T edT sadt &1
(OEIERISEREECICR K R AR

T FfhaT Bdel AT B fSTHGRT 78! 81 1A (Prosecution) dT &9Td U&f (Defence) a1
R g ve ofter feerror gfAfedd & &1 i g1

1. 3ifae 6l formigrd
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(i) TaTel T 3ufkAfa gHAfed T
. A FHY TR STRY BT
el &1 HHferd FH=< AT |

3D U BT

(ii) ST Ud SXATISAl Bl daRY
. B SR 37T IGAT
SEATIST HHY TR IR BT
fefSiea vd vifde Tredy &1 3ferd TR&foT BT

(iii) 3MTILY D T T HITHT

IS BT Bad IRATISH MTAISHAT 8 TR & LT HiTAT =TT
IR-GR T HITHT =ATfeb UfchaT T GEUANT HIAT ST HebdT &

2. 9919 u& B fordigrt

(i) o ¥ 3M1aeaa® faoia 7 31
. TTaTe 3URd 8F W foRE I3 A BT |

. TBATPY TR W TR-TR M F I2ATI
(ii) =TT P Jref FgAT
. 9T R U

3T 3Tded IAT W aIfEel BT
HeheH Pl AT Gia bl U T 30T

(iii) 3T & 3TTOBRY BT Y&

AT Y& BT bdh bdd fdeid BT A8 dfch—
fsuer gAaTS (Fair Trial),
THTAY IfaR&IT (Effective Defence),
. T 3TfeBRT bl JRat
gifedd AT 81

3. ITATAd bl FTRTT fHepT
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TATCT 1 g ST el & feb—
. AT STAGSHRY foieie 7 o,
SITd & UfshaT BT ST T &,
HeheHT 3TaTDh BU I wifed 7 7g;
ARd Td fTsagr = & dter dged o 1 R

w¥gfd &g fAsBH (Conclusion)

LT TR fddes BT TaTeTcHe AU 7, 7 fdb UgrbRY T 31fibR| BNSS daT 37w
21 B HIUTHS HTaT &b 31JHY IRITAd] Bl A ¢ fb I 3rTaeded LHEl W) BoR
723071 36, @Rd grd & [gid BT gqTdt B I A1 B a1 3MAIeH gd gara gef qHi

BT 16 UiehaT B IARErR g9T¢| Ta! fAsuss, JuTdY Ud Iadeg 3TRTHe =TT YOTTe! bl
TR 21
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3. Evidence Interpretation (HT&d @ SATEAT): ATHE TR ZfEHIoT

=ATIes TfehdT T Je ATUR A18Y (Evidence) &1 =TT &I Ui (HpY, 9T 98 Avfifg (Conviction)
1 37aT AVHfRT (Acquittal), 13T F e W TR 8T 81 A1 faar v f3foredt wifd &
TAHT I H IR, YR, faeiar d4-8q deim drfoies dfafet 1 a1 1T gelagii-e ATl § Herfeid
B T 81 IRUITHEReT <IaTerdl & JHEl YRUYRSG HifEe Td axdrdet Ireal & are-arey f3foed vd
Soldr b 183Y BT T 3TIfEieh §g T B

HRATT 187 31ff4aH, 2023 (Bharatiya Sakshya Adhiniyam, 2023) 7 3 dRalddsdl Bl WBR Hd
EV Soiagie RepIsH BT AIeT YOI BT 3= 31T ST &1 adHH =Tfics fCpIoT Haa aied Pl
UGl dd IfHd T8l 7, dfces 39h! UTHTviear (Authenticity), fdeaatadr (Reliability), IidRIdT
(Admissibility) TIT gI&T Y&T (Chain of Custody) TR faoIy g aT 2

|. TefSTect Ve Seferifeb H1EY : 3ATHfch =TT =T bl TG BT
fefoieet Hmex w1 31ef

fefSiea 31ear siaxii-e H1ed A MU U F1ed I 2 ST fosdil Soiargife 3UPBUT, BRI YUTTe! 31e/aT
fefSiea wregw # wufed, [fFa srerar Hema gam &1l

3 idifa Afafad e affmfad 8—

. WhatsApp Chats
E-mails
SMS Messages
CCTV Footage
Mobile Recordings
Audio-Video Files
Call Detail Records (CDR)
GPS Ud Location Data
Social Media Posts
Cloud Storage Data

Computer Generated Documents
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3TTST 316 HTHAT N 3TURTY BT UegereelT mare 3ucred T8l grar, fibg fefSied wred et &t arafds
TR Tgd o < 81 T8I PROT & fob =aramer fefSiea anedl &1 srcafois Agd Ua o= 38 &l

II. MR H1eg 3rfafaam, 2023 & 3iard fefoiea diga

BSA 7 geierifeh Repls Bl T B F {1 bl Juft # FfFfed foar 21

ELECRERLI

(1) Electronic Record &1 &IdTdsl & ®U H HI=IdT

39 SeaRIe Rprs Hi TRUR® SFardsil & TH faftie 78 va@d 2

(2) Electronic Evidence &I Admissibility

Soidgie Repid il witeprd g Siq a8 stfaftam § ufRa sraegesarsil &1 ured wedr &l
(3) Certificate T 37TagebdT

Soargieh Nepls &l TeadT GfAfesid B & fiw YATUT-UH (Certificate) 3TTa<des HHT 7T &1

(4) Forensic Verification @T gedl Hacd

FYAF AP RV bad XIS YRGd B dp HIHd A&l 8, dfecp IHDT depreb! ofid bl Wl
3719 P HHAT B

1. Admissibility 3R Reliability : =ImaTera BT fgaa<iar Ti&roT
fefSiee A1ey & HeisT W =ATATTT Al 37eA7-377 YAl W fdaR &dl 8—
1. Admissibility (TtsTidT)

gg uoT fafe &1 o7 21
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ATTT Tg & & fob—
AT 18 YT AT dHAT BT YT Bl 872
T 37TaLY e JHTUT-UF IUA] 872
T H18d fafe g1 31gAd d¥ies & UTed foam T €2

e &7 ordf &1 Ut &l fopar T @ Y Jied Iy § iR gt T8l fohar Stre

2. Reliability (faeaz=iaar)
g d BT UL Bl

AT Tg 2T & fb—
T AT aRAfab 872
T 397 BSVTS g8 87
T 3BT Hd faaT1 872
RIT 37T 18T 3BT THAT B 872

37d: PIE 18T admissible @l 8 FebdT &, W TG el fdb Ig reliable H 811
V. SHIRIAS A1ed W YqE =i fofa

1. Anvar P.V. v. P.K. Basheer (2014)

fagia
IIAH AT 3 Pl fb—

Secondary Electronic Evidence faAT 31a9ares YHTOT-U5 & &ibrf T8f 21

&9 0T 7 geterifes |18 P FfbrIdr b AT depleh! smaeaasdraii e 3rfard -1 faa
HEd

Electronic Evidence & fav fafee ames Temfud|
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. Authenticity & grfAddT T |
2. Arjun Panditrao Khotkar v. Kailash Kushanrao Gorantyal (2020)
fagia
Hfaum dis 4 e foar fb—

Electronic Evidence & g Certificate Gab 31farf smraeaesar 2|

AT T GBI
&% Replé TRgd & A1 Ui 8 &1
AT P g faearg g anfeg fo—

. RpTé arafdas 2|

. 344 B8BTS T8l g3

. 3BT HId JHTIOI 2|
e

37T GG ep A& &b Hav § Ig YH& {0y AT 1T 2|

3. Tomaso Bruno v. State of Uttar Pradesh (2015)

YTITAT 7 BET—
YA ST b HI&T IR T AT AT & faeg fdgpet 31gHTT (Adverse Inference)
39T & ebdT 2l
HEd
. CCTV 37K Electronic Records &T Hgcd WIHR|
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V. Chain of Custody : fsfSiee Imea &1 3g
3ref

Chain of Custody & 31T2rI 38 HYUT Ufshar & 8 fSHh ATead I HI8Y bl Ut J wieb? IrITerd H I

e 3HT Reple FRIerd &1 ST &1
Chain of Custody @Y 31a2d® 72

f2fSicet Se1 o Tad 931 guT I8 © foh—

3O oA fdsdft Tose Tdsa & uRRad= (Modification) fasaT ST HabdT &1

AT T I8 FAfeRid w1 =redr & o yqd fosar mam Ser a8t 8 i gl B9 4§ ured

3T el
Chain of Custody & @30T

1. Collection (IUg)
TTEY PBET I HTC G2
ooy 3TTOHRY 7 Sied fdsar?
o Tma STed fdar?

2. Preservation (FR&0T)
Device @I Seal f&ar 71 a1 781 |
Hash Value ddR & 7€ a1 &1 |
ST GRf&Hd @ T A1 T |

3. Transfer (&%dTa30)
oy STTHHRY ®I FiaT TaT?
&q FIaT TT?
oo 389 1 HiuT TRAT?

4. Analysis (fagersor)
Forensic Laboratory & Tt&{oT|
RUTE TR BT

5. Court Production (RImaTerd # T¥fd)
T qE HI8T T §HT?
AT 3T TgaT FRATUd §5°?
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Chain g2 T yvTd

If& Chain of Custody W @IS He@yuf Fe! g T&! gl di—
. Tampering & THTGAT 3T BId! 8
. Reliability & &I STTd! g1
. ATITAY g BT oI 3TMGerd bl < Hebal 2l

Presentation Line

“Every link in the chain must be proved; otherwise authenticity becomes doubtful.”
VI. Certification of Electronic Evidence
Certification &7 3827

Certification I8 gffed dar & fdo—
. Electronic Record dT&ifd g1
. fFafid Computer System I UTed g31 21
. TRgd Ufd 91 Repie &1 HEl ufdfed g

Certificate =T 81T @T(eq?
. Electronic Record T faeRor
. Device T faeRoT
. Record Tt &3 &F gfdhar
. System @I BRIYOTTE
. 37feigd feRd BT YHTIH

TIETRE 3eTE0T
WhatsApp Chat

Pdd Screenshot TIT T&l 21
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T g8 S@T—
. b HigTee 4 YT &7
. o< BT HId T 8?2
. Certificate 3UcT& & IT 7812

CCTV Footage

AT Ig STraT—
. DVR &7 faaror
. B bt T ufshar
. Ay vq fafer
. Certificate

E-mail Evidence

AT TR B3m—
. Sender &1 gga
. Server Record
. Metadata
. Certification

VII. Contradiction Handling : TaRTEMTHT T =T FHTEA

fefSice grea 3R AfEe grea ¥ faRumiTg 3= 81T 919 91d &
U fRIfa & =ararerd A fefad oteror 379Tdar 8—

1. Source Test

P IT BT 37fei fGeaaig 27

2. Authenticity Test

7 ffSied Rapis ardfds &2

3. Corroboration Test
PIT 37T 1Y 3TbT JHeT B &7
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4. Forensic Test

T APBIhT TRIGIUT 3HehT it BT 872
RIARSUI
e PIS TATE BEdT 8—
“¥ EreAT T/l IR 3Ufd gt aml”

. CCTV Footage,

. Mobile Location,

. GPS Data,

. Toll Records,

34! IR g B 8, AY AT gelariif-ch HT8Y P 31feich Hed & Hebdl &
V1. 3myfies =arfdes ygfaar
A | =TTy 7+ fgidl e 79T 8—
(1) Scientific Evidence Preferred
AP Qa dep-iTeh! 18T BT Fact FrAfAbar|
(2) Oral Evidence Alone Not Sufficient

Bad AfEe greg W fdr &1

(3) Authenticity Over Mere Production

At RepT$ TRgd 3T qafed e |

(4) Forensic Validation Essential
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RS G BT Hed |

(5) Digital Trail Never Lies

feforeat nfafaferar s IR geAT3it &1 axgfiss I wRgd H=at €|
feprf

fefSiea g & A1ed B AT FT A% LBV TS HU I yRafdd g3 €1 =TT 379 Bad wed
& MR BT &1, Ffcs 37D UTHTfOTdRAT, fdea-adT, HTUM g2 Chain of Custody @V 31%gar &
WREd &1 gAdRI b 1A 3ToT ATfAP ofaY BT Ageaquf 3MmuR o7 gob 8, b 37ehT Wiepridr 3R g
33} feaifd W & 519 39T I 3iR veeTeXfed fAfd f[fdar wu ¥ f4g & 93|

HHATIT 361U

“STYfAP I T # fSfiee H1ed Paa ddbih! STHBRT T&l, dfed A bl GIST &bl U
QIfeRTeITe! HTEH §; U 3! 2AferT 37! UTHTIOIRAT 3R fdeawtaar # fAfgd 21
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4. New Criminal Laws WX Judicial Trends

HRAIT </ HGfEdr (BNS), WRd Aniiies geam dfgar (BNSS) Td WRdl W84
sifafaas (BSA) & Practical Interpretation Trends dT Procedural Fairness 3R
Evidence Quality U =TT T gfeEpior

YRA H 1 JeIT$ 2024 I @1 §Y AT ATRIHD BILHI—HRAIT =71 HigdT, 2023 (BNS), R AR &
Hfedr, 2023 (BNSS) dUT HRAT A1&7 31T6aH, 2023 (BSA)—BT 3899 IS =TI YUTTE! Bl 37{ed
IMYep, debtehl BU I HeH, TReLfT dem J1Tdt §9MT 81 87 BT & @I 81 P 42aTd =Tl gRT
fa®iRia 81 7§ URMM® 1% S I8 Jdd ad & 1 ~ATIUTfeds! Bdd @iRd =TT (Speedy Justice) TR &
g 8l & T8 8, dfcds fAsaer ufosar (Procedural Fairness), 3= TUTddT qTel 18T (Evidence Quality) Tt
duTfAe Yl 9 TRETOT BT W THH BU A Hew UM o Jel ¢

1. BNS, BNSS Q'a BSA & Practical Interpretation Trends

ATITAA] BT GBI Ig & b AV 3RO BT bl AT Bad 22 (Literal Interpretation) &l BT
ST ITfEY, fces 39 Hel 3828 Bl B H IWd gV Pl ST AMMREY| S BT BT 3827 =TT HfehdT Bl
37feics JMTeT, TRERMT e AMTRe-31hd ST 81 ST =—RITerd deip! Jfcal AT UibATTd Biedl Pl
T W GTHT 71 & & IoT aRdfads =T (Substantive Justice) P UTIfABAT S I8 B

AT g Y Ad & 1o 3muRTferss Ufehar daet vemwfes situenRasdr 78t €, afcds ag ARl & Hifds
3TTIBRY DT Y& BT Ueb HEaqul Ao & | TRUMTHRaRY, IR, deefl, STedt, goare qar RAvs Sy @it
TROT T AT HGHT &b 317 21 ¥ [Afd Sfiad 31k aafarird wadsdr & 31fieR & 31wy & o &l 2|
9 YBR, AT BT P FTIANT H SG&fdT 3R AferiiTd Fad=AdT P e Herd LATfUd B BT G T BY
s Zar g1

2. Digital Criminal Justice System @I ~dTfe HI=dT

BNSS Td BSA 7 $-UB3MENR, Saiagie Tr, difsal HIpam, siifear-difear Reifen, fefSea aameft
dAT FAREI b HIGT ST YTGHTH] bl JUT(Heb HIRAAT Teld bl 81 =TT S WG] Bl 3D 7 Bl
3TGLYHAT HITd & ifcs AR HRTHT Td fSfoiee oi-3F A S8 HTHE! H Sl Rebls 3id Heeaqut
YfAepT fTd 21

ETdls AT I8 Mt W IR 32 & fb o1 T 3UaNT =a1fies Wfehar Y G &1 & g fobar <
BT B, TReg U8 HAUTHP Y& 3UTAT BT fdebed T&i o Hebell| SHIT fSfoTect A1 bl YTHTIUTERT, ST
&I 3GEdT (Data Integrity), TASTAT BT GI&T (Privacy Protection) dT deb-ilehl GEUANT bl FHTGAT3T TR
[CRERZICRCU I R

3. Procedural Fairness U <IATAA) BT faT a1

ATITAd! T R I8 A @7 & 1o T W 3MuRTees gopen ol dudT 89 a1d R TR ot 8 o 3ehT
gfsar fasat fsaer, =meTa 3R 3fEd W& €1 31T< 21 & ded [Jaad ~Iremd & AR fAwer wfsar
(Fair Procedure) & fAsqef faeRoT (Fair Trial) P 3R 81
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S BRUT AT T8 FATRE B T YT B Ie 8 fob 3TRIUT &1 qafed 3R UTed &Y, Sfiwr fqef ®9 4
U1 B, Frey fafdamd aits & Gebfold fohq STV dalm 3aTSTT 3R S<md gl A1 &) FHE 398 T
fbu SITQ | afe STier a1 faerRoT 1 wfsear § TR 3ifAafiddr o€ Srdt 2, df =rarerd e 3ifdw oo W
&l afces Tyof wfdsar &t duar W iR &= 2

4. Investigation i Transparency 3R Accountability

AV BT P AT STra HiehaT # 31feies URGTRIAT o1 T Ty {331 7T 81 deTreit, STedt T 377 Ageaquf
ST BrRfaTfeal bt dfsarmht vd fifed Raifen &I Wiaafed far mar &1 =Jmarera) &1 7d ¢ {6 Ot
HATY YA B STaTaET Ferdt € 2T IS 3R, FATEd Aredt T WfshanTa faaret B TuraT B BH
Bl B

fefSiea RPIFET 3R SXATISTIHEIOT & ATad § ST Ufeban 311 fGeaeia sdt € dam =mared) o Ht
AT BT TGS Hedibd B H HERAT U el 81 IRy, gRERMAr 3R IweEda
(Accountability) 3T 3TURTEIE <RI FOTE! & AEY0! I Id ST 38 &l

5. Victim-Centric Approach dT Fair Trial *W'\‘@ﬁ?

AV ITRIfES BT § difedl & AfUbRT @l 31fde Aea Gar mar g1 difsdl o =ride ufssar # sifdw
HEITITTAT T STHBRT UTed 63 & 3TaIR YA BV 7Y & | JATY ~TATed I8 T B e & 1 Uifsdl &
3fIBRY BT LA IBIUT TRIUT B 31fbRY B g BT 3THR Tal & HbdT|

AT BT GfeehIvT UE & fob ATURIfEI =T YOI BT 3827 el IURTHT bl Sfed AT T2, feeh =TT
& gaT fAgidl o &7 BT Wt &1 safev difsdl & 31fieRy 31R 3Rt & fAsuer faeRoT & 31fdeR & d
et 1Y I&HT 3T9TH & |

6. Evidence Quality U SgdT g31T —ITRIP ot

VR 18T 1AM, 2023 & AN 81 & UTTd ATITA! BT BT H1&AT BT HT bl 3TU&T 37! [uradr
TR 37feiep Bfed 81 T 21 TTATAT I HHd ¢ fob foedt WY Tme &bt 3ufTiar 39<h faoag-iardT, JTaTfoTedT
31R fafere Wpriar R R wdt 21

SAAY P 3 TaTE IR BAT YA T8l HHAT ST, Ifeds I8 39T & 1 Ugd A1ed faeawig,
'\ﬂ'\’:l""l«_"f ﬁ?WW@g’Q(COHoborated)ﬁl T 379 U 1831 b 37feieh Hecd & 3 & oIl daiTfdb Td
JHBAThY ITUR IR I BT ST Tebd B

7. Scientific and Forensic Evidence &I d&dl Hgcd

3y =fae wgfa demfe vd BRiRAE dredt W 3rfee fdfdr B 3R 3R 21 ey Raé, fRfie
faeciwor, HEIT pest, Hiaed 82, bid feee Repls, geidgiHe R e 3= fefsiea el 3
3TTORTIE HebeH! W HE@qul YfAeT 4T 38 81

T3] BT AT & o dtTfes |1 ATd T JfeaT oI SIS TTaTe! Y HHTAAT Pl BH Bd & 3R dATHB
A qF UgT T 31feis TETIdT el Rd &1 IRUTHReY, ST TSl 1 A3 ugforat o1 ifemree
39T B & AT Aienied fasar ST e g1

8. Chain of Custody I Hgcd
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fefSieat vd AT 183l &bt WBRIAT & f¥ Chain of Custody 3T&id HEYUT AT ST 36! 81 =TT U8
AR BT aTEd € b H1ey U 8§ ey <IrITed H U oy ST dcb 39eh! R, TREOT aait
ATHTIOTeRdT &1 T8

afe; g T 7 €1 fob wied foermy wTed T, fose Grfaia <@, fosarm 3wt udtaron foan 3R 6 yaR 33
AT e YT T, A1 3Heb! [deaH1adl IR FeAfEE &1 Hebdl 8| $H1Y Chain of Custody T 3feid
TSRO (Documentation) 3THfFes JTORTIEIe HebGHI bl (AT 37T 9 T B

9. Electronic Evidence @I Authentication

BSA 7 Sl HI&AT Bl ATUD HI—IAAT Yal Pl B, fbg =ATATeTd 37hT THTUThAT T PBoR STid HY &
R 8| AT Ig YHATTd &ed B fob Serarifep Reple ardfces 81, 39 bl HebR 1 88T 7 §8 8l a2
3GhT 3fT 3R BN BT 3T TATIT 3T 8|

fefSieat TT8a & HeH # Metadata, Device Information, Server Records dT 31Ta23d WHIUM (Certification)
PI HEYUT HAT ST ET 81 S ATl Pl g AR B o FeradT Herd! & 6 uega seidgi—e
Repis fdeaaia 31k =1l 3uaT & I &

e

TQ NORIfGF BIEAT F G § IRAT g€ =1l wgfaar g a@afd € 5 wRda =maifeie gern
(Efficiency) 3R fASO&fdT (Fairness) & dter A ATUd AT @Ted! &1 BNS, BNSS 31R BSA & et
Fad AYFE dBANB B F BU A TE, 9fch TP W AIBR-3MIRG ARIfGE =A™ g
(Rights-Based Criminal Justice Framework)aimﬁfaaw@?@ﬁﬁﬁmgﬁwiﬁ?&ﬂaﬂﬁgqm
=g YA B | =TT T Tee Heel ¢ fob @i =g vl Frefes & S1a ag fsagr wfshar, 3= ure]
Tl HI& AT HIHTHep Y&IT 3Tl b W12l Yl fdsarm Sy
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5. Key Takeaways for Investigating Officers (I0s) and Prosecutors

UHTdAT

RAIT =T Gfgar (BNS), WRd AT gRam Hfgdr (BNSS) dT R H1ed 31fafaw (BSA) &
AN 8 & UATd 3RS =T YTl ® Paal ANffg (Conviction) & w18y A&l 38 T 8, afch
fAsaer st (Fair Investigation), @R foamRoT (Speedy Trial) dT 3= TOTAT qrel 18T (Quality
Evidence) ¥ WA ®U & #edqUi €1 7Y €1 ~1aTerdl gRT &Tel & auf # f&g ¢ fHofa 7 Hebd 2 ¢ fob
fdsy & Fbet TSI 31 ATHel § G9a BT ST Sirer Ud 31faie <! fafeies Arep! @1 quf gt
Gl

Arrest ¥ Compliance-Based Approach

ATHRUTT

AR ARG PV & AR TRERT gfeiy &1 2rfery 3raed €, faseg 33apT 9T fadesyut gd
TAGHT-3TUTRA BHT TV | 3T TRUART fdd BT WaadT Td TRAT BT Jewis- Bl §, i
T P 3B 21 GRT Tferd B

ST 37TST bl TURTIOd =ITT WOTTel § “Arrest First, Investigate Later” G SIS “Investigate First,
Arrest Only When Necessary” T dgid [dafad g1 @ 8l

10 & foag @magRe fAder

YIH AT H TR BT 31TaRIdsdT BT a3 Hed i 1937 S|

IR & SR BT ffEd ®u o gof fasar sy

3RITY & TRR B, 18T A BEBTS B 37T TdTa! bl FITAd B BT THTIHT BT TYeroT fasar S|
STET Ta &Y, N 31T 1 ST} & ST & e WTed fasar sTg|

RIARY 3 T MY Sumfaes 3TfaeRT &Y STHGRY 3R &6 &t STg |

1l Hed

IR ATITAT 7 316 3R R W fhar § b fiRwRt &8 &1 anA 81 81 afe st feaT iRt
& YHTd BU F DI ST bl 8, aT TREART F g1 I1fey|

Presentation Point - &7 fTRWIRT &1 3/gdfd a1 8, dfdsT dfaur g8 fag i b A
AT B

I1. Adjournment Avoid P DI WG

geoyfH

YRAT IrITedl H dfdd ATHel Bl ged! H@aT BT Vb YW BRUT 3[add T (Unnecessary
Adjournments) &1 =TT 319 §H Ygfcl T AT FATHA b fefq TR aTerm 71 &

35



Madan Lal Bagaria, Prosecution Officer, ACJM - 09, Amer

@Rd =TT (Speedy Trial) bdel Teb YRMHeh TG Tel, dfcd 318e 21 & 3iard Alfeie 3fabR
B

10 B} YffpT
- Y R A qui BT

IfE ST 3N Bt € 37T MTARTE SIATIST THY WR 3UAE TEN ald, aY foaRor § qR-aR 2 &6
3TIG BT 39~ Bl 2

2. TAT8) Yt IucTeIdT fAfedd Hwar

Tarel I fFafdd ud 419 7T

THA DI ATHIA THT TR BT

el HTHE! H T8 TI&(UT IUTAT &1 IUINT BT

3. dmnfaes feavef &1 9w

FSL RuE, Afsda RuT dam 3= fadvgt Rue I9a W 9Tt &A1 31a99h &

Prosecutor &I Hﬁﬂﬂ

1. Case Preparation

g fdfed & qd 11T ®1 B BIsd BT TeT 3T BT T1fey difs JAdTs & R IR
T T 7 8

2. Witness Management

TaTEl Pl UIET &b fey GRAS I TR BT =fEy

3. Adjournment Culture HHTW BIAT

P aRdfde gd 3TaRerd TRl § € T &1 3R fasar ST arfev |

AT hY 30T

TGS G B A s deb TgeT Bl T & |

Presentation Point

"&X AT T =TT B o3} BT & 31K T T § STdT b {I9ary Y BHSIR Bdl 21"

I11. Evidence Handling ¥ Standardization
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qeerdr g3 ulRged

fEfoica g A TR B W il I 9 &l 81 CCTV Footage, Mobile Data, Email Records,
Social Media Chats, GPS Data 2T 371 SHdg1b RIS 376 ITURTIED HIHAT H Heayo! YfHwT 1T
R R

T fRafd # 18 |UE0T U HRefUT bt Ufcham H Udhwudr (Standardization) 3Tid 37aeT &1 TS &
Chain of Custody T Hgcd

Chain of Custody T 37¢f & fdb H1EF &b HUBUT I e =TT H I Ty ST e 3HepT ol Igra
&1 Rebis @1 S|

3MIIFBAT - IS Fq1eY fHTD UTH P TgT, 3HHT (Nbis T8l 2, dT 39PT faag=adr R yAfag o
gBar gl

o

1 BT 3rEEar g gl ¢

BEBTE P 3R J 19 el &
AT W |18 B WhBrRIdT et 21
2. Digital Evidence Management
fefSied 1ed 3rid Tdeafel BId € aiifds g7H URad BT 3TUSTdRd 3T elal &
a2y WauTHal

T STel Y FRIgid I&HT|

Forensic Imaging @T 3UANT BT

Hash Value gRf&id 3@T|

Metadata BT IRfeTd TG

31fepd fawSl gRT faeasoT T

3. Documentation Standardisation

3 AT § Sfid PF T[0T BHSIR 781 aldl, Ifeds GEATASTIBRUT Pl BT & HROT NS yMTfad
BT 2|

ERITIN

Seizure Memo ¥I% gIHT TV |

Case Diary Fiafid B0 3 fa=dt STt anfge

AP BRATS BT THY, T Td HRUT gof 2T A1 |
fefSiea RapTs &1 3fd YHTOM BT ST anfev |
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4. Forensic Integration

ITYfep ATRTIED =TI YT H AT A1 A HEcaqu! &l geb
10 Bt

TR BT JATP AR1&T0T BT a1y |

FSL 1 97 2ffer woi arfev|

RO 1o g1 & qTe; 3 317 18T b HIef FH=Id BAT <MfRY |
Prosecutor &I -

1. ferers=t aTEl BT st TRter et aTfEy |

2.d37fep RaYef I =TTerd & FHET Iel U T B H YIJd AT TMfey |

HHTYA (Conclusion)

A TR el & gm # Tbel 1A BT 3R bad TIRTH 6l gg T, dfeh BIIawd
TIRTIRY (Lawful Arrest), HIdg IECIEI (Speedy Trial) 3R fd9aa=1a J187 (Reliable Evidence) g1

3TST IRATA ST Gol TGl 31R 3TATSTehT I el debrileh! 3TgUTei b1 3TUEIT T8l PBid, sifedh fsugfdr,
UREfOrdT, STatecg! 3R YR g&rar &l Ml 3198 &R &1 SAET Yddb Investigating Officer 3R
Prosecutor 1 I8 FHEAT BT fh & 3myfies 3TRIfEies =1 YoTredt bt Het e 3iR =arareray &1
T 32 B
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1. ARREST (FR%A{l) X 5 Agcaqol guie Sic fAvi

1. Arnesh Kumar v. State of Bihar

AT

~

o IRFay Toenfaa A&7 &
o gfo @ TREART & FROT ff@d &9 & gof A gl
. AfET F ¢ FIST B M & FRward dur g

S I®E F AT

e Arrest Memo ST |
o Reasons of Arrest Repis § a1 1gTI
« Mechanical arrest ST TaQeT Y|

2. Satender Kumar Antil v. CBI
5G]

~

« Bail Rule, Jail Exception.

e 739 d% & US aTel ATHAT H Ugol AlfcH]
o BNSS &I &RT 35(3) & AT AMCH FARY FIAT TIIS TdIAT AT

IS & faw

. ST T 107 Afew Gar ar #E
o RFay & areafas 3maegear oA a1 AT

3. Joginder Kumar v. State of U.P.
GCIG)

~

o FHad FREART F1 AWER g gAied AT
o FREIRY $r 3naezear o Ry gt aifkel

T &

« Case diary & arrest necessity 312 gl|



4. D.K. Basu v. State of West Bengal
GG

S

e Arrest Memo
e Relative information
o Medical examination

o Custody transparency
31T oY IR Heelr Faft AHel 7 TR AT AT ST g

AT &

S

Custodial violation arel #THT & QAT Taehar|

5. Written Grounds of Arrest Cases (2024-25 Series)
GG

~

Supreme Court 51 gTel & 0Tl & &gr fa ST8T &lefst 39aT AT & d8l FRwAd &
IR AIfRT 7 T 39y T e AIfgU, 72T FARTary 313er g Tehal gl

HAAST 8d

9

e Grounds of Arrest
e Communication to accused
o Aurrest legality

goT il @l Repis & AR |



2. ADJOURNMENT & SPEEDY TRIAL W 5 Hgeaqul
GLC

1. Hussainara Khatoon v. State of Bihar

AT

~

« Speedy Trial Article 21 &7 f&&aT g

HAAST 8d

9

o 3SITATS TUIT HIUTAeh R T Sedted g TohaT gl

2. A.R. Antulay v. R.S. Nayak
GG

~

o Trial Delay & #Hediehel g HAUCS foreRa|

ATAAST g

o)

o difdd ATHAT HT FHAI-GHAT W FHIETI

3. Ramanpreet Kaur v. State of Punjab

A
Supreme Court & &gl & Speedy Trial 31X Early Disposal 3TORI8eh =ITIRMET &1
Hel dcd 81 AT &l ATAREADIT Teh HeheH A wAgh T@T ST Hehel|

IAAST o

. )

e Witness management
e Summons monitoring

e Evidence readiness



4. Right to Speedy Trial Bail Cases (2025-26)
GCIG)

S

Supreme Court & gT foh 3TRTY fohdar 8f 313X g, Ife Speedy Trial 7 31f¥PR werfaa
g T § a 99 W R ST g

HAAST 8d

9

Delay & ot [9#FAGR q&T &1 Reprs 1|

5. Supreme Court Directions Against Judicial Delays (2026)
GG

~

Supreme Court & Article 142 3T 39317 I §T dfad Aot 3R =¥ faee & &
A g feur-fAder SRy fhu

HAAST &d

. )

o &F Alfeier e

e Trial Calendar

o Witness Tracking



3. EVIDENCE INTERPRETATION U4 DIGITAL
EVIDENCE WX 5 oy

1. Arjun Panditrao Khotkar v. Kailash Kushanrao Gorantyal

GEAGIG)

~

e Electronic Evidence & foIT 9#TOT (Certificate) 3edd FgcaqoT|

HAAST &d

. )

e Section 63 BSA Certificate 31a2T 9rcd Y|

2. Anvar P.V. v. P.K. Basheer
B ASIG

~

e Electronic records I TaY fAFAT & 3refier e ¥ ghem|

AT &

S

e CD, CCTV, WhatsApp Chat &I HIY J&dd &l TaTCd oTeT |

3. Tomaso Bruno v. State of U.P.

5 I

~

o 3USY CCTV T Soidelioieh Repls GEd o el T Ulcichel HeTHTA ofamaT ST
GohdT B

AAAST e

o)

e Auvailable digital evidence 37a?" GIQEIQWI



4. Section 63 BSA (Hash Value & Electronic Evidence) Case
GCIG)

S

e Supreme Court ¥ BSA &1 Solaciiaieh A6 THEUT FOR HATRATIT Hl AR
TE@T dUT Hash Value 3TUTRT AT &l HAgdT TR Hl|

HAAST 8d

9

e Hash Value
e Forensic Imaging

o Metadata Preservation

T a9y ear|

5. Recent Electronic Evidence Jurisprudence (2025-26)
GG

~

o I SIS ReplS TEJd A drell hfda Hol Basd & @g=or # «g7 §
Y FATATAT A8 € SeahIuT T=TuaT; R off weTfOrehdr 3R Chain of Custody
3TaeTH Tgal|

HAAST 8d

9

e Device ownership 3R custody R&ls §TT |



4. CONTRADICTIONS & APPRECIATION OF
EVIDENCE YI S Agcd4Ul [«U[Y

1. State of U.P. v. M.K. Anthony
[GCIGH

. o PR R &
ST &

e Minor discrepancies dI F&T-dGMh o W |
2. Leela Ram v. State of Haryana
G

o QU ICEE T FAT §F § UG glamm|

3. Shivaji Sahabrao Bobade v. State of Maharashtra
GG

~

o TINATAT ATEITAhdT TR TTScahIvT IATTI|

4. Recent SC Decision on Vague Allegations (2026)
U]

~

e Supreme Court= &gl foh 3EUSE Td AHfEH RN & MUR I HheAT e Tol
HehdT| Tcdeh IR & faecy fafse @eel gisir =nfgul

WS ¥

e Role attribution TISC |

5. Rammi v. State of M.P.
e

~

o AT T & HRUT BIC IR T gl



5. NEW CRIMINAL LAWS (BNS-BNSS-BSA)
I S YHY Judicial Trends

1. Satender Kumar Antil (BNSS Notice Jurisprudence)
o EIRT 35(3) BNSS & 3iddTd aifed &r Afardar W |

2. Arrest Reason Recording Cases

o RTFANY & HRUN FHF RS AT 3TTH|

3. Electronic Evidence Compliance Cases

e Hash Value, Certificate Td Digital Authenticity 9% d&dT =d1{desh IR |

4. Speedy Trial Jurisprudence Expansion

o Article 21 3R caRd Gerars &1 3R Hored fohar |

5. Accountability of Investigation

e Supreme Court TRTAR ¥g %§ @I ¢ b i forsuet, dROgFd iR qEamEas
MR glel AP, TS IR IR IFHASTA 6T Tl FehelT|

gfRraTor forsehy
Speedy Trial Elegtronlc Contradictions New Laws
Evidence

Arnesh Hussainara Anvar P.V. M.K. Anthony Satender Kumar
Kumar Khatoon Antil
Satender A.R. Antulay Arjun Leela Ram BNSS Notice Cases
Kumar Antil Panditrao
Joginder Ramanpreet Kaur | Tomaso Bruno | Shivaji Bobade Arrest Reason Cases
Kumar
D.K. Basu Right to Speedy BSA Section | Rammi Digital Evidence

Trial Bail Cases 63 Cases Cases
Written Article 142 Delay | Chain of Vague Allegation | Investigation
Grounds of Directions Custody Cases | Case Accountability
Arrest




fA9T-1 : Arrest (FRFIRY) W AT =A% gfSehior

LG

AT IMNE FHefAl & oF] gl & dig TR & doteAs d76 dfcsh Fefei
TERIFHAT TR AFHAT ATAT IRAT & AT o IR-9R gl § b "Arrest is not

mandatory, it must be justified.”

1. BNSS & 3celd fTROaRT & AeIgus
FREFAY &1 3¢a

. Hfagea & 3ufeafa gafaa sen

o HET H DITOIS Nehodl

o JAEl & FAIfad gl & e

o IRIY N YeRIGRT Jehetl

o ST H HgAer AR He
RFar 3ifad [eeq

St 3fEsd &t ugd faam s anfgu—

o FT AEH SHT FAIT ST Hebell 82

o« FT TAYFT TEAT HT @I &7

o FIT BIR Blel ol FHGAT g7

o FIT TET THITAT Blel T TRT 82

e AT I "8I § d dealel FREART 3R-a 87 gl

2. 3TEeTH IREAR W GHHA I F A
s ot
1. Arnesh Kumar Vs State of Bihar
o OREI Ta=nfaa w187 & g
o 9feE A IR & wRoT fAfed ®9 7 g3 e gl
. AT #r W PREART Fr qerar saer gef|

AT TR A ofAHT
Aol T W JAT G-
o TIRTaRY &1 FROT Rels § ar A
e FF SN F yIitT IUR § AT 7L
o TRFIR Shaer gRear ar 77 o)



2. Satender Kumar Antil Vs CBI
o oo [@IA g, S HUYag|
o ST H HEAT HA dTe HAGFAT BT IAETS TRETRT F a9 |
AfRAS fRenror
o Hddl "IN AW FHgeT qATCT el |
o YT & FIgR AR S A HEThdl W AR &

3. Notice of Appearance §eTH delel [FIRFARY

few & guroT

e IR A H giow Tgel Afed SIRT Ha|
sifew fAeeT W 3ifAged:

o o # 3ufeua @

o GTAIAST 3Ucled U

o TEAT W

ar FRFaArY & 3maegedar =g
$e FIRFardr 3T gefre
afe_

o ANfECH T Ureled T&T T

o WIR gl T §

o TEY AT FT 9IH AT &
o JGTET T UHFET &

4. Investigating Officer (10) #r fSFAERY

Recording of Reasons
10 & forgeT grem—

o RFAR FT 3MaTs 87
o HH FOX Thed FAT AT 8T A?
. 5T 3R W PREARY &1 7152

AT FVFH A Siwer TR
v & SR

v FREarr Aar

v sifeq fr gfaar

v FREAT & FRoT

VE=LENICIF



fa9-2 : Adjournment (FU) R ~ARMTA A==0T
YEATTSAT

STl o ATAT g o6 TR-GR T 71T SJaTdT Sl TG d87 AL gl
"Justice delayed is Justice denied."”

1. 3TTaRTSH TUET W ATl hr HEAT
HIATT hRUT

e JIATE U

o HE ST AL

« FSL R dfsa

o AT AR ST

o fRGFAr IUieyd
T T 37981

o & IR W G¥F FHIAEr

o 3ATITHR TUIA o HETAT

o I F ary 3URYT g

2. Speedy Trial & fg8Td
AT TR
3ede 21 e caRd goAars #ifes EaR g

RS AAHR FHr FFASRY
o TTAE AT W oAl

o TAA dHI GARTT AT

o FSLREIE AT W 9rod kel
. &g & AFfET AfEeRer



3. ¥AASTT va Tag q87 fr A
RIS
o HIET AR IGAT
o gl T 3ufEfa gRARead wer
o CEAIdSl cTATEUd WA
¥d1d 987
o 3HATIIR TYIA o oledl
. ORE 979 W &

Checklist
o Witness Calendar
« Digital Reminder
« Police Coordination
e FSL Tracking

o Daily Cause Review



[

[d9A-3 : Evidence Interpretation (VI8 Y SATEAT)
myfas efsehioT

T AT dHhddl IRURG q8T a1 dfoss fSforea @ey @ off Ageayel AW £

1. BSA & 3ideid 3fSee v soaciae a8y

Bfoea T & 3ereIoT
HAIESl el

WhatsApp Chat
Email

CCTV Footage
Call Detail Records
GPS Data

Social Media Posts

ffoee arey &r fayame

Authenticity

1&g arEdideh 8?2
Integrity

Reliability

FT Fid TAEaa-iy g7

AT AR I AT ST AFT?

Source Device
Extraction Report
Hash Value

Forensic Examination
Certification

2. Admissibility Td Reliability 9T disT Ao
Admissibility
e AT § TR § AT At
s g
o P T F ST FIHT?
o 39 gHUT 87
« Chain of Custody gRfaTd 82
Reliability
qed HAVHAG © AT gl
IR ¢E@dT §—
. Fa
o faaxar
o TadT gASS




3. Chain of Custody
Y - ot T S T F 9T F aF qeT H T Reis|

Chain # nfaer =RoT

Seizure

Sealing

Storage
Transportation
FSL Examination
Court Production

AT HORRY T &A1

o & TWUT AT RFIS 3Ty gl AT
o I HS foir Tear § ar ared &1 faaasiadr genfad g dehdl &

ook wdE

4. Certification
Ay &7 O Bfoea greg A-—

o YHIUT YT

e Forensic Report
e Device Details

FgcaquT HfAST o &

5. Contradiction Handling
faRremeTs &1 HeieheT

Minor Contradictions
o THAT FH AT IR
o gt & HeTATA
o BIC TLIUCHS 3T
¥ gAY
Material Contradictions
o HTAT &I Il SGol Sllell

o RIYT &7 9gdTd Scelall
o YT ol dgelddl
I AR gl




fQ9Y-4 : New Criminal Laws 93 Judicial Trends

BNS, BNSS T BSA &l <IIdglieh YA

AT e o aral 9T 310 N & W® &
Procedural Fairness
o fasger S

o frwardt &1 iRy
o 3RUT & F¥FR

Evidence Quality
Sael AT g1 dfeeh IuTadr Hgcaqul ol
AT & @ o—
o T3fScer weg forder faRawsia &2
. ST R fasaar &2
« Chain of Custody &I g2

3RA gV w1 e
1. Rights Based Criminal Justice
o HAAIIAHR TI&T0T
o HeATGeTS FRTAR & Tarq

2. Technology Based Evidence
e CCTV
e Mobile Forensics
« Digital Records
3. Accountability of Investigation

Sra 3R & faFgd #Ror naferd|




fawT-5 . Key Takeaways for 10s & Prosecutors
Arrest # Compliance Based Approach

Do's

v &ROT RFIE Y

v AT & wrafASdr &
v FRFardr /& 3Ra sgae

v & YT 39sT W
Don'ts

X Routine Arrest

X Mechanical Arrest

X T9aT RoT TREART

Adjournment Avoid FIT FHr IoTAIS

Pre-Trial Planning
Witness Matrix
Evidence Index
FSL Follow-up
Digital Tracking

Evidence Handling # Standardization

Standard Protocol
Proper Seizure
Sealing
Documentation
Chain of Custody
Forensic Verification
Court Presentation

fes AR gq 3ifae daer
HUWWWWHEQEQHW&TN%@ (Conviction) =Tgl, Sfes fAsTeT,
IRl 3R FRER-TFAT ITRIF =T gorel TU1T HET gl
T ghal AR 3 ag § -

o el YT &I Ulelel T,

o S T AUTEET AR W,

o JITGTET T JHTET TS Y,

. BfSce weg 1 A3,

o 3R =R w1 faEEey td durfde @ed TEdd |

S wdE

"Fair Investigation + Quality Evidence + Speedy Trial = Effective
Prosecution™.




1. Digital/Electronic Evidence @t &iehrddr
(Admissibility)

Arjun Panditrao Khotkar v. Kailash Kushanrao Gorantyal

. gaTed =mTerd 3 wE A & saegifie Rars (CDR,
CCTV, difgat, siffeat anfe) ot greg & ®u F WiaR
& & T URT 65B hT THTUTTS ATIEE &

o [T 65B UHIUUS & getagie 91ed I UTg] 8l
il

fAgia: Electronic evidence @&t admissibility & forg
derfAes ufehar &1 gre SiFard |

2. Reliability of Electronic Evidence
P.V. Anvar v. P.K. Basheer

. T 7 gl foh gt Renls gen wds qieg goft
gl

. 3! faygg=Taar (reliability) de-ichl THTUM 3R Hid
&hl gTHTOTRdT OR AR &t 81

fRrgia: saagifAe areg §i faga-aar fifas e 4
3fF gHTaLnTAt 8 epd! 8l



gqdh ifdfeh, getaeii-ier 91eg &Y Chain of Custody @
GRETUT AGd AT g | SHhI dlad g1ey o U,
GRETUT, WITHIAR0T Ud 1Ty H UE(d fohy ST deh <l
grgul ufehar et sifaea g1 afe g9 ufehar # fhdt R
hl THHY T BSBTS hl AHTEAT UTS STt 8, df ey &y
fareg-ftaar gafaqa g 9o 81

39 UhR Y <aifde s § g1eg &t aran dad
uraRes Rgidt de Hfad T8l 6 713 8, afces deh-idhr od
denfAes wifa & Sy f[Afaa 8t W@t &1 <araTerd ol 38
Suctet) Gt UhR & T1eat o gHfd Jedic oY ardfdeh

Y deh Ug a1 3R =g AfHd s gl




A Judgment On Electronic Evidence

Justice Narayana Pisharadi
07:33 PM, 04 June 2026

Listen to this Article

» HE 00:00/00:00

The lynching of a mentally challenged tribal
youth in Kerala, a few years back, by a group of
people had shocked the conscience of the
society. Recently, the High Court of Kerala has
rendered its verdict in the case, in the appeals

preferred by the convicted accused as well as
the appeals filed by the State of Kerala and the

mother of the deceased.! This judgment
provides an interesting study material on
electronic evidence. It is a case where the fate
of the prosecution, to a great extent, hinged on
electronic evidence rather than on oral
evidence. How electronic evidence has played
a prominent role in determining the guilt of the
accused in the case is portrayed by the High
Court in the following words:



5. Chain of Custody

Tomaso Bruno v. State of Uttar Pradesh

o AT gl o getagii-en Rents &t e, Tugor 3k
U fdeReur <hl ufehar (Chain of Custody) 31cdd

Hgayul g1

. Of Reapls & 919 DSBS hl GHTEAT 81, al ITh!
faryg=fraar wanfaa gt gand! 81

fagid: gelaciAe T1eg & 3r@edT (integrity) ST W@HT
3T B |

6. Contradiction Handling

. 811 & Aofal F =ararerat 3 g 8 & afe fRya-a
gelai+eh |18 Iuciey gl, ol Hifdeh Tare! d Al
faRtemy ™ (minor contradictions) 3ifRYNT & AT
! HHGIR ol dd |

. A3k ud f3fSiea Tga ot sifdes axfAe (objective)
HTHT ST 8|



3. CCTV/Video Footage 3R Conviction

State of Kerala v. Mahin Alias Vishnu

o ATy A 7T R fafdea gmnfoa CCTV st wa =1

gl -ch TT8d SINfAfE (conviction) T SR &+
Hhd ¢ |

. Uk afh & TaTg g-ae difeat iy araft aamr
3HTIYh 8] gl

o T YRT 65B Y ATaWHA] g 8, dt ey difgat
e 3R Ay Femrer Gepar 21

Rigia: Ryafia s aeg, HaeiR 9@ Targ) &
e} ) O o R 8

4. Call Detail Records (CDR)

Sonu @ Amar v. State of Haryana

. CDR di1fAa T1eq (scientific evidence) AT 7|

. g foheft eafeh &l AldheE, dudh Sk geare O day
T & | g gidl gl

fergia: CDR uRf@fas= wieg &t Asted & arer
Hedyul gotaeieh T1eg g



“Forest officials, shop employees, roadside
traders, and local residents appeared before
the court, watched the CCTV footage in open
court, pleaded ignorance when their images
and videos came up on the screen and claimed
inability to identify the persons involved. ........
This case also demonstrates, perhaps more
clearly than any recent case before this Court,
the profound importance of electronic evidence

in the administration of criminal justice.

Ultimately, the truth regarding what transpired
on 22.02.2018 was not preserved by human
testimony. It survived because of three CCTV
cameras, six mobile phones, a GPS chip
embedded in a Xiaomi Mi AT mobile phone, call
detail records stored on servers in Pune, and
the forensic analysis undertaken by
Government scientists who painstakingly
examined those devices........such electronic
evidence is admissible, inherently reliable in its
essential nature, and capable of sustaining
conviction even in the absence of dependable
oral testimony. That principle proved decisive in
the present case. Without such evidence,
several convicted accused would almost
certainly have escaped criminal liability, aided



the Indian Evidence Act lays down that, in the
absence of such notification, the opinion of a
qualified scientific expert or the report issued
by a Government Forensic Laboratory becomes
inadmissible in evidence. No such exclusionary
bar is contemplated either under the
Information Technology Act or under the
Evidence Act. In the absence of a specific
statutory prohibition, the Court cannot read into
Section 79A of the Information Technology Act
a consequence that has not been expressly
provided by the legislature.

The High Court has further held that, Section
293 of the Code of Criminal Procedure
independently governs the admissibility and
evidentiary use of reports issued by
Government Scientific Experts. The provision
specifically recognises reports issued by
Directors, Deputy Directors, and Assistant
Directors of Central and State Forensic Science
Laboratories as admissible evidence in criminal
proceedings. Section 293 of the Code does not
make such admissibility conditional upon a
notification under Section 79A of the
Information Technology Act.



by the silence of those who witnessed the
incident and chose not to disclose the truth”.

It would be advantageous here to examine how
the High Court has dealt with the legal issues
relating to the electronic evidence which was
produced in the case by the prosecution to
prove the guilt of the accused.

Absence of Notification Under Section 79A of

the Information Technology Act

One of the principal contentions advanced by
the accused in the case was that the electronic
and digital evidence relied upon by the
prosecution was inadmissible on the ground
that scientific examination of such evidence
was conducted not by an Examiner of
Electronic Evidence notified under Section 79A
of the Information Technology Act, 2000. The
forensic analysis of the electronic evidence in
the case was conducted in the State Forensic
Science Laboratory, Thiruvananthapuram,
which was then not notified as an Examiner of
Electronic Evidence under Section 79A of the
Information Technology Act. The reports
submitted by the experts of the State Forensic
Science Laboratorv on electronic evidence



the person shown in the reference photograph
was the accused concerned.

The expert at the Forensic Science Laboratory
extracted the relevant video footages from all
seized devices which included CCTV and
mobile phones and then he compared the
faces visible in the video footages with the
photographs of the accused and identified the
individuals who appeared in each file with the
time of his appearance. The report of the
expert contained the details of the forensic
comparison thus conducted by him.

When the CCTV video footage was displayed in
the court during the trial, a withess, who was a
resident of the locality, who had known the
accused for several years prior to the incident,
identified the accused who were visible in the
video footage by name. He also identified the
accused persons in the court. The High Court
has remarked that his identification was not
that of a stranger but of a local resident
recognising individuals he already knew and it
was grounded in familiarity and personal
knowledge.



The High Court rejected the contention raised
by the accused, by holding that “once the Court
is satisfied that the evidence is relevant and has
been produced through a competent scientific
expert, its admissibility cannot be rejected
merely on the ground that the laboratory had
not been separately notified under Section 79A
of the Information Technology Act”. The High
Court, ultimately, held that the absence of
notification under Section 79A of the
Information Technology Act does not render
the electronic and digital evidence
inadmissible, nor does it vitiate the reports
issued by the State Forensic Science
Laboratory.

Even earlier, the High Court of Kerala had taken
the same view with regard to admissibility of

the report of an expert on electronic evidence
in the absence of notification under Section

79A of the Information Technology Act.2 The
Allahabad High Court has also taken more or

less a similar view in this regard.3



Modern perspectives in criminal investigation,
by the integration of scientific and electronic
techniques with the traditional investigation
methods, ensure not only efficiency in the
investigation but also transparency and
accountability in that process. With the
increasing impact of technology in everyday
life, in the coming years, in most of the cases
dealing with grave offences, the prosecution as
well as the defence would be relying upon
electronic evidence to establish their own
versions. The practice of relying upon the
memory of withesses would give way to
reliance upon scientific as well as electronic
evidence.

The Bharatiya Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita has
introduced use of technology at all stages,
from the registration of cases and crime scene
visit to the completion of the trial of a case. A
significant move has been made by the
integration of technology and forensic science
into investigations, aiming at modernizing the
criminal justice system in the country, so as to
ensure improvement in the quality of evidence,
thereby safeguarding the rights of both the
accused and the victims. The Bharatiya
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Sakshya Adhiniyam also contains special
provisions regarding electronic and digital
records and evidence. Section 57 of the
Bharatiya Sakshya Adhiniyam contains special
provisions, providing the circumstances under
which electronic or digital record could be
treated as primary evidence.

The law on electronic evidence is still at its
nascent stage in our country. There are only a
very few judgments of the constitutional courts
which offer a lucid exposition of the law on
electronic evidence. Most of the judicial
officers in the district judiciary find it very
difficult to comprehend even the fundamentals
of the law on this topic. Viewed in such context,
the judgment of the High Court (which explains
how the contents of video footages can be
proved in the court and how electronic
evidence could be used to establish the identity
of the persons involved in an incident), offers
an opportunity to the students of law and also
the experts in the field to ponder over the
principles stated therein and to contribute to
the development of law on electronic evidence.



The High Court finally concluded that the
prosecution could conclusively establish,
through reliable, cogent, and legally admissible
electronic evidence, the identity and presence
of each of the accused as reflected in the
various electronic records produced before the
Court. The High Court observed that the
electronic evidence produced in the case was
authentic and corroborative in nature, mutually
consistent and free from any material
contradiction or infirmity and the prosecution
could successfully prove the identity of each of
the accused appearing in the electronic
evidence beyond reasonable doubt.

Conclusion

With advancement of technology, digital space
has encroached on all spheres of human life.
Consequently, evidence in the form of
electronic record has become commonplace in
all litigation. Physical documents are
increasingly replaced with digital records like

electronic mails, audio-visual clips etc.’



While dealing with the aforesaid contention, the
High Court referred to Section 22A of the
Evidence Act, which provides that oral
admissions about the contents of electronic
records are not relevant unless the
genuineness of the record itself is in question.
The High Court has held that the contents of an
electronic record do not require oral proof and
the document speaks for itself and oral
narration of its contents is unnecessary unless
its authenticity is challenged.

The High Court has further held that, the law
does not envisage or require a Nodal Officer to
peruse the voluminous call data records and
read out each call entry. Once the CDR is
proved as genuine, its contents stand on their
own. The role of the Nodal Officer is to
establish the authenticity of the document and
not to narrate what the document has already
recorded.



In addition to the above, the trial court
undertook its own visual assessment. The High
Court says that, by viewing the footage and
comparing it with the accused persons who
were present in the court, the trial court
performed its judicial function of evaluating the
evidence before it and that it was not an act of
expert analysis but a direct observation that
served to confirm the consistency of the other
evidence.

Ultimately, the High Court has held that, the
aforesaid four layers, taken together, formed a
coherent and mutually reinforcing framework
and they would lead to a single conclusion: the
individuals seen in the footage were the
accused before the court. The High Court also
observed that, the said conclusion does not
depend on any single piece of evidence but
arises from the convergence of multiple
independent sources, making any alternative
explanation untenable.



No Need of Narration of the Contents of the
Video in the Court

Relying upon a recent decision of the Supreme

Cc:uurt,5 the High Court has also held that, once
the requirement of Section 65B of the Evidence
Act is fulfilled, the video, which is an electronic
record becomes an admissible piece of
evidence, like a document and it can be seen by
the Court to enable it to draw appropriate
inferences. It is not the requirement of law that
the contents of the video would become
admissible only if it is reduced to a transcript in
the words of a withess who created the video
or is noticed in the video. There is no
requirement of each person visible in the
footage to step into the witness box and
narrate in his own words what is being shown
in the video.



Identification of the Accused in Video
Footages

The defence had raised a contention in the
case that reliance placed by the prosecution
upon the video footages retrieved from the
CCTV and the mobile phones will not advance
its case when none of the prosecution
witnesses had identified the accused with
precision and spoken about their presence or
involvement. In other words, the plea was that
the digital footage will not by itself establish
the identity of the individuals involved in the
incident. However, the High Court adopted the
view that the prosecution had managed to
establish the connection between the crime
and the accused through three independent
modes.

A photographer took the photographs of each
accused after their arrest. The printed
photographs and the compact disc containing
them, along with the certificate under Section
65B of the Evidence Act, were proved through
the examination of the photographer
concerned. These photographs served as the
reference standard and it was established that



Proof of Call Data Records

Call data records of a mobile phone constitute
scientific evidence. The Supreme Court has
taken the view that such evidence is of a
conclusive nature and even a serious

discrepancy in oral evidence would have to

yield to such scientific evidence.®

The defence had raised a contention that the
Call Data Records (CDR) and Customer
Application Forms (CAF) cannot be relied upon
because the Nodal Officers had not deposed
before the trial court that such and such calls
were made from such and such mobile phones.
It was contended that, unless the Nodal
Officers explicitly state in the court that
particular individuals had made specific calls to
particular numbers, the CDR could not be
considered.



In this context, it is to be noted that, the
Supreme Court has recently observed that,
when the two sub-sections of Section 39 of the
Bharatiya Sakshya Adhiniyam are read
harmoniously, it is possible to hold, in addition
to entities notified as Examiner of Electronic
Evidence under Section 79A of the Information
Technology Act, if the Court is satisfied, on the
basis of unimpeachable material, that any other
person has special skill and expertise in
computer science and cyber forensics, opinion
of such person may be held relevant as an

expert with regard to electronic/digital record.4



1&g & =gt (Evidence Interpretation) :

3y gfewmton

ey Y ARAT T/ HIMT IRTAT GRT W TIea} et
URI&10T, Heliehl Ud fasetwor aeeh ot fAufRor et &t
ufehar @ g1 WORATd Y § ey Hegd: Hifhe gd
gxdrasi gredt i AR gd o, faeg aa-tch! faera & ary
fefStest ud gotargifen Tea ft =nfaes ufdhar o1 Ageayuf
3T &9 MY g1 g H CCTV G, it f3ea Repfd
(CDR), HtaTget 221, 3-8, givre Hifgar e aur =
golaeien ifieia srowry §it sifg ud sif9ate & Agayof
CICCARERICE]

YR ey ifafas, 2023 (BSA) 7 gatagi-as gieay ol
WE ®Y & {1 WS &l & | =arareid 3id chddl 1&g &
TTEIaT (admissibility) TR & F81, afcer 3T fasya-taar
(reliability), umaTfoierdr (authenticity) duT 3RESdT
(integrity) uR oft fagiy ea= 33 &1 getaeie greg &
lieprddr & forw fafd grr AufRa usmorE (certification)
a1 I TS Uieharsit &1 utes sifRard g™ mar g

syfes = gftwmior & suR afe saaeie Teg
faferamra 0 @ urta g umiforg g, at ag sicda fayga-ig
1&g HIAT ST Hehd &1 hs HHA H IAT@d! A 98 WhR
ferar & foh denfaes ga f3fSea wrey, amdg wifa wr
smenRa Mf@es margt Y srden sifdres gt 3R fAsger gt
ohd ¢ | 39feT Hif@e Treg # Aisg oe-Ae fAduryml
& fafa F oft Rryofa s aea & sifds gga
foar & waRar 21



were admitted in evidence and marked by the
trial court under Section 293 of the Code of
Criminal Procedure, 1973, corresponding to
Section 329 of the Bharatiya Nagarik Suraksha
Sanhita, 2023.

Dealing with the aforesaid contention, the High
Court has observed that, Section 79A of the
Information Technology Act merely empowers
the Central Government to notify a department,
body, or agency of the Central Government or
State Government as an “Examiner of
Electronic Evidence” for the purpose of
rendering expert opinion relating to electronic
records. Correspondingly, Section 45A of the
Indian Evidence Act (Section 39(2) of the
Bharatiya Sakshya Adhiniyam) provides that,
when the Court has to form an opinion on
matters relating to electronic or digital
evidence, the opinion of such notified Examiner
of Electronic Evidence becomes a relevant fact.
The provision only creates an additional
statutory mechanism for obtaining expert
opinion in relation to electronic evidence.
However, neither Section 79A of the
Information Technology Act nor Section 45A of
the Indian Evidence Act lays down that, in the
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