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ACT:

Constitution off India, 1950-Article 317(1)-Scope of-
Al l egation of assault on the Chairperson. by a Menber of
Public Service Conmi'ssion-Reference by President-Procedure
to be followed-Suprene Court Rules-order XXXVIIlI rule 2-
Scope of.

HEADNOTE:

The Chai rperson of the Punjab Public Service Comi ssion
made a conplaint to the President of India alleging that a
certain nenber of the Conmission had committed gross
m sbehavi our towards her by sl apping her on her face in the
presence of three other nenbers of the Conmission. 1In
exercise of the power conferred by Article 317(1) of the
Constitution, the President had referred for consideration
of this Court the question whether on the ground of gross
m sbehavi our the nenber ought to be renoved fromthe office
of Member of the Public Service Comm ssion:

Certain persons who clained to have know edge of the
incident filed their affidavits. The Menber’'s wife, who had
also filed an affidavit, alleged that ~the ~then Chief
M ni ster was not happy wth her husband’ s appoi ntnment as a
menber of the Commission, that the Chairperson s husband,
who was running classes for training students for the Public
Servi ce Comm ssion exam nations, wanted certain students of
his to be favoured in these exam nations and that when her
husband refused to accede to the request he was  falsely
implicated in this incident.

It was contended on behalf of the Menber that before
making the reference the President (1) ought to  have
referred the case to a fact finding body to ascertain
whether a prima facie case had been nade out for obtaining
the report of this Court on the question of alleged
m sbehavi our and (2) the function of this Court is limted
to determ ning whether the person concerned was guilty of
m sconduct of such a nature as would require his renova
fromthe office OF Menber of the Public Service Comm ssion
N

HELD: on the facts of this case, obtaining a
prelimnary opinion of yet another body would be needl ess
duplication of work and avoidable waste of public tinme and
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noney. The power of the President to nmake a reference to
this Court under Article 317(1) is not subject to the
condition precedent that he nust first have the facts
exam ned by sone other body or authority. There is no
justification for reading into the Article a provision which
isnot tobe found in it, especially a provision in the
nature of a condition precedent. The nmmterial before the
President was of a kind and nature enough to justify his
opinion that a prina facie case existed for an enquiry and
report by this Court. [643 G H, 644A C- D

640

(2) The enquiry which this Court is required to hold is
not into the limted question whether the charge of
m sbehavi our was nade out ' and whet her the m sbehavi our was
of such a nature as to warrant his renoval from office but
is an enquiry into the facts thensel ves and facts al so so as
to enable this Court to pronounce whether the allegations
| evel | ed agai nst~ the Chairman or Menber were proved at all
The purpose of this Article is to ensure independence of the
nmenbers and” to give protection in the mtter of their
tenure. Certain dignitaries of the State |ike Judges of this
Court and High Courts, ~the Conptroller and Auditor Cenera
and the Chief Election Com m ssioner can be renoved from
their offices only in accordance wth tho procedure
prescribed in the /relevant provisions of the Constitution
In the case of Menbers of the Public Service Comm ssion a
hi gher degree of protection is given by the elimnination of
political pressures in the matter of their renmpval. Wile in
the case of these ‘dignitaries renoval on the ground of
proved m sbehavi our or incapacity depends upon the wll of
the Parliament, any allegation of m sbehavi our nmade agai nst
menbers of the Public Service Commi ssion has'to be exam ned
by this Court on nerits. It is inpossible to accept that
this Court in one case and the Parlianent in the case of
others are entrusted by the Constitution wth the limted
power of determ ning whether the facts found by sone ot her
body establish m shehaviour in one case and m sbehavi our or
incapacity in those others. Their function is to find upon
facts and their duty is to pronounce whether the facts found
by them establish the charge of nisbehavi our or incapacity
as the case may be.

[644 F-H, 645 A-D

(3) Their would be no unfair advantage to either side
if the guestions of fact are decided by this court
strai ghtaway. So long as the essential safe guards of a fair
adj udi cation are observed no grievance can be nmade that the
facts which establish the charge are found by the highest
court and not by the |lowest. [645 F-(§

(4) (a) As regards procedure, order XXXVIII rule (2)
provides that while making an enquiry into the natter
referred to it by the President, this court has power to
sunmon witnesses and record their evidence. But ' having
regard to the nature and gravity of the matter, it would not
be conducive to justice to decide the reference on a
consideration of affidavits only, because it would not be
known at this stage whether the allegation that the nenber
was falsely inplicated in the incident is true or not. Those
al | egati ons cannot be adjudi cated upon on a consideration of
the affidavits only. Having regard to the inportant nature
of the question, the parties whose interests are affected
shoul d be permtted to cross-exam ne the opposing witnesses.
Again keeping in view the grave nature of the allegations
and counter allegations it will be inpossible to consider in
isolation the evidence bearing directly on the alleged
i ncident of slapping but the entire evidence would have to
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be taken into account for deciding whether the allegations
agai nst the nenber can be held to be proved. Therefore it is
only fair that an opportunity should be given to the nenber
to prove that the charge against himwas fal se, inspired and
noti vated. [ 646E-H]

(b) order XXXVIII, Rule 2 of the Suprene Court Rules
confers power on this Court to summopn and exam ne wi tnesses
but it does not enjoin that
641
the evi dence nust be recorded by this court itself. Although
a provision like Oder XLVII, Rule 6 which preserves the
power of the court to act ex debito justiciae is not
incorporated in order XXXVIIl, it has to be read in the
latter Order to enable this Court to pass proper orders in
the interest of justice.

[ 648 E-H]

Consi dering the overwhel mng conmtnents of this Court,
the Court  delegated the duty of recording evidence to the
District Judge with a direction that he should record
evidence treating the affidavits filed in this Court as
exam nation in~ chief of the respective wtnesses and (2)
that the evidence recorded should be Ilinmted to cross-
exam nation only of witnesses who had filed affidavits
before this Court. [649 A-B]

JUDGVENT:

ADVI SORY JURI SDI CTI ON:  Special Reference No. 1 of 1983.

(Reference under Article 317(1) of the Constitution of
I ndi a)

G L. Sanghi, S. K Mhta, P. N Puri and M K. Dua for
Chai rman, Punjab Service Comi ssion

Soli. J. Sorabjee, Bhagwant ~Singh, Advocate ' Cenera
Punj ab, S. K Bagga for the State of Punjab.

F. S. Nariman, Anil B. Divan, Grish Chandra and Ms.
Sarla Chandra for Gopal Krishan Saini (Defaulting Menber)

K. Parasaran, Attorney General, Mss A Subhashini for
Uni on of I ndia.

The order of the Court was delivered by

CHANDRACHUD, C.J.: This is the first Reference of its
kind nade by the President of India to this Court under
Article 317(1) of the Constitution. That Article reads thus:

"317. Renoval and suspension of a nenber of a
Publ i c Service Comnmi ssion
(1). Subject to the provisions of clause (3) the

Chairman or any other person of a Public Service

Comm ssion shall only be renoved from his office by

order of the President on the ground of m sbehaviour

after the Suprene Court, on reference being made 'to it

by the President, has, on inquiry held in accordance

with the procedure prescribed in that behal f under
642

Article 145, reported that the Chairman or such other

nmenber, as the case may be, ought on any such ground to

be removed. "
Clause (3) of Article 317, which confers power on the
President to renmpove the Chairnman or any other nenber of a
Public Service Conmission for reasons nentioned in sub-
cl auses (a), (b) and (c), is not relevant for our purpose.

Not only is this Reference the first of its kind but
the facts whi ch have been referred to us for our
consi deration and report are, shockingly, the first of their
kind. We hope they will be the last of their kind. The order
of Reference recites those facts as foll ows:
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"On 24.11.1982 at about 1300 hours Shri Gopa
Kri shan Sai ni , Menber , Punj ab Public Service
Conmi ssi on, physical |y assaul ted Smt . Sant osh

Chowdhary, Chairman, Punjab Public Service Conm ssion

i nasmuch as he sl apped her on the face in the presence

of three other Menmbers of the Punjab Public Service

Conmi ssion, nanely, S/shri H S. Deol, M S. Brar and

WG Lall and thereby conmitted gross misbehaviour."

In exercise of the power conferred by Article 317(1) of the
Constitution, the President has referred for consideration
of this Court the question "as to whether Shri CGopal Krishan
Sai ni, Menber of the Punjab Public Service Conm ssion
ought, on the ground of msbehaviour, to be renoved fromthe
of fice of the Member of the Commission."

We issued notice of the Reference to the five nenbers
of the Comm ssion, including  the Chairperson Snt. Santosh
Chowdhary and Shri~ Gopal’ Krishan Saini who is alleged to
have assaulted her. Al of themhave filed their affidavits
in these /'proceedings. Certain other persons who claim to
have knowl edge of the incident or of its alleged background
have also  filed their affidavits. Anmongst them are: Dr.
Vinod Gupta, U agar Singh, Avtar Singh, Hakam Si ngh and Dr.
Rasewat. An affidavit has ~also been filed by Shri Saini’s
wife, the purport of whichis that Shri Saini has been
involved in this false incident since the Chief Mnister of
Punj ab, Shri Dar bara Si ngh, was not happy wth his
appoi ntnent as a Menber of the
643
Punj ab Public Service Commission. It is also alleged that
the Chairperson’s husband was  running classes for training
students for the Public Service Conm ssion Exaninations,
that he wanted certain students of his to be favoured in
those exam nations and that on the failure of Shri Saini to
oblige him his wife, the Chairperson,  has involved Shri
Saini into a false charge. The Chief Mnister of Punjab has
filed an affidavit denying the allegations made agai hst him

In pursuance of the notices issued by this Court, the
Attorney-General of India and the Advocate-General ‘of Punjab
appeared in these proceedings.

Shri Nariman, who appears on behalf of Shri Saini whose
conduct we are called wupon to inquire into, contended that
before making this Reference, the President should -have
obtained the opinion of a fact-finding body for his prim
facie satisfaction that a case was made out for obtaining a
report from this Court on the question  of the alleged
m sbehavi our of Shri Saini. According to counsel, this Court
cannot, through the nedium of a Reference, be called upon to
di scharge functions which ordinarily fallL. {within_ the
jurisdiction of a trial Court, civil or crimnal. The danger
of such a procedure is said to be that if we hold that the

incident is proved, Shri Saini will automatically be held
guilty by a crimnal Court of the charge of assault ‘and he
will have to suffer a decree for danages in a civil court.

Counsel says that under Article 317(1), the limted function
of this Court is or ought to be to detern ne whether the
facts found upon by an independent fact-finding body show
that the person concerned is guilty of misconduct and,
secondly, whether the misconduct is of such a nature as to
require his renoval fromthe office of Menber of the Public
Servi ce Conmi ssi on

We are unable to accept these subm ssions. The power of
the President to make a reference to this Court under
Article 317(1) is not subject to the condition precedent
that he must first have the facts exam ned by sone other
body or authority. That Article provides that the Chairnan
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or any other nenber of a Public Service Conm ssion can only
be renobved fromhis office on the ground of m sbehaviour
after the Suprenme Court on a Reference made to it by the
President reports that the Chairman or such other person
ought to be removed on any such ground. There is no
justification for reading into the Article a provision which
is plainly not to be

644

found in it, especially a provision in the nature of a
condi tion precedent. Besides, the docunments annexed to the
Ref erence and indeed the fact that those docunments are so
annexed would show that the President was satisfied prim
facie that the allegations nade against the Menber of the
Public Service Commission require to be inquired into by us.
Annexed to the order of Reference are a reply of Shri Saini
to the allegations made against him and the statements of
the three Menbers of the Conmission, Shri H S. Deol, Shr
M S. Brar and ~Shri W G Lall. These four statenents are
Annexures I'l, ~ 111, 111-A and “111-B respectively to the
Reference. It is on the basis of this material that the
Presi dent -has —made the Reference. The material is of a kind
and nature enough to justify the President’s opinion that a
prima facie case exists for an inquiry and report by this
Court. In these circunstances, obtaining a prelimnary
opi nion of yet another body woul d be needl ess duplication of
wor k and avoi dabl e waste of public tinme and noney.

The argunment that in a reference under article 317(1)
this Court ought not to embark upon an exam nation of facts
and that its function is limted to determ ning whether the
person concerned is guilty of m sbehaviour and whether the
m sbehaviour is of such a nature as to justify his renoval
isin direct opposition to the plain words of  article
317(1). That article provides that, subject to the
provisions of clause (3), (i) the Chairman or any ' other
menber of a Public service Conm ssion can be rempoved from
his office only by the order of the President on the ground
of mi sbehaviour and (ii) the order of renobval can be passed
after the Suprene Court has on inquiry reported to the
President that the Chairman or the nmenber of a /Public
Service Conmission is guilty of msbehaviour and ought to be
renoved from his office on that ground. The inquiry which
this Court is required to hold is not into the Ilimted
guestion whether, on the basis of facts found by the
President, the charge of msbehaviour is made out ~and
whet her the misbehaviour is of such a nature as to warrant
the removal of the person from his office.” The inquiry
contenmpl ated by the article is into the facts thensel ves and
facts also so as to enable this Court to pronounce upon the
guestion whether the allegations nade against the Chairnman
or menber are proved at all. The purpose of article 317(1)
is to ensure the independence of nenmbers of the Public
Service Conmissions and to give them protection in the
matter of their tenure. The Judges of the Supreme Court can
be renoved fromtheir office only in accordance wth the
procedure prescribed by article 124 (4) which is nmade
applicable to
645
the Judges of High Courts, the Conptroller and Auditor-
CGeneral of India and the Chief El ection Conm ssioner by
articles 218, 148 and 324 (5) respectively. Menbers of
Public Service Commissions are, in one sense, given a higher
degree of protection by the elimnation, as far as possible,
of political pressures in the matter of their renoval. Any
all egation of m sbehaviour made against them has to be
exam ned by the Suprene Court on nmerits wunlike the
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al | egati ons nmade against those others whose renoval on the
ground of proved m sbehavi our or incapacity depends upon the
will of the Parlianent. It is inpossible to accept that the
Supreme Court in one case and the Parlianent in the case of
those others are entrusted by the Constitution wth the
[imted power of determ ning whether the facts found by some
ot her body establ i sh m sbehavi our in one case and
m sbehavi our or incapacity in those others. Their function
is to find upon facts and their duty is to pronounce whet her
the facts found by them establish the charge of mi sbhehaviour
or incapacity, as the case may be.

The apprehensi on expressed by the | earned counsel that
the finding recorded by this Court will automatically decide
the fate of a prosecution or of a civil suit for damages is
real but, that is as it ought to be. No grievance can
legitimately be made that —an exani nati on and assessnent of
facts is made by this Court <dnstead of being made by a
Magi strate or a Munsif. If a full opportunity is given to
the parties to prove and rebut the facts in issue as in a
regular trial. it'is an idle conplaint that the evidence has
been exami ned and found upon by the Suprene Court and not by
a court of first instance. |If, after giving a ful
opportunity to both the sides, the Suprene Court cones to
the conclusion that the facts alleged are established, the
conviction or a decree for damages may follow as a matter of
course. But then, a  contrary finding by this Court wll
equally seal the fate of those proceedings. There is,
therefore, no unfair advantage to either side if the
qguestions of fact are decided by this Court straightway. If
the essenti al saf eguards of a fair adjudication are
observed, no grievance can be made that the facts which
establish the charge of msbehaviour  are found by the
hi ghest Court of the Iand and not by the | owest.

The question which then arises before us is as regards
the procedure which this Court should adopt in a Reference
made by the President wunder Article 317 (1)  of the
Constitution. That Article provides that an inquiry has to
be held by this Court in accordance
646
with the procedure prescribed in that behalf under Article
145. Article 145 provides, to the extent material, that
subject to the provisions of any | aw made by Parlianent, the
Suprenme Court may, from tine to time, with the approval of
the President, nake rules for regulating the practice and
procedure of the Court. Sub-clause (j) of Article 145 (1)
confers power on this Court to nake rules for regulating
inquiries under Article 317 (1). Oder XXXVLI1T of the
Supreme Court Rul es, 1966 contains rules regul ating
references under Article 317 (1). Rule 1 of O.der XXXVII
nentions the persons to whomnotice of the reference is
required to be given. Rule 2, which is in point, provides
that "the Court may sunmon such witnesses as it considers
necessary." This rule shows that while making an inquiry
into the matter referred to it by the President, this Court
is entitled to sunmmon witnesses, which obviously is for the
purpose of recording their evidence. In other words, while
dealing with a reference wunder Article 317(1). this Court
has the power to summon witnesses and record their evidence.

A procedural issue which was debated before us is
whet her we shoul d pronounce our opinion on the allegations
made against Shri Saini on the basis of the affidavits only
or whether we should permt the parties to cross-exam ne
persons who have filed their affidavits. Considering the
nature and gravity of the matter referred to us, we are of
the opinion that it wll not be conducive to justice to
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decide the Reference on a consideration of the affidavits
only. W do not know at this stage whether the allegation
made by Shri Saini that he has been falsely involved into
the particular incident by reason of certain other matters
and at the instance of certain other persons, is true or
not. But those allegations cannot be adjudicated upon on a
consideration of the affidavits only. The credibility of
wi tnesses who depose to facts is a natter which bears
directly on the adjudication of those facts. And the best
nmet hod of testing whether a witness is a person of credit is
to subject him(or her) to cross-exam nation. The credit of
a Wwtness can be shaken (and, ironically, sonetines
established) by cross-examning him and indeed, section
146(3) of the Evidence Act specifically pernmits the cross-
exam nation of a witness in order "to shake his credit by
injuring his character”. Bearing in nmind the inpact of our
findings on a future trial, civil or crimnal, relating to
the question referred to wus, ‘the repercussions of our
findings on the parties <concerned and the fact that the
matter referred to us is one of public inportance which
transcends the immediate private interests of the parties
who have made allegations and counter-allegations against
one anot her, we are of the view that

647

parties whose interests are directly affected by these
proceedings, that is to say the Chairperson Snt. Santosh
Chowdhary and Shri Gopal Krishan Sai nic ought to be pernitted
to cross-examine opposing wtnesses who have filed their
affidavits.

There was a sharp difference between the rival views
submitted before us as to the nature and scope of the
evi dence which we should allowthe parties to lead. It was
contended by Shri Sorabj ee who appears for the Governnent of
Punjab and by Shri GL. Sanghi who appears for the
Chairperson that evidence should be allowed to be led only
on the question whether the incident of slapping took place
as alleged and not on any other matter. It was /urged by
these |earned counsel that we are only concerned to
det erm ne whether Shri Saini sl apped the Chairperson and not
with the events antecedent to the assault or which are said
to furnish the notive for the alleged fal se inplication of
Shri Saini. On the other hand, it was contended by Shri
Nariman that the case of his client is that he has been
falsely inplicated into the charge of assault because he had
incurred the wath of the Chief Mnister of Punjab and the
hostility of the Chairperson’s husband and that, it would be
i mpossible for himto prove his case unless he isallowed to
Cross-exam ne witnesses on those aspects of the mtter.
Counsel contends that if he could satisfy us that there was
a conspiracy to involve his client falsely or that there
were reasons for so involving him we will be |oathe to hold
that the al l eged incident is proved. Shri Narimn’'s
subm ssion nust be accepted in the circunstances of the
case. It wll be inpossible to consider in isolation-the
evi dence bearing directly on the incident which is alleged
to have taken place on Novenber 22, 1982. The entire
evi dence, admissible and relevant, shall have to be taken
into account for the purpose of deciding whether the
al l egation against Shri Saini can be held to be proved. W
are not pronouncing at a stage wupon the admssibility or
rel evance of any particular piece of evidence, which shal
have to be done after the entire evidence is before us. A
that we do nowis to say that we cannot prevent Shri Saini,
agai nst whom a grave charge has been made, from proving that
the charge is false and notivated. One of the questions
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which is bound to arise in this matter, as it arises in
matters of similar nature, is as to why the conplainant
should make a false allegation that she was sl apped,
courting trouble and involving her own status and
respectability. The answer to that question has to be
furnished by the person who is called upon to neet the
al l egation that he sl apped her. Answers on questions of fact
cannot be made in courts

648

of law in a vacuum There has to be evidence to justify
those answers. Therefore, it is only fair that an
opportunity should be given to Shri Saini to prove his case
that the charge agai nst him is false, inspired and

notivated. W only hope 'that this opportunity will not be
exploited by Shri Saini to fight a political battle, against
the Chief Mnister ~or to engage in a duel wth the
Chairperson’s husband. In the ~ultimate analysis, after the
dust raised by these accusations and counter-accusati ons has
settled down, the fundanental question which this Court wll
have to ‘answer is: Did Shri~ Saini slap the Chairperson or
not ? She says he did. He says he did not. And on the
contrary, according to him it is she who raised her hand to
beat him when he tried to ward off the blow. He says that
this occasion was exploited by interested parties to involve
himin a fal se charge, out of personal nalice and hostility.
Both the accuser and the accused nust  have an equa
opportunity to prove their respective cases. It nmust al so be
remenbered that Article 317 was enacted in order to give
protection to the menbers of the Public Service Comm ssions
inregard to their removal ~from office and not as a
disability.

Havi ng seen that wi tnesses shall have to be summoned
and allowed to be cross-exan ned by the opposite party the
next question which we have to decide i's whether we shoul d
have the evidence recorded in our presence or whether we can
and should appoint sone responsible delegate for doing so.
Order XXXVI1l, Rule 2 of the Suprene Court Rules, 1966
provided that this Court nmay sumobn such witnesses /as it
consi ders necessary. This provision. confers the requisite
power on this Court to summon and exam ne Wi tnesses, but
not hi ng contained therein can be read to nean -that after
deci di ng which w tnesses should be sumopbned and exanined,
evi dence nust be recorded by this Court itself. Oder XLVII,
Rule 6 of the same Rules provides that nothing contained in
the Rules "shall be deenmed to limt or otherw se affect the
i nherent powers of the Court to nmake such orders as nay be
necessary for the ends of justice or to prevent abuse of the
process of the Court. This provision, |like its/ counterpart
in statutes |ike the Code of Civil Procedure (Section 151)
or the Code of Criminal Procedure (Section 482), does not
create or confer any new power but preserves the power of
the Court to act ex debito justiciae. Though a provision
like Rule 6 of Order XLVII of the Suprene Court Rules is not
specifically incorporated in Oder XXXVIII of those Rules,
it, shall have to be read in the latter Order in order to
enable this Court to pass proper orders in the interest of
649
justice. Considering the overwhelning conmitments of this
Court for the time being (and in the foreseeable future), it
is regretfully inexpedient that the evidence should be
recorded by this Court itself. No wuseful purpose wll be
served by expending our own tine in recording the evidence
of various wi tnesses except for the advantage of seeing and
hearing the w tnesses. The bal ance of conveni ence requires
that we should forego that advantage and del egate the duty
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of recording evidence. Accordingly, we direct that evidence

inthis Reference will be recorded by a | earned Additional
District and Sessions Judge, Del hi, who will be nom nated by
the |earned District and Sessi ons Judge, Del hi . The

nom nati on may be nade before August 22,1983.
We cannot confer any power on the |earned Judge so

nom nated for recordi ng evidence, to decide on the
adm ssibility or relevance of any particular piece of
evi dence. The |learned Judge wll, therefore, record the

evi dence which the parties lead before him wthin the
constraints of the follow ng guidelines:

(1) The affidavits filed in this Court will be treated
as the exam nation-in-chief of the respective w tnesses.

(2) The evidence to be recorded by the |earned Judge

will be |imted to the cross-exam nation of w tnesses who
have filed affidavits before  us. In other words, no person
who has not filed an affidavit in this Court wll be

exam ned or cross-examned as a witness, except with the
| eave of this Court.

(3) Wtnesses who have filed affidavits in this Court
may be summpned or requested by the 'l earned Judge to attend
his Court for the purpose of cross-exam nation. The
proceedings will normally be held in Delhi. Evidence may,
however, be recorded at any other place if the | earned Judge
considers it necessary or convenient.

The nere fact that the evidence  of « any particular
witness is recorded by the |earned Judge will not conclude
the issue as regards the admi ssibility or relevance of that
evi dence. Al guesti ons regar di ng adm ssibility and
rel evance of the evidence so recorded wll be decided by
this Court during the hearing of the Reference.

We hope that all parties concerned wll take care to
avoid putting frivolous or scandal ous questions to w tnesses
and will afford
650
the necessary co-operation to the  learned Judge for an
expedi tious term nation of the proceedi ngs before him

The parties shall appear before the | earned Additiona
District and Sessions Judge nominated by the learned
District and Sessions Judge, Del hi, on Mnday, Septenber 5,
1983, at 11.00 a.m, for obtaining further directions in the
matter. The recording of evidence will comence on Mnday,
Septenber 12, 1983 and shall proceed fromday to day until
the entire evidence is over. W expect that the recording of
evidence will be over by Septenmber 30, 1983. In case it is
not over by that date, the |earned Judge nmay wite to the
Regi strar of the Suprene Court for extension of time. The

evidence will be transmtted to the Registrar (Judicial) of
this Court i medi ately after the entire evidence is
recorded.

P.B. R
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