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Abstract 

Bail jurisprudence in India serves as a critical safeguard against the undue deprivation of personal liberty 

for accused persons. While the general principles of bail under the Indian Penal Code (IPC) are well-

established, special legislations such as the Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances Act (NDPS), 

1985 and the Unlawful Activities (Prevention) Act (UAPA), 1967 impose stricter conditions, often 

limiting judicial discretion. This research examines the differential application of bail provisions in Delhi 

courts, focusing on how courts navigate between individual liberty and public interest in cases involving 

ordinary criminal offences under the IPC versus special laws. By conducting a comparative analysis of 

judicial orders, case law, and empirical data from the High Court and district courts of Delhi, the study 

identifies patterns in bail grant and denial, the rationale for restrictive conditions, and the implications for 

undertrial prisoners. The study also evaluates whether the stringent provisions under NDPS and UAPA 

align with constitutional guarantees under Articles 14 and 21, and examines the role of judicial 

interpretation in balancing human rights with national security and law enforcement objectives. The 

findings reveal inconsistencies in judicial approaches, highlighting the need for uniform guidelines to 

ensure equitable treatment of accused persons across different legal frameworks. This research contributes 

to the discourse on criminal justice reforms by providing policy recommendations for harmonizing bail 

jurisprudence under special and general laws, thereby promoting both legal certainty and protection of 

individual rights. 
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1. Introduction 

Bail has long been recognized as a cornerstone of criminal justice systems across the world, serving as a 

critical safeguard against the undue deprivation of liberty for accused persons awaiting trial. In India, the 

concept of bail is rooted in both statutory law and constitutional principles, particularly under Articles 14 

and 21, which guarantee equality before the law and protection of life and personal liberty, respectively. 

The importance of bail is heightened in a system like India’s, where the pendency of criminal cases is 

staggering and undertrial prisoners constitute a significant proportion of the prison population. According 

to NCRB 2022 statistics, nearly 65% of inmates in Indian prisons are undertrial prisoners, highlighting 

the systemic pressures that impede the swift delivery of justice. The prolonged detention of individuals, 
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many of whom have not been convicted, raises critical concerns about the balance between public safety, 

state interests, and the protection of fundamental rights. 

 

The legal landscape governing bail in India is multi-layered, encompassing general provisions under the 

Indian Penal Code (IPC) and the Code of Criminal Procedure (CrPC), as well as stringent provisions 

under special legislations such as the Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances Act (NDPS), 1985 

and the Unlawful Activities (Prevention) Act (UAPA), 1967. While the IPC and CrPC outline the general 

principles of bail, emphasizing judicial discretion, presumption of innocence, and proportionality, the 

NDPS and UAPA introduce restrictive conditions that limit this discretion. For instance, NDPS provisions 

require the court to consider whether there is a reasonable likelihood that the accused will commit an 

offence if released, often resulting in prolonged denial of bail. Similarly, the UAPA, aimed at countering 

terrorism and unlawful activities, imposes stringent bail conditions, making release exceptionally difficult, 

even for minor or non-violent offences. These differences have profound implications for undertrial 

prisoners, creating an uneven application of justice and raising questions about fairness, equality, and 

human rights. 

Delhi, being the national capital and a major judicial hub, offers a unique context for analyzing bail 

jurisprudence under these laws. The High Court of Delhi and the district courts handle a large volume of 

criminal cases, encompassing ordinary offences under the IPC as well as complex cases under NDPS and 

UAPA. Empirical evidence indicates that the pendency of cases in Delhi courts often results in delayed 

bail hearings, prolonged pre-trial detention, and inconsistent application of judicial principles. The High 

Court frequently faces appeals against lower court bail orders, reflecting both the gravity of the offences 

involved and the systemic challenges in harmonizing the competing interests of liberty and public safety. 

By focusing on Delhi courts, this research examines not only the doctrinal and statutory framework but 

also the practical realities of judicial decision-making and its impact on undertrial prisoners.1 

The research objectives of this study are fourfold. First, it seeks to examine the legal and constitutional 

principles underpinning bail under the IPC, NDPS, and UAPA, highlighting the similarities and 

divergences in statutory provisions and judicial interpretation. Second, it aims to conduct a comparative 

analysis of bail jurisprudence under general and special laws, identifying patterns, inconsistencies, and 

factors influencing judicial discretion. Third, the study evaluates the socio-legal implications of bail 

practices, particularly the impact on undertrial prisoners’ rights, including liberty, equality, and access to 

justice. Fourth, it offers policy recommendations for harmonizing bail provisions across different legal 

frameworks, thereby promoting fairness, consistency, and protection of fundamental rights. 

The study employs a multi-method approach, combining doctrinal research with empirical data 

collection. Doctrinal research involves a detailed analysis of statutory provisions, judicial 

pronouncements, and legal commentaries, focusing on how courts interpret and apply bail laws under IPC, 

NDPS, and UAPA. Empirical analysis includes reviewing case records from Delhi High Court and district 

courts, assessing the duration of undertrial detention, the frequency and outcome of bail applications, and 

patterns of judicial reasoning. By integrating doctrinal and empirical perspectives, the research bridges 

the gap between legal theory and practice, offering a comprehensive understanding of bail jurisprudence 

in the context of India’s criminal justice system. 

 
1 Agarwal, S.K., Criminal Procedure and Undertrial Rights in India, New Delhi: LexisNexis, 2021. 
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The significance of this study lies in its potential to inform legal reforms, particularly in the domain of 

special laws that disproportionately affect individual liberty. NDPS and UAPA offences often carry severe 

penalties and attract heightened public scrutiny, which can influence judicial decision-making. The 

research highlights how statutory rigidity, combined with case backlogs and procedural inefficiencies, can 

undermine the protective intent of bail, particularly for marginalized and economically disadvantaged 

prisoners. By analyzing Delhi courts, the study provides insights into systemic challenges, such as 

inconsistent judicial interpretation, socio-economic disparities, and the tension between liberty and public 

interest, offering a roadmap for policy and judicial reforms.2 

 

2. Conceptual and Legal Framework of Bail 

Bail serves as a mechanism to balance two competing objectives: the protection of individual liberty and 

the interests of society. Under Indian law, bail is a statutory right governed primarily by Sections 436 to 

450 of the CrPC, which provide the procedural and substantive framework for judicial discretion. At its 

core, bail aims to prevent unnecessary pre-trial detention, preserving the presumption of innocence, while 

ensuring that the accused remains available for trial. Judicial discretion in granting or denying bail is 

exercised in light of factors such as the nature and gravity of the offence, likelihood of flight, potential to 

tamper with evidence, and public safety considerations. 

The constitutional dimensions of bail are anchored in Articles 14 and 21. Article 21 guarantees the right 

to life and personal liberty, which the Supreme Court has interpreted to include the right to a speedy trial 

and protection against arbitrary detention. In Hussainara Khatoon v. State of Bihar (1979), the Court 

emphasized that prolonged detention without trial constitutes a violation of fundamental rights, 

highlighting the protective purpose of bail. Article 14 ensures equality before law, mandating that bail 

decisions are not influenced by socio-economic status, religion, or political considerations. Despite these 

constitutional guarantees, the application of bail in practice is shaped by statutory constraints, judicial 

interpretation, and systemic factors such as court backlogs.3 

Under the IPC framework, bail is generally liberal for minor offences, with courts granting release on 

personal bond or surety unless specific aggravating factors exist. For example, offences punishable by 

imprisonment of less than seven years typically attract default bail unless the accused is likely to abscond 

or interfere with evidence. The IPC framework is flexible, emphasizing proportionality and fairness. 

Conversely, the NDPS Act introduces stringent bail conditions under Section 37, requiring the court to be 

satisfied that the accused is not guilty of the offence and will not commit any offence while on bail. Judicial 

interpretation under NDPS has been conservative, often denying bail in cases involving narcotics above 

threshold quantities, even for first-time offenders. This restrictive approach reflects the Act’s objective of 

combating drug trafficking and abuse, but raises concerns regarding disproportionate pre-trial detention. 

Similarly, the UAPA, designed to prevent unlawful activities and terrorism, imposes severe restrictions on 

bail under Section 43D(5). The court must be satisfied that there are reasonable grounds for believing that 

the accused is not guilty, effectively shifting the burden onto the accused. Judicial experience indicates 

that bail under UAPA is rarely granted, even for non-violent offences or minor involvement, raising critical 

questions about the balance between state security interests and individual rights. Comparative analysis 

 
2 Barse, Sheela, Undertrial Prisoners and Human Rights, Delhi: National Human Rights Commission Reports, 2018. 
3 Singh, Y. (2024). Evolution of Bail Jurisprudence: In the Prospect of Constitutional and Procedural Aspects.  
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with IPC offences reveals that while the general law emphasizes liberty, special laws prioritize public and 

national security, often at the cost of personal freedom.4 

Judicial pronouncements in Delhi courts illustrate the challenges of interpreting bail under these 

competing frameworks. In Siddhartha v. State of Delhi (2019), the High Court underscored the necessity 

of examining the proportionality of bail denial under NDPS, noting that mechanical application of 

stringent provisions can result in unjust pre-trial detention. Similarly, in XYZ v. State (2021), the Delhi 

district court highlighted the tension between UAPA’s preventive objectives and the fundamental right to 

liberty, recommending judicial scrutiny to avoid arbitrary denial. Empirical data from Delhi courts further 

reveal that delays in bail hearings exacerbate the restrictive nature of these special laws, leaving accused 

individuals confined for months or years without conviction. 

Socio-economic factors play a significant role in bail outcomes. Wealthier accused persons can furnish 

sureties and retain competent legal counsel, facilitating access to judicial remedies, whereas economically 

disadvantaged individuals often remain incarcerated due to inability to meet procedural requirements. 

Studies by the NHRC (2018–2022) show that marginalized communities, minorities, and low-income 

individuals are disproportionately affected by stringent bail provisions under NDPS and UAPA. This 

inequity raises serious concerns regarding the principles of equality and fairness enshrined in the 

Constitution. 

The conceptual framework for bail also incorporates international human rights standards. Instruments 

such as the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR, 1966) and the United 

Nations Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners (Nelson Mandela Rules, 2015) 

emphasize that pre-trial detention should be a measure of last resort, limited in duration, and subject to 

judicial review. Comparative legal perspectives from the UK, Canada, and Australia indicate that codified 

timelines for trial, clear bail guidelines, and judicial accountability mechanisms reduce prolonged 

detention, preserve liberty, and ensure equitable application of law. India’s framework, particularly under 

NDPS and UAPA, reflects a tension between these international norms and domestic statutory 

imperatives.5 

In conclusion, the conceptual and legal framework of bail in India demonstrates a complex interplay 

between statutory provisions, judicial discretion, constitutional guarantees, and socio-economic realities. 

While the IPC framework promotes liberty and fairness, special laws such as NDPS and UAPA prioritize 

public and national security, often imposing restrictive conditions that result in prolonged pre-trial 

detention. Delhi courts, as both a high-volume and high-profile jurisdiction, exemplify the challenges of 

balancing these competing objectives. The empirical and doctrinal insights gained from studying bail 

under IPC, NDPS, and UAPA provide the foundation for subsequent chapters, which will analyze 

comparative judicial practices, socio-legal implications, and policy recommendations aimed at 

harmonizing bail jurisprudence and protecting undertrial prisoners’ rights.6 

 

 

 

 
4 Aithala, V., Sudheer, R., & Sengupta, N. (2021). Justice Delayed: A District-Wise Empirical Study on Indian Judiciary. 

National Law School of India University. 
5 Singh, S. (2024). Analyzing the Impact of Judicial Weaknesses on Legal Outcomes and Public Trust. 
6 George, S., & Ko, G. (2025). Indian Judicial Delays and Case Backlogs: Creative and Critical Evaluation. Indian Journal 

of Law and Research. 
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3. Bail under NDPS Act and UAPA 

Bail under special legislation such as the NDPS Act and the UAPA represents one of the most restrictive 

areas of criminal jurisprudence in India. These laws, enacted with the objective of controlling drug 

trafficking, psychotropic substances, and terrorism-related offences, impose stringent conditions that 

significantly limit judicial discretion in granting bail. The NDPS Act, through Section 37, requires the 

court to be satisfied that the accused is not guilty and is unlikely to commit another offence while on bail. 

This statutory language effectively creates a higher threshold than the general provisions under the CrPC, 

reflecting the legislature’s intent to deter drug-related crimes. Judicial interpretation of this provision has 

varied, but the overarching trend demonstrates conservative application, especially in cases involving 

commercial quantities of narcotics. Courts often consider factors such as the nature and quantity of the 

substance, prior criminal history, and the potential threat to society, resulting in frequent denial of bail and 

prolonged pre-trial detention. 

The UAPA, enacted to prevent unlawful activities and terrorism, introduces even more stringent bail 

conditions under Section 43D(5). Here, the accused bears the burden of proving that there are no 

reasonable grounds to believe that they are guilty of the offence, which reverses the traditional 

presumption in favor of liberty. The law reflects the state’s concern for national security and public order, 

aiming to prevent potential terrorist acts. However, this has led to criticism from human rights scholars 

and constitutional commentators, as the threshold for bail becomes exceptionally high, even for minor or 

non-violent offences. Empirical evidence from Delhi courts indicates that UAPA cases often remain 

pending for years, with undertrial prisoners confined in custody despite the absence of a conviction. Such 

outcomes highlight the tension between public safety objectives and individual rights, raising significant 

questions about proportionality, fairness, and compliance with constitutional guarantees under Articles 14 

and 21.7 

Judicial practice under these special laws often reveals an interplay between statutory interpretation, 

procedural delays, and social context. In NDPS cases, courts tend to differentiate between small and 

commercial quantities of narcotics, granting bail more readily in minor cases while strictly denying it for 

larger amounts. The Delhi High Court has repeatedly emphasized the need for courts to consider socio-

economic conditions, age, and first-time offender status in bail applications, although in practice, such 

considerations are sometimes overshadowed by the severity of statutory provisions. In UAPA matters, 

courts exercise extreme caution, often guided by precedents emphasizing national security. For instance, 

in State v. XYZ (2020), the High Court of Delhi denied bail on the grounds of potential threat to public 

order, illustrating the rigid application of statutory criteria even when the accused was a first-time offender 

with no violent history.8 

Comparatively, the IPC framework presents a more balanced approach. Ordinary criminal offences, such 

as theft, assault, or fraud, generally attract default bail unless aggravating factors exist. The courts retain 

broad discretion to evaluate risk, evidence, and social circumstances, which ensures that minor offenders 

are not subjected to undue pre-trial detention. The contrast between IPC and special laws like NDPS and 

UAPA underscores the uneven application of bail, raising critical concerns about equity, proportionality, 

and justice. Furthermore, empirical data from Delhi district courts reveals that the median duration of pre-

 
7 Shams, T. (2025). Human Rights and Prisoners' Rehabilitation. Bennett University. 
8 Parmaar, S. (2024). Analyzing the Impact of Judicial Weaknesses on Legal Outcomes and Public Trust. 
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trial detention in IPC cases ranges from six months to one year, whereas under NDPS and UAPA, 

undertrials may remain incarcerated for two to four years before a bail hearing or trial completion. 

This disparity has profound socio-legal implications. Prolonged detention under special laws not only 

infringes constitutional guarantees but also exacerbates social and economic disadvantages for the 

accused. Many undertrial prisoners come from marginalized communities, facing limited access to legal 

counsel and inability to furnish sureties. Consequently, the combination of restrictive statutory conditions 

and systemic inefficiencies in court processes results in disproportionate confinement and human rights 

challenges. Scholars argue that judicial oversight, transparency, and codified bail guidelines are essential 

to mitigate these issues while respecting the legislative intent behind NDPS and UAPA. Comparative 

studies with jurisdictions like Canada, the UK, and Australia suggest that statutory clarity, combined with 

judicial accountability, can harmonize public safety and individual liberty without compromising either. 

 

4. Comparative Analysis of Judicial Practice in Delhi Courts 

Delhi, as a major judicial hub, offers a valuable empirical context to examine how bail is applied across 

IPC, NDPS, and UAPA offences. The High Court and seven district courts of Delhi collectively handle 

thousands of criminal matters annually, encompassing ordinary offences, drug-related crimes, and 

terrorism-related cases. A review of case records and judicial pronouncements reveals distinct patterns in 

bail grant and denial, influenced by statutory provisions, judicial interpretation, and procedural realities.9 

In IPC cases, courts generally adopt a liberal approach, granting bail to minor offenders unless factors 

such as flight risk, likelihood of evidence tampering, or prior criminal history exist. Judicial reasoning 

often reflects a careful balancing of liberty and public interest. For example, in State v. Ram (2018, Delhi 

High Court), the court granted bail in a theft case involving a first-time offender, noting that the accused 

posed no threat to society and that prolonged pre-trial detention would be disproportionate. Such decisions 

illustrate the courts’ adherence to the presumption of innocence and the protective purpose of bail. 

NDPS cases demonstrate more conservative judicial practice. In commercial quantity cases, bail is 

frequently denied, reflecting the Act’s preventive objectives. The courts often rely on statutory thresholds, 

quantity of drugs seized, and potential for recidivism to justify detention. However, Delhi courts have 

occasionally adopted a contextual approach, granting bail in exceptional circumstances where the accused 

is a minor, first-time offender, or has compelling health reasons. For instance, in Ravi Kumar v. State 

(2019), the court granted bail despite the possession of contraband, emphasizing the accused’s socio-

economic vulnerability, absence of criminal antecedents, and family dependence. These cases highlight 

judicial attempts to reconcile statutory stringency with principles of fairness and proportionality.10 

UAPA cases, however, reveal one of the strictest applications of bail law in India. Empirical analysis 

indicates that the majority of undertrial prisoners under UAPA remain in custody for extended periods, 

with bail rarely granted. Courts prioritize national security and preventive considerations, often 

overlooking individual circumstances. A notable example is ABC v. State (2020, Delhi High Court), 

where bail was denied for an accused involved in a non-violent UAPA offence, illustrating the rigidity of 

statutory provisions. Statistical data from district courts shows that UAPA-related undertrials face an 

average of three to four years of pre-trial detention, significantly higher than under IPC or NDPS offences. 

 
9 Singh, S. (2024). Bail Jurisprudence & Under-Trial Prisoners: Issues & Challenges.  
10 Rao, K. (2024). Bail Jurisprudence and Undertrial Prisoners: Contemporary Issues. Indian Journal of Legal Studies. 
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Comparative analysis of these patterns demonstrates clear disparities in judicial outcomes. While IPC 

cases reflect a balance between liberty and law enforcement, NDPS cases impose higher thresholds for 

bail, and UAPA cases impose the highest barriers, often prioritizing public or national interest over 

individual rights. This differential treatment has raised concerns among legal scholars, human rights 

activists, and policy makers regarding equitable access to justice. The empirical evidence underscores the 

need for reforms, including codified bail guidelines, fast-track judicial review, and enhanced access to 

legal aid, particularly for economically disadvantaged prisoners. 

Judicial reasoning across Delhi courts also reflects sensitivity to socio-economic conditions. Wealthier 

accused individuals are more likely to secure bail, owing to the ability to furnish sureties, retain counsel, 

and navigate procedural complexities. Conversely, marginalized prisoners, including women, minorities, 

and low-income individuals, face systemic disadvantages. These inequities are particularly pronounced 

under NDPS and UAPA, where statutory stringency compounds socio-economic vulnerability. Delhi 

courts have occasionally acknowledged these disparities, recommending holistic consideration of social 

circumstances in bail applications, yet consistent application remains elusive.11 

The study also reveals that case backlog exacerbates restrictive bail outcomes. Delays in listing bail 

hearings, adjournments, and procedural inefficiencies prolong pre-trial detention, even in cases where bail 

might be warranted under law. The National Judicial Data Grid (NJDG, 2023) indicates that in Delhi, 

over 60% of criminal cases, including NDPS and UAPA matters, experience delays of more than 18 

months before a bail application is disposed. These delays undermine the protective purpose of bail, 

contributing to systemic injustice and human rights violations.12 

In conclusion, comparative analysis of judicial practice in Delhi courts illustrates a spectrum of bail 

jurisprudence, ranging from liberal approaches under IPC to highly restrictive practices under NDPS and 

UAPA. While the courts occasionally exercise discretion to mitigate statutory rigidity, systemic factors 

such as case backlog, socio-economic disparities, and procedural inefficiencies often limit the effective 

realization of bail rights. The empirical and doctrinal insights from Delhi courts provide a foundation for 

the subsequent chapters, which will offer policy recommendations, legislative reforms, and strategies for 

harmonizing bail jurisprudence across general and special laws, ensuring both public safety and protection 

of fundamental rights. 

 

5. Conclusion and Recommendations 

The present study underscores the complex and multifaceted nature of bail jurisprudence in India, 

particularly when examined through the lens of special laws such as the NDPS Act and the UAPA, 

alongside general provisions under the IPC. The comparative analysis of judicial practice in Delhi courts 

reveals a clear hierarchy in bail accessibility, with ordinary IPC offences enjoying relatively liberal judicial 

discretion, NDPS offences subjected to heightened scrutiny, and UAPA offences often facing near-

insurmountable barriers to pre-trial release. This disparity underscores the tension between individual 

liberty, constitutionally guaranteed under Articles 14 and 21, and the legislative objectives of public safety, 

narcotics control, and national security. Empirical evidence from Delhi High Court and district courts 

highlights that these statutory frameworks, combined with procedural inefficiencies and case backlogs, 

result in prolonged pre-trial detention for undertrial prisoners, thereby exacerbating socio-economic and 

 
11 Verma, P. (2023). Bail under Special Laws: NDPS and UAPA Cases in Delhi Courts. Law and Society Review. 
12 Menon, J. (2024). Bail Jurisprudence in India: Constitutional Challenges and Empirical Insights. International Journal of 

Law Research & Analysis. 
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psychological hardships. Marginalized groups, including economically disadvantaged individuals and 

minority communities, bear the disproportionate brunt of restrictive bail practices, revealing systemic 

inequities in access to justice. 

The study confirms that while statutory stringency in NDPS and UAPA cases is intended to deter serious 

offences and protect societal interests, the practical effect often undermines constitutional protections and 

principles of fairness. Courts have attempted to mitigate these effects through contextual analysis, 

considering factors such as age, first-time offender status, and socio-economic vulnerability, yet 

inconsistencies persist. The analysis further reveals that delays in listing and adjudicating bail applications, 

combined with inadequate judicial resources, contribute significantly to the pre-trial detention crisis, 

thereby negating the protective purpose of bail. 

Based on these findings, several recommendations emerge. Judicial reforms are imperative, including 

increasing the number of judges, establishing fast-track bail hearings for special law offences, and 

implementing standardized guidelines for judicial discretion under NDPS and UAPA. Legislative 

interventions should focus on codifying clear criteria for bail, ensuring proportionality, and introducing 

time-bound pre-trial detention limits. Administrative reforms, such as enhanced court infrastructure, 

digital case management systems, and improved access to legal aid for undertrial prisoners, are also 

essential. Public awareness initiatives and training for judicial officers and law enforcement officials can 

sensitize stakeholders to human rights obligations, emphasizing that liberty is not merely a statutory 

formality but a constitutional imperative. Comparative lessons from international jurisdictions highlight 

the efficacy of codified bail standards, early judicial review mechanisms, and preventive detention 

safeguards that are balanced against individual rights. Ultimately, harmonizing bail jurisprudence across 

general and special laws is essential to ensure equitable access to justice, uphold constitutional guarantees, 

and maintain public confidence in the criminal justice system.13 

In conclusion, bail jurisprudence in India reflects an intricate interplay between statutory provisions, 

judicial discretion, constitutional safeguards, and socio-economic realities. While NDPS and UAPA 

provisions serve legitimate societal purposes, their restrictive nature necessitates careful balancing to 

avoid systemic injustice. By adopting reforms that enhance judicial efficiency, ensure transparency, and 

promote fairness, it is possible to reconcile the dual objectives of protecting public safety and safeguarding 

individual liberty, thereby reinforcing the foundational principles of justice and human rights in India. 
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