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TTOTES.
POLITICAL A, APRIL 1916. 

Nos. 46S—468.

EXTE-'^SIO^J OF 8ECnON3 a—l l  0 7  THE DEFENCE OF INDIA ACT, 1915, TO 
THOSE DISTRICTS OF BENGAL TO WHICH THEY HAVE NOT ALRE.U)Y 
BEEN EXTENDED.

Faox THB QovERyMBNr OF Bbkqal, no. 699-X dated the 16rH Maboh 1913. pn>. no. 465.
This request of the Government of Bengal that sections 3—11 of the Defence of India Act 

may be extended to the districts of Bengal to which they have not already been extended 
is submitted for orders. In this connection attention is invited to His Excellency’s note of the

...  21st March 1915, regarding the extension of the 
o , pril 5, nos. sections to certain districts of the Punjab, which

lays down the policy to be followed in disposing of requests for the extension of these sections of 
the Act. '

A. L.,—23-3-16.

The proposals contained in the present letter will, I presume, be considered in connection 
with the general question of the political situation in Bengal.

I (»nn6t help thinking that the letter inverts the reasoning of the Bengal Government, 
which seems to be “ we are now prepared, although we were not a year ago, to assume respon
sibility for recommending the extension of sections 3 —11 to Calcutta. We are anxious to avoid 
undue attention being c ^ ed  to this particular extension, and we therefore recommend that the 
sections be applied to the whole of Bengal (other than the districts to which the sections have 
already been extended). The only real argument we can adduce in support of the larger pro
posal is that we urgently require to find fresh areas in which we can order compulsory residence 
without running the risk of interference on the part of the ordinary courts of law. ”

I must confess that this latter argument appears to me extremely far-fetched. Sections
3—11 have alr&dy been extended to 18 districts 

Folitioal A, 191^ nos. jjj Divisions. Up to date 126 orders of com-
o , one 6, nos. pulsory residence only have been passed, and it is

impossible to believe that all suitable places for such residence in the large areas contained in 
the 18 districts have been exploited, and that it is really necessary to find fresh fields and pastures 
now. His Excellency’s views in regard to the extension of these sections will be found in his

order dated 21st March 1915. Briefly stated they 
are that the sections should only be extended to 

areas where they are required. The question for decision therefore seems to be—Are we to e xtend 
the sections to the remainder of Bengal because extension to Calcutta alone is likely to attract 
attention whereas with the wider extension the attention paid to Calcutta may escape notice T

Politioal A, April 1916, nos. 385—111.

or

Shall we extend only to the areas where the extension is necessary T
The Indian Press and critics of Government in Calcutta and Bengal generally are peculiarly 

astute and vigilant, and I do not for one moment believe that the extension of the provisions to 
Calcutta win escape widespread and hostile criticism, whether the extension is to Calcutta alone 
or as part of a wider extension. If this anticipation is correct the criticism will be strengthened 
and to some extent justified if the sections are extended to areas in which they are really not 
required.

S. R. Hionell,—^26-3-16.
When we extended section 3 ef seq. of the Defence of India Act to certain districts in Bengal,

many areas which they would themselves have liked to include,” and particularly commented 
upon the omiaaon of Calcutta. However, we did not then desire to do more or less than the 
local Govenuqent r^nunended. They have now hardened their hearts and adced Jot extension
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to the rest of the province. They have based their argument on a ground that is not very 
strong, namely, that they want to order men compnlsonly to reside in areas other than the 

TfM inhecf|Tiftntly included, inakiiiglS 17^ districts referred to, and are afraid of bringing 
districts. breaches of such an order before the ordinary

H . WaaKLaa. courts, but such cases should not usually be com
plicated, and if an order is broken it is not over clear why the ordinary courts should be rehic- 
tant to punish. However, we know that the ever present fear of an appeal or motion before 
the High Court does cramp action in Bengal, and there is really the stronger reason that seditious 
crime knows no district boundaries and may juat aa easily occur outside the 18 districts as within 
them. If so, there is little reason for a geographical distinction.

2. The net result of ths noting in tha genaral case as to the stats of affairs in Bengal is tiiat 
the conditions there require urgently to be grappled with. Ths Bengal Government have recent
ly shown more activity, and I certainly would not discourage them in any way. If they think 
this extension to be required we may accept that view, even although we do not altogether accegl 
their arguments, while that about concealing the fact that these sections have been extended to 
Calcutta is particularly feeble. Bengalis will, of course, immediately grasp that feet, even if 

' (as is possible) we do not have specifically to mention it in the Notification, as to srhich we may 
consult the Legislative Department once the policy has been settled.

3. His Excellency should see.
H. Whebler,—^29-S-16.

I  have no objection to an extension which shall include Calcutta, but I would boldly specify 
the areas to which it is extended and attempt no concealment of the extension to CsJcutta, 
which strikes me as being a particularly feeble and ostrich-like device.

R. H. C[aADDocK],—29-3-16.

SniaiABT.

Under His Excellency’s order of the 20th April 1915 sections 3 ef $eq. of the Defence of
n 1 A u  mie „  on oe India Act Were extended to 17 districts in Bengal,Politaoal A, Hay 1916, nos. 22—25. , , , io,.u/*r j- » “c  •and subeeqnently to an 18th (Nadia).

The local Government now leoonunend their extension throughout the province, including 
Calcutta. Their reasons rather obscure the real issue. They appear to' think that unless this 
is done it will be risky to direct compulsory residence outside the 18 districts for fear of prose
cutions for a breach of such orders being challenged in the ordinary courts, while they hope by 
the form of notification to give leas prominenoe to the foot that the extension includes Calcutta.

The Home Department think that the last point is impracticable and that it is nnneoea- 
sary to seek after it. The tme justification Uea in the feet that seditious crime in Bengal does 
not recognise district boundaries and when the partial extension was previously made its limita
tions (pi^oularly as regards Calcutta) were criticised. I t  is thought desirable to support 
Bengal in any measure to feoilitate the oontrol of sedition, and if His Excellency approves the 
extension asked for may be approved.

H. Wheeler,—^29-3-16.
I think we might tell the (Government of Bengal that we agree to the extensiem of the applica

tion of the Defence of India Act to the whole of Bengal, since they expressly aak for it, but 
that we do not approve in principle to the extension of the Act to districts when there has been 
no special reason for it. We might add that it would in our opinion have been better to men
tion the districts including Calcutta, and that we assume no responsibility for acting other
wise.

H[ardinoe],—30-3-16.

As we shall have to issue the Notification I am afraid we must assume responsibility for its 
correct form, regarding which we may consult the Legislative Department.

H. Wheeler,—30-3-16. 

R. H. CÎ raddock],—30-3-16,

Legislative Department.

From our point of view the most convenient and correct form of Notification would be one 
on the lines of that already issued for 17 districts of Bengal, specifying the remaining districts 
in a schedule. We cannot have a plain Notification extending this sections to the whole province, 
since the date of coming into force has to be given. A Notification in general terms, extending
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the sectioiiB to all thosa parts of the province in which they are not already, by virtoe of former 
Notification in force, is possible; but specification would be better.

H. M. Smith,—31-3-16.

I understand that the Home Department merely wish us to help-them with the form of the 
Notification extending the Act. I do not, therefore, deal with the legal arguments in the Gov
ernment of Bengal’s letter, some of which do not appeal to me in the least, and are indeed, 1 
think, at variance with the opinions we have given in this department on other cases.

2. In this view I place in the file a form of draft notification which, I think, does all that is 
necessary.

A. P. Hoddihah,—4-4-16.

Home Department.

We may accept and issue the draft Notification prepared by the Legislative Department.

2. A draft to the Government of Bengal and also one to the India Office are put up for 
approval.

A. L.,—7-4-16.

8. R. Higneu.,— 7̂-4-16.

I had previously dis'.ussed this with Hon’ble Member (now on tour), and we had better 
send copy of the Notffication to Bengal without comment. As we hav6 to issue it, we can scarcely 
admit or infer that we are issuing it in deference to them while not convinced of its necessity. 
Apparently Lord Hardinge was under the impression that action would be taken by the local 
Government and the position could have been explained to him had he been here.

I have amended the draft accordingly.
H. W heeler,—10-4-16.

Notification no. 1211, dated the 11th Apr il  1916. 1 :^ . no. 466.

Letter to the Government of Bengal, no. 1212, dated the 11th April 1916. Pro. no. 467.

Letter to the I ndia Officb, no. 1213, dated the 11th April 1916. Pro. no. 468.

Demiaffioial letter from the Eon'He Mr. J. 0. Cumning, C.I.E., I.C.S., Chief Secretary to the 
Oovertment of Bengal, to the Hon'ble Mr. H. Wheeler, C.S.I., C.I.E., I.CJS., Secretary to 
the Ojvernmsnt o f India, Home Department, no. 9Si-X., dated Calcutta, the 8th April 
1916. •

Would you kindly refer to Bengal Government letter no. 699-X, dated the 20th March 1916> 
relating to the extension of the provisions of the Defence of India Act to certain areas in Bengal T 
The areas in question are the districts of Burdwan, Bankuia, Birbhum, Murshidabad, Jessore, 
Malda, Bogra, Darjeeling and the Chittagong Hill Tracts, and the town of Calcutta. The 
extension to the districts named has become rather an urgent necessity owing to the difficulty of 
finding a sufficient number of suitable places in the districts to which the Act had been previously 
extended, which at the same time would satisfy the conditions which have been laid down for 
the <;ompulsoiy domiciling of persons under the Act. As regards these districts I do not think 
there is any question of principle involved ; and, if you could see your way to give us as early 
as possible the relief which we seek, I should be very grateful.

I t  may be that your reply will be delayed on account of the cxinsideration of the question 
whether the Calcutta area should be included or not. We want the Calcutta area for the pur
pose of dealing with ofiences for breaches of the rules under the Act; and possibly for the crea
tion of a Commission to try any serious offence which may take place in Calcutta. But we do 
not primarily want the extension to Calcutta for the purpose of domidling anybody: for it  is 
unlikely that we should ever think of domiciling anybody in Calcutta. At ^cellency’s 
instance, therefore, I am to request the favour that at any rate as regards the addition of the 
districts named we should receive orders as early as possible.

On the main file a Notification is being issued extending sections 3 to 11 of the Defence of 
India Act to be districts of Bengal to which the sections have not already been apphed. No
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action is, therefoto, reqnind on this d«ni-officul but w* may to B«afal and 1st them
know tiiat Notification will be ianied in this week's Gaaette. ▲ diaft is plaoed b4ow.

A. L.,—11-4-16.
& R. H iovB i«—11-4-16. 

H. W iBBLni,—11-4-1&

Demi-offieial Ulegmm from the Seantan/ to A t Oomnmmt of India, Homo DefmHmnH, to Ao 
Chief Seentoryto Ae OooemmeiU of Bengal (PoUtieati, mo. i m ,  daUdSimla, An UA Aged !$!€.

Your demi-official 956-X, dated 8th AptiL Notification will issn

Demi  official letter from Ae Hon’hle Mr. J. 0 . Cumonimg, CJ.B„ I.CJ3., Chief Seeeelorg to the 
Oovemmenl of Bengal, to the Hon'hle Mr. H. Wheder, CjS.L, C.I.B., i.C B ., Stemkug to Ae 
Oovemmentof India, Home Department, no. I120-X., dated OalenUe, AeMOA April J9lt.
I  am desired to oiprces the thanks of the Goeeniar in Cboncil for the ready auw ndaw by 

the Goyemment of India of his proposal for the extension of sections 3—11 of the Defence of India 
(Criminal Law Amendment) A ^  1915, to that part of Bengal in which those wars not
already in force.

Foe information only. 

A. L.,—25-4-16.

8. R . H io h b l ,—26-4-16. 

H . W H B L n ,—28-4-16.

Ezd. by—E.A. 
^ H D

/
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PROCEEDINGS OF THE

HOME DEPARTMENT, APRIL 1916.

Ext«uiOB «f iBBtlOBi S—11 of DtfcBM Of India Aet, 1915, to those dUtricU of Bengol to which tbof
hofo not already heeen eitendcd.

BXTBRSION OF SBCTIORS S— l l  OF THE DEFENCE OF INDIA ACT, 1915, TO THOSE DISTRICTS 
OF BENGAL TO WHICH THEY HATE NOT ALREADY BEEN EXTENDED.

No. 699-X., dated Calcutta, the 16th Marc h 1916. F ra DO. 465.
From—A  Make, Esq., I.C.S., Additional Secretary to the Government of Bengal,

To—The Secretary to the Government of India, Home Department, Delhi.

I am directed to refer to Home Department Notifications no. 1379, dated tlie 
23rd April, and no. 1789, dated the lOtb June 1915, under which sections 3 to 11 of 
the Defence of India (Criminal Law Amendment) Act, 1915, were extended to 
ceitain districts in the Presidency of Bengal.

2. On a reference to Mr. Kerr’s letter no. 5079-P., dated the 12th April 1915, 
it will be seen that the Governor in Council at that time advisedly did not recom
mend the application of the entire Act to the whole of the Presidency of Bengal on 
the ground that there was some political advantage to be gained by limiting these 
sections of the Act, in the first instance, to those districts in which they were most 
ui gently required, extending them later on to other districts, should necessity 
arise. The districts in which sections 3 to 11 of the Act are not at present in force 
arc Buidwan, Bankura, Birbhum, Muishidabad, Jessore, Malda, Bogra, Darjeel
ing, the Chittf gong Hill Tracts and the (3ty of Calcutta.

3. It has now been represented to the Governor in Council that it is most 
desirable taexteud sections 3 to 11 of the Defence of India Act to the remaining 
districts of Bengal, inclusive of the City of Calcutta. The main benefit to be 
derived from the procedure laid down in these sections is, that breaches of the orders 
and rules made under the Act and also ceitain offences, specified in section 3 (1) 
of the Act, can be tried by Special Commissioners appointed by the Local Govern- 
m.ent. The extension of the Act to the impioclaimed districts is not so pressingly 
necessary from the point of view of politick agitation and crime in those districts, 
although it can be shown that in some of them, notably Burdwan, Muishidabad,
Jessore and Malda, the anarchical movement does exist. The extensions is recom
mended more on the ground that it is desirable to secure fresh areas, subject to 
the special procedure provided by the Act, for the domicile of persons directed to 
reside in those areas. His Excellency in Council is fully aware that persons, against 
whom orders are issued under rule 3 of the Defence of India’Rules, cen be domiciled 
anywhere in Bengal. In the case of those districts which have not been notified, 
however, transgressions of the orders are triable in the ordinary courts, and it is 
considered eminently desirable that the advantage provided by the speedy trial 
under the special procedure in respect of such offences should be secured, if pos
sible.

4. The Government of India are aware that the Government of Bengal have 
initiated a vigorous campaign against the members of the revolutionary party in 
Bengal, and that free use is beirg made of the power of compulsory domicile in 
selected areas, conferred by rule 3 of the Defence of India Rules. Up to date 126 
orders of internment in. specified places have been issued. So far, the various 
detenus have been restrict^ to areas in the notified districts, but it has now been

..reported that great difiBculty is being experienced in fird'ng suitable places of 
domicile in these districts, and that the selection of fresh g^ound is necessary. His 
Excellency in Cormcil is convinced of the urgent desirab'lity of finding fresh areas 
for the domicile of persons served with orders of compulsory residence, and at the 
same time of securing the application of the special procedure to those areas.

5. The case of Calcutta, where the revolutionary movement has its main 
stronghold, is somewhat different. The extension of the Act is recommended not

C48HD
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PROCEEDINGS OF THE

HOME DEPARTMENT, APRIL 1916.

Extonsion of Mettons S—11 of Defeoee of India Aet, 1916, to thoso dlsIiieU in Boiifal to wUeh tb«F
hoTO not already boon extondod.

BO much on account of the need for fresh ground for domiciling, as it is only in e x 
ceptional cases that persons will be domiciled in Calcutta, but rather on account 
of the extreme desirability of making breaches of orders under the Defence of India 
Rules, within the Umits of the original jurisdiction of the High Court, triable by 
Special Commissioners appointed under the Act. Many of the most important 
of the suspects upon whom orders under these Rules have to be served are found 
in Calcutta, and should they refuse to obey the orders served upon them it would 
be necessary to bring them before the ordinary tribunals, if sections 3 to 11 of the 
Act are not extended to this area.

6. TheGovernorinCouncilfully realizesthatinthecaseof theCity of Calcutta 
the Original jurisdiction of the High Court is a special feature and that, in the 
event of the extension of these sections of the Act to Calcutta, an attempt might 
be made to test the validity of the power of the Imperial Legislative Council to 
constitute a Special Tribunal with no appeal from its decision and also to bar the 
jurisdiction of the High Court by section 11 of the Act. In view of this apprehen
sion he has had the following question examined by the Hon’ble the Adv<^te 
General of Bengal and by Sir S. P. Sinha; “ In the event of the extension to the 
town of Calcutta, t.e., to the area included in the Original jurisdiction of the High 
Court, oj sections 3 to 11 of the Defence of India Act, would the powers of the 
Commissioners appointed under the Act be open to question in the High Court 
and could they be questioned successfully.”

Copies of their opinions are enclosed for the information o1 the Government of 
India. I t will be seen that both Dr. Kenrick and Sir Satyendra Sinha are agreed 
that the bar of jurisdiction in the High Courts effected by section 11 is not legally 
.open to question, and that it could not be questioned successfully. In this con
nection I am to invite the attention of the Government of India to the joint opinion 
given by Sir R. B. Finlay and Sir Erie Richards on the 15th June 1914, a copy of 
which was forwarded with your letter no. 2061, dated the 23rd October 1914, 
from which it will be observed that, in the opinion of these two learned Counsel, 
it is within the legislative capacity of the Government of India to create a new Court 
within,the jurisdiction of the High Court, with no appeal from its decision. In 
view of these three concurring opinions, which have b ^ n  given altogether indepen
dently of one another, the Governor in Council is satisfied that the risk of any diRer- 
ence of opinion with the High Court is small compared with the undoubted advan
tages to be derived from the extension of these sections of the Act to the City of 
Calcutta.

7. In ’ the circumstances stated above, I  am to request that the Governor 
General in Council will be pleased to direct, by notification in the Ga'teUee of India, 
that sections 3 to 11 of the Defence of India Act, 1915, shall come into operation in 
the remaining areas of Bengal, in which those sections are not at present in force. 
If this proposal be approv^, I am to suggest, for the consideration of His Elxcd- 
leny in Coimcil, that the notification may be in general terms as above and need not 
specify the different districts. This would avoid undue attention being called to 
the fact that the City of Calcutta is included in the notification.

(Copy oJ opinion of the Hon'Ue Mr. C. H. B. Kenrick.)
O p in io n .

I  am of opinion that in the event of the extension of sections 3 to 11 of the 
Defence of India Act IV of 1915 to the City of Calcutta, i.e., to the area included 
in the Original jurisdiction of the High Court, the powers of the Commissioners 
appointed under the Act could not legally be questioned in the High Court.

Section 11 of that Act excludes tbe jurisdiction of any Court by enacting that 
no order under this Act shall be c ^ e d  in question in any Court. ”

"X
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PROCEEDINGS OF THE

HOME DEPARTMENT, APRIL 1916.

Extension of Sections 3- -11 of Defence of Indie Act, 191S, to those dlsMetsol Bengsl to which they 
have not already been extended.

Under the Letters Patent of 1865 the jurisdictional powers were conferred on 
the High Court “ subject and without prejudice to the legislative powers in rela
tion to the matters aforesaid of the Governor General of India in Council.” 
Clause 44 of the Letters Patent provides; “ And we do further ordain and declare 
that all the provisions of these our Letters Patent are subject to the legislative 
powers of the Governor General in Council * * ♦ and may be in all respects 
amended and altered thereby.”

In my opinion section 11 of the Defence of India Act which excludes the juris
diction of any Court in respect of a matter to which that Act applies, is valid 
and binding and within the legislative powers of the Goveinor-General in Council, 
and the Charter itself was granted subject to and contemplates the exercise of such 
legislative power. The Etefence of India Act in enabling the appointment of 
and trial by Commissioners of certain offences has created a special and temporary 
machinery available in times of emergency, and I am of opinion that the bar of 
jurisdiction in the High Courts effected by section 11 is not legally op^n to question 
nor could it be questioned successfully.

H ig h  Co u r t , C A L C igT A ;  ̂

The 7th March 1916

(Sd). G. H. B. KENRICK,

Advocate General, Bengal.

{Copy of Opinion of Sir S. P. Sinha.)
O p in io n .

I am of opinion that if sections 3 to 11 of the Defence of India Act (No. IV of 
1915) are extended to the area included in the Original jurisdiclion of the High 
Court of Calcutta, the powers of the Commissioners appointed under the Act can
not be successfully questioned.

Act No. IV of 1915 is enacted by the Governor-General in Council. I t  is in 
my opinion now settled beyond controversy by the decision of the Privy Council, 
in the case of Elmpress versus Burah (4 Cal. 172 at psges 177-179) that the 
supreme legislative authority of India can by its legislation effect, alter or modify 
the jurisdiction of the Chartered High Courts, with regard to all persons, all places 
and things within British India, ^ e  also 26 CaL 874, and 27 Bombay 424.

In the case of Empress v. Burah, it was held by the Privy Council, over-ruling 
the decision of a majority of the Calcutta Full Bench, that Act XXII of 1869 passed 
by the Indian Legislature, purporting to remove the Garo Hills from the 
jurisdiction of the ordinary civil and criminal Courts (including the High Court) 
and from the laws applicable to those Courts, was not inconsistent with the Indian 
High Court’s Act, 1861 (XXIV and XXV, Viet. c. 104) or with the Charter of 
the Calcutta High (!lourt, and that it was in its general scoph within the legislative 
powers of the Governor-General in Council. Reference was made to section 9 of 
24 and 25 Viet, code 104 (the High Courts’ Act) and Gause 44 of the Letters 
Patent of 1865.

This is the leading case on the general powers of the Indian legislature and the 
principles laid dovTi therein remain good at the present time. Section S.-63 of 
Ilbert’s Government of India, 3rd Edition, page 226, 230, etc. This has been made 
still more clear by the recent Government of India Act of 1915 (V and George 
V., Chapter 61, Section 65) which was passed by Parliament on the 29th of July 
1915. This Act itself being passed subsequently to the Defence of India Act, 
1915, may not be strictly applicable, but it is only declaratory of the law as it stood 
when Act No. IV of 1915 was passed and may therefore be usefully refetred to.

If the Governor General in Council can legislate so as to effect tbe criminal 
appellate and revisional jurisdiction of the High Court of Calcutta as regards the
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s
PBOCEEDINOfi OF THB

HOME DEPARTMENT, APRIL 1916.

Extension of Sections S—11 ol the Defenee of Indi* Aet,1916,to those districts of
hove not nlrendy beM extoaded.

Beacallo «Ueh they

Garo Hills, I am not aware of any provision of the law which aflorts the power of 
the Governor-General in Council to modify, alter, or otliens'ise affect the original 
criminal jurisdiction of the High Court, or of the Courts of Magistrates in Calcutta.

If therefore Act No. IV of 1915 is intra vires the effect is that the Governor- 
General in Council may imder Section 1, clause 3 direct by notification in tlie 
Gazette of India that sections 3 to II should come into operation in the area under 
question on such date as may be notified in such notification and thereafter an 
order may be made undw section 3 which would render the procedure laid down 
in the Act applicable to any case with r^erence to which the last order may be 
made.

Doled the 11th March 1916. (Sd.) S. P. Sixha.

Pro. No. 466. No. 1211, dated Simla, the 11th April 1916.

Notification by the Government of India, Home Department.

In exercise of the power conferred by section 1, sub-section (3), of the 
Defence of India (Criminal Law Amendment) Act of 1915, IV*rif 1915, the Governor- 
General in CotincU is pleased to direct that sections 3 to 11 of the said Act 
shall come into force with effect from the date of this notification in that part of 
the Presidency of Bengal in which the said sections aie nob already in force.

Pro. No. 467. No. 1212, dated Simla, the 11th April 1916.

From— T̂he H on 'ble Mb. H . Wheelbs, C.SJ., CJ.E ., I.C B ., Secntaiy to the Govem- 
ment of India, Home Department,

To—The Additional Secretary to the Government of Bengal.

In reply to your letter no. 699-X., dated the 16th March 1916, I am directed 
to enclose c6py of a notificaticm applying sections 3 to 11 of the Defence of India 
(Criminal Law Amendments) Act, 1915, to those districts in the Presidracy of 
Bengal in which they are nc^ already in force.

Pro. No. 468. No. 1213, dated Delhi, the 11th April 1916.
From—The Hon’blb Mb. H. Webeleb, C.S.I., C.I.E., I.C.S., Secretary to  the Govern

ment of India, Home Department,
To—Sib T. W. Houjebness, K.C.B., K.C.S.I., His Majesty’s Under Secxetray of Stata 

for India, India Office, London.

In continuation of my letter no. 1790, dated the 10th Jun»^1915,1 am directed
to forward for the infonnatioa of the Sec
retary of State for India a et^y of the 
correspondence noted <m the margin re
garding the extension of aectMmaS to 11 
of the Defence of India (Griminal Law 
Ammdment) Act, 1916, to those distiictB in 

the Presidency of Bengal to which they have not already been extended.

1. Letter from the Government of Bengal, No. 
699-X., dated the 16th March 1916.

2. Notification no. 1211, dated the l l th  April 
1916.

3. Letter to the Government of Bengal, tUK 
1212, dated the l l th  April 1916.

Exd. by—E.A.
C48HD
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