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Abstract

The advent of Artificial Intelligence (Al) has significantly transformed forensic analysis, offering
promising capabilities for the criminal justice system. This article explores the role of Al in
forensic analysis, focusing on its application in various domains such as digital forensics, facial
recognition, voice analysis, and pattern recognition. The paper delves into the challenges
associated with the integration of Al technologies in forensic practices, particularly concerning the
accuracy, transparency, and ethical implications of Al-driven evidence. It examines the legal
admissibility of Al-generated forensic evidence in Indian courts, analysing existing laws and
judicial precedents to evaluate their adequacy in addressing emerging technologies. By assessing
the current legal frameworks and identifying potential gaps, the article aims to propose guidelines
for ensuring that Al evidence is admissible, reliable, and justifiable within India's legal system.
This work seeks to contribute to the evolving discourse on the intersection of technology, law, and
justice, advocating for the creation of a robust legal framework that can incorporate Al's
advancements while safeguarding legal rights and fairness.
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Introduction

Artificial Intelligence (Al) has revolutionized numerous sectors, including forensic science, by
offering advanced tools for evidence analysis, pattern recognition, and crime reconstruction. Its
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ability to process vast datasets with speed and precision has made it a powerful asset in modern
criminal investigations. Al applications such as facial recognition, voice analysis, DNA profiling,
and digital forensics are increasingly being integrated into forensic methodologies, enhancing the
accuracy and efficiency of evidence collection and analysis. However, this technological
advancement also raises complex questions about the reliability, fairness, and transparency of Al-
driven forensic tools. In the Indian judicial system, where the admissibility of evidence is governed
by principles of relevance, reliability, and authenticity under statutes like the Indian Evidence Act,
1872, the integration of Al-based forensic evidence presents unique challenges. The core concern
lies in ensuring that Al-generated findings meet the evidentiary standards required for judicial
acceptance. Factors such as the opacity of Al algorithms, potential biases in datasets, and the lack
of standardized testing mechanisms pose significant hurdles in determining the legal validity of
Al-generated evidence in Indian courts.

The evolving nature of Al technologies demands a careful balance between embracing innovation
and safeguarding fundamental legal principles. While Al has the potential to minimize human error
and expedite forensic investigations, its application must align with the rights of the accused,
including the right to a fair trial and protection against self-incrimination. Judicial precedents and
legislative frameworks need to evolve in tandem with technological advancements to ensure both
justice and technological integrity. This article explores the expanding role of Al in forensic
analysis, focusing on its applications and the challenges it presents within the Indian legal context.
It delves into the admissibility of Al-generated forensic evidence, examining the existing legal
frameworks and judicial interpretations governing the use of such technology in Indian courts. By
evaluating current gaps and proposing recommendations, the article aims to contribute to the
ongoing discourse on harmonizing technological innovation with the principles of justice and due
process.

The Role of Al in Forensic Analysis

Artificial Intelligence (AI) has transformed forensic science by introducing powerful tools for data
analysis, evidence interpretation, and crime reconstruction. Its application spans multiple domains,
including biometric identification, digital forensics, DNA analysis, and predictive modelling for
criminal behaviour. Al's capacity to process vast amounts of data with remarkable speed and
accuracy has positioned it as a game-changer in modern forensic investigations. However, while
its potential is significant, its deployment warrants a critical examination, especially concerning
reliability, ethical implications, and the balance between technological advancement and human
oversight. A significant advantage of Al in forensic science lies in its ability to automate complex
tasks that would otherwise be time-consuming and prone to human error. For instance, Al-driven
tools can enhance latent fingerprint analysis, detect deepfake content, and analyse complex
datasets in cybercrime cases. Algorithms can identify patterns and correlations across evidence
that may be imperceptible to human analysts, aiding in faster decision-making. This automation
can lead to an over-reliance on machine-generated results, undermining the importance of expert
validation and subjective analysis in forensic investigations.

One of the critical concerns surrounding Al in forensic analysis is the issue of algorithmic bias and
accuracy. Many Al models are trained on datasets that may not fully represent diverse populations,
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leading to biased outcomes in tasks like facial recognition. Studies have shown discrepancies in
recognition accuracy across different demographic groups, raising questions about fairness and
discrimination in forensic outcomes. In the context of criminal justice, such biases could
disproportionately affect marginalized communities, leading to wrongful accusations or
convictions.

The black-box nature of many Al algorithms also presents challenges in forensic science. Often,
Al systems operate as opaque models where the decision-making process remains inaccessible or
poorly understood by forensic experts and legal professionals. This lack of transparency can
undermine the fundamental principles of justice, where the evidentiary process demands clarity
and the ability to cross-examine findings. If Al tools are used to provide forensic evidence without
proper explainability, it risks violating the accused's right to challenge evidence under due process
principles. Data integrity and chain of custody are critical issues when Al tools are employed in
forensic analysis. Forensic evidence must maintain a clear chain of custody to ensure it remains
untampered and reliable for legal scrutiny. The integration of Al raises concerns about how data
inputs and outputs are logged, stored, and protected from manipulation. Inadequate documentation
or security vulnerabilities in Al-driven forensic tools could compromise the integrity of evidence,
jeopardizing the validity of trial proceedings.

The legal landscape surrounding the admissibility of Al-generated forensic evidence is still
evolving, particularly in jurisdictions like India. The Indian Evidence Act, 1872, emphasizes the
principles of reliability, relevance, and authenticity for evidence admission. The traditional
frameworks were not designed with Al technologies in mind, leading to gaps in addressing
algorithmic transparency and validation standards. Courts may face challenges in assessing
whether Al-generated results meet the standards of scientific validity and procedural fairness
required for admissibility. Human oversight and accountability remain pivotal in the use of Al in
forensic science. While Al can assist in evidence processing, it should not replace the role of
human forensic experts in interpreting results and drawing conclusions. Decisions in criminal
justice carry profound consequences, necessitating a careful balance between technological
efficiency and human judgment. The risk of "automation bias," where human operators over-trust
Al decisions, further underscores the need for human involvement in forensic decision-making
processes.

The ethical considerations surrounding the use of Al in forensic analysis demand scrutiny. The
deployment of invasive technologies like Al-based voice analysis or predictive policing models
raises concerns about privacy rights and consent. Misuse of such tools for mass surveillance or
predictive profiling without proper legal safeguards could infringe on fundamental rights, such as
the right to privacy guaranteed under Article 21 of the Indian Constitution. Despite these
challenges, Al holds considerable promise in improving forensic science. Its applications in areas
such as DNA sequencing, pattern recognition, and crime scene reconstruction have already
demonstrated positive results in enhancing investigative accuracy. The key lies in developing
regulatory frameworks that ensure transparency, accountability, and fairness. Establishing
standardized protocols for Al tool validation, coupled with judicial training on Al concepts, can
help bridge the gap between technological advancements and legal safeguards. While Al has the
potential to revolutionize forensic analysis, its application must be approached with caution and
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critical oversight. Addressing issues of algorithmic bias, data integrity, and transparency is
essential to ensuring that Al tools serve justice rather than compromise it. A balanced approach
that combines technological advancements with human expertise and clear legal frameworks will
be essential for the responsible integration of Al in forensic science. Only by doing so can we
ensure that the pursuit of justice remains fair, impartial, and technologically sound.

Legal Framework Governing Forensic Evidence in India

The admissibility of forensic evidence in Indian courts is primarily governed by the Indian
Evidence Act, 1872 (IEA). Sections 45 to 51 of the IEA deal with expert opinions, including
forensic evidence. Expert testimony is admissible when it assists the court in forming an opinion
on matters requiring specialized knowledge. However, the IEA does not explicitly address Al-
generated evidence, raising concerns about the legal basis for admitting such evidence. The
authenticity, reliability, and reproducibility of Al-driven forensic results must be evaluated under
the principles of natural justice and procedural fairness. The legal framework governing forensic
evidence in India is primarily rooted in the Indian Evidence Act, 1872, the Code of Criminal
Procedure, 1973 (CrPC), and various judicial interpretations. Forensic evidence plays a pivotal
role in modern criminal investigations by providing scientific insights into criminal activities.
However, despite its potential to aid in the delivery of justice, the existing legal structure faces
challenges related to admissibility, reliability, and procedural compliance. The Indian Evidence
Act, 1872, serves as the cornerstone for the admissibility of forensic evidence. Section 45 of the
Act allows the use of expert opinions in matters requiring specialized knowledge, including
forensic sciences.

The term "expert" remains loosely defined, leading to ambiguity in determining the competence
of forensic analysts. This ambiguity often affects the credibility of forensic evidence presented in
court. Judicial precedents have underscored the significance of expert evidence but have also
highlighted its limitations. In State of Maharashtra v. Damu Gopinath Shinde , the Supreme Court
emphasized the necessity of corroborating forensic findings with other evidence. This reflects the
cautious approach Indian courts adopt, emphasizing that forensic reports cannot be solely relied
upon for conviction. The Code of Criminal Procedure (CrPC), 1973, further supplements the
framework by outlining procedural requirements for evidence collection and preservation.
Sections 293 and 294 CrPC deal with expert reports and their admissibility without requiring the
expert’s physical presence unless contested.

This provision raises concerns about cross-examination rights and procedural fairness, particularly
when the reliability of forensic methodologies is questioned. DNA evidence has gained significant
judicial recognition in India, but its admissibility has sparked debates around privacy and consent.
In Selvi v. State of Karnataka, the Supreme Court ruled that compulsory DNA testing and narco-
analysis violated Article 20(3) of the Constitution, which protects against self-incrimination. This
judgment reflects the delicate balance between scientific advancements and constitutional rights
in the forensic domain. The legal framework also faces challenges with the chain of custody and
evidence tampering. In State of Gujarat v. Kishanbhai, the court acquitted the accused due to lapses
in the chain of custody of forensic evidence, highlighting the necessity for stringent procedural
safeguards. Such rulings underscore the importance of maintaining the integrity of forensic
materials from collection to presentation in court.
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A major concern in the Indian context is the lack of uniform accreditation standards for forensic
laboratories. The absence of consistent quality control measures often results in varying standards
of analysis and reporting, which can affect the evidentiary value of forensic findings. The Supreme
Court in C. Muniappan v. State of Tamil Nadu criticized the poor quality of forensic investigations,
emphasizing the need for scientific rigor. The legislative framework has also been criticized for
being outdated in addressing emerging technologies. With the rise of Al-driven forensic tools and
digital evidence, the Indian Evidence Act's antiquated provisions require reform to account for
technological advancements. The lack of statutory guidelines on the admissibility of digital
forensic evidence, despite its growing importance, creates legal uncertainties.

The Judicial attitudes toward forensic evidence often reflect a paradoxical mix of reliance and
scepticism. While courts acknowledge the value of forensic science, they remain wary of its misuse
or misinterpretation. This was evident in N. Sri Rama Reddy v. V.V. Giri, where the court stressed
the importance of corroborating forensic findings with direct evidence. While the Indian legal
framework for forensic evidence has established foundational principles, significant gaps remain.
Ambiguities in expert qualifications, procedural safeguards, and the treatment of emerging
technologies require urgent legislative attention. Strengthening forensic standards, ensuring
uniform training for forensic professionals, and modernizing the Indian Evidence Act are essential
steps to ensure the effective and just use of forensic evidence in India's judicial system.
Challenges in Admissibility of AI-Generated Forensic Evidence

The use of Al-generated forensic evidence in courtrooms presents significant challenges,
particularly concerning reliability and accuracy. Al tools often rely on probabilistic models, which
can introduce varying degrees of accuracy. This variability raises concerns about the dependability
of results, especially in critical criminal cases where the evidence plays a pivotal role in
determining the outcome. A major issue is the potential for false positives and algorithmic bias,
which may compromise the integrity of forensic results. If an Al system is trained on datasets that
are not sufficiently diverse or representative, it can lead to biased outputs, disproportionately
affecting certain groups or communities. This not only undermines fairness but also erodes public
trust in forensic processes. Transparency is another significant challenge. Many Al algorithms
operate as "black boxes," making it difficult for legal professionals and forensic experts to fully
understand how results were derived. This lack of explainability can obstruct proper cross-
examination and hinder a defendant's right to challenge the evidence presented against them in
court. The chain of custody and data integrity are crucial in forensic science, and Al-generated
evidence adds another layer of complexity. Ensuring that data used by Al tools is collected, stored,
and processed in a tamper-proof manner is vital for maintaining evidentiary integrity. Weaknesses
in this area could lead to evidentiary exclusion or legal challenges.

The absence of standardized protocols for the use of Al in forensic analysis presents significant challenges
in ensuring uniformity across cases. Currently, different forensic laboratories and agencies may employ
varying Al tools and methodologies, leading to inconsistencies in the way evidence is processed and
interpreted. Without a universally accepted framework, the reliability and comparability of results may be
compromised. Standardization is crucial for ensuring that forensic evidence generated through Al tools
meets the required thresholds for scientific validity and legal admissibility. Disparities in testing methods,
data handling procedures, and performance benchmarks can lead to divergent conclusions in similar cases,
undermining the principles of fairness and justice. The lack of standardization hinders effective cross-
examination in courtrooms. When the methodologies behind Al-generated evidence vary significantly, it
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becomes difficult for defense attorneys and judges to assess the credibility of the evidence presented. This
inconsistency can weaken the probative value of the forensic findings and impact the overall fairness of
trials.

Artificial Intelligence (Al) has made substantial strides in numerous fields, with one of the most
significant being its application in legal systems. Al has the potential to support the adjudication
process by offering insights and analysis of legal data, yet a key challenge persists: the "black box"
nature of many Al models. A black box system refers to AI models where the decision-making
process is not transparent to humans, making it difficult to understand how or why a particular
decision was made. In the context of legal proceedings, especially in courtrooms, this lack of
explainability becomes problematic, as it can affect the trustworthiness and fairness of Al-assisted
decisions, particularly when dealing with sensitive cases such as petty offences. The legal system
thrives on the principles of transparency and accountability. For Al to be integrated effectively
into the adjudication of petty offences, it must be able to explain its reasoning to both the judges
and the parties involved in the case. In situations where Al-driven decisions are used to assist
judges, lawyers, or even automated systems involved in case analysis, it is vital that the rationale
behind these decisions can be clearly understood and scrutinized. The inability to provide clear
explanations for the decisions AI models make can undermine public confidence in the judicial
system, as it raises questions about the reliability and fairness of outcomes influenced by Al.

Judicial Precedents and Comparative Jurisprudence

Indian courts have gradually recognized the use of technological advancements in evidence
presentation. In the case of State v. Navjot Sandhu (2005), the Supreme Court allowed the
admissibility of electronic evidence, paving the way for further technological integration. The use
of Al tools for forensic analysis is still at a nascent stage in India. Comparative jurisdictions like
the United States and the United Kingdom have taken steps to establish guidelines for the
admissibility of Al-generated evidence, emphasizing transparency, peer review, and
reproducibility. Judicial precedents are a cornerstone of common law legal systems, playing a
fundamental role in shaping the evolution of law. A judicial precedent refers to a legal principle
established by a court’s decision that serves as an authoritative guide for future similar cases. The
concept of stare decisis, or "let the decision stand," ensures that courts follow precedents,
maintaining consistency and stability in the law. Precedents are derived from decisions in previous
cases and are binding on lower courts, thus fostering predictability and equality before the law.
This system allows for legal doctrines and principles to be developed gradually through judicial
decisions rather than being created by legislation alone.

The principle of judicial precedents is deeply embedded in the jurisprudence of common law
jurisdictions such as the United Kingdom, the United States, and India. In these systems, past
judicial decisions are regarded as a reliable source of law. Courts look to previous rulings to
determine the appropriate legal standards to apply in current cases, ensuring that the law evolves
in a consistent and coherent manner. It is important to note that not all precedents are equally
binding. The decisions of higher courts, particularly supreme courts, carry greater weight and
authority compared to those made by lower courts, which may only offer persuasive value. Judicial
precedents offer several advantages, including legal certainty and fairness. By following past
decisions, courts help ensure that similar cases are treated similarly, fostering a sense of fairness
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in legal proceedings. Precedents also provide a framework within which judges can interpret and
apply the law, reducing the potential for arbitrary or inconsistent rulings. However, the reliance on
precedents can also have limitations. For example, the rigidity of the system can sometimes
prevent the law from adapting quickly enough to changing social values or new developments in
society. In such instances, courts may need to depart from precedent, either through distinguishing
a case on its facts or by overturning an outdated precedent.

Comparative jurisprudence, on the other hand, involves the study and analysis of legal systems
from different jurisdictions to identify similarities, differences, and trends in legal reasoning. It is
a valuable tool for understanding how various legal systems address similar issues and challenges,
offering insights that can inform both national and international law. Comparative jurisprudence
allows legal scholars, practitioners, and courts to draw upon the rich diversity of legal traditions to
improve their own legal systems. By comparing judicial decisions across different jurisdictions,
one can gain a broader perspective on legal principles and the interpretation of laws. Incorporating
comparative jurisprudence into the study of judicial precedents offers numerous benefits. One of
the primary advantages is the ability to refine legal doctrines by learning from the practices and
experiences of other jurisdictions. For example, when courts encounter novel legal questions or
issues that have not been directly addressed by existing precedents, they can look to other legal
systems for guidance. This can provide new solutions or approaches to old problems, enriching
the legal discourse and promoting the development of more nuanced and sophisticated legal
frameworks. Additionally, comparative jurisprudence allows courts to assess the efficacy of their
own legal traditions by examining how other systems address similar challenges.

The application of comparative jurisprudence must be approached with caution. Legal systems are
deeply rooted in their own historical, cultural, and societal contexts, which means that what works
in one jurisdiction may not necessarily be applicable or effective in another. For example, the
concept of judicial precedents in common law systems may not be directly translatable to civil law
systems, which are more reliant on codified statutes and legal texts. Therefore, while comparative
jurisprudence can offer valuable insights, it is crucial to consider the unique characteristics of each
legal system before applying foreign legal principles. The interplay between judicial precedents
and comparative jurisprudence also has significant implications for international law and the
harmonization of legal norms. In an increasingly globalized world, courts are often confronted
with cases that involve elements from multiple legal systems. In such cases, comparative
jurisprudence can help to bridge the gap between different legal traditions, promoting greater
coherence and consistency in the application of international law.

Need for Legislative Reforms for Effective Integration of Al in Forensic Analysis

As Artificial Intelligence (AI) technologies continue to evolve, their potential applications in
forensic analysis offer significant promise for enhancing the accuracy and efficiency of legal
proceedings. In India, AI’s integration into the forensic domain is still in its nascent stages, and
there exists an urgent need for comprehensive legislative reforms to ensure its effective use. While
Al can potentially revolutionize areas such as digital forensics, criminal investigations, and
evidence analysis, the existing legal framework is ill-equipped to accommodate such advanced
technologies. This gap in legislation not only hampers the optimal deployment of Al in forensic
analysis but also raises concerns about the reliability, transparency, and fairness of Al-generated
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evidence in judicial proceedings. One of the key reforms needed is the amendment of the Indian
Evidence Act, which was enacted in 1872, long before the advent of modern technologies like Al
The current provisions under the Act do not explicitly address the admissibility of Al-generated
evidence. To facilitate the use of Al in forensic analysis, specific provisions should be incorporated
into the Evidence Act that define the criteria for the admissibility of Al-generated evidence. This
includes establishing a clear framework for how Al-driven conclusions, such as those derived from
machine learning algorithms, should be evaluated in court. Given the complex nature of Al models,
clear standards for verifying their accuracy and reliability would be essential for their acceptance
as valid evidence in legal proceedings.

The Indian Evidence Act must also define the conditions under which Al-generated evidence can
be presented in court. For example, provisions must clarify the requirements for the provenance of
data used in Al models, the transparency of the Al system’s decision-making process, and the
technical competence of those presenting the evidence. Since Al tools can be highly specialized
and require domain-specific expertise, it is vital to set forth the circumstances under which Al
evidence can be cross-examined. Furthermore, legal practitioners must be assured that Al tools
used for forensic analysis are free from bias, and the Act should establish guidelines for identifying
and addressing algorithmic bias that could lead to unjust outcomes.

Another important aspect of Al integration in forensic analysis is the establishment of accreditation
standards for Al forensic tools. Forensic analysis heavily relies on the reliability and credibility of
tools used to gather, process, and interpret evidence. To ensure the proper functioning and
dependability of Al systems, India needs to develop standardized protocols for the validation and
certification of Al forensic tools. These protocols should cover areas such as the accuracy,
reliability, and performance of the tools, as well as their compliance with ethical and legal
standards. Certification bodies must be empowered to oversee the development and use of Al
technologies in forensic analysis to guarantee that only certified tools are used in legal proceedings,
thus safeguarding the integrity of the judicial process. The need for accreditation standards also
extends to ensuring that Al systems are tested regularly for compliance with established norms.
Regular audits of Al tools would ensure their continued reliability and prevent the use of faulty or
substandard systems in criminal investigations. Such standards would promote transparency, as
both the legal community and the public would be able to scrutinize the quality of Al systems
deployed in forensic analysis. Moreover, these standards could facilitate international
collaboration, allowing Al tools developed in one jurisdiction to be adopted in another, thus
harmonizing forensic practices globally.

Judicial training represents another crucial reform necessary for the effective integration of Al in
forensic analysis. The legal community, including judges, lawyers, and forensic experts, must
receive specialized training to understand the technical nuances of Al-generated evidence.
Currently, the lack of technical knowledge among many legal professionals creates a barrier to the
effective use of Al in courtrooms. Judicial training programs should be designed to provide a
foundational understanding of how Al tools work, how Al-generated evidence is processed, and
how courts can assess the accuracy and fairness of Al-based conclusions. This training would
empower judges to make informed decisions regarding the admissibility and weight of Al-
generated evidence. In addition to technical training, there is also a need for a broader

1534



Forum for Linguistic Studies 2024, 6(2)

understanding of the ethical implications of using Al in forensic analysis. Judges and legal
professionals should be made aware of the potential for Al systems to perpetuate bias or to be
misused in ways that could undermine justice. The implementation of Al in forensics introduces
new challenges, including privacy concerns and the potential for surveillance misuse, and these
issues should be covered in judicial training programs. By fostering a more informed legal
community, judicial training would contribute to building public trust in Al-based forensic tools
and the legal system’s ability to handle such technologies responsibly. These reforms would ensure
that Al technologies are used effectively and responsibly within the judicial process, enhancing
both the accuracy and fairness of legal proceedings. By embracing these changes, India can pave
the way for the responsible and transparent use of Al in forensics, while safeguarding the integrity
of its legal system.

Conclusion

The integration of Artificial Intelligence (AI) in forensic analysis presents a transformative
opportunity for the Indian legal system, enhancing the efficiency, accuracy, and depth of forensic
investigations. Al technologies can assist in areas such as digital forensics, data analysis, and
evidence interpretation, providing valuable insights that may otherwise be difficult or time-
consuming to obtain. However, the adoption of Al in forensic analysis must be handled with great
care, especially regarding its legal admissibility in Indian courts. The existing legal framework,
particularly the Indian Evidence Act, requires amendments to explicitly address the inclusion of
Al-generated evidence, ensuring its reliability and transparency in legal proceedings. To facilitate
the admissibility of Al-generated evidence, India must develop clear guidelines and standards for
validating Al tools and their outputs. This includes establishing accreditation processes for Al
forensic technologies to ensure that they meet rigorous criteria for accuracy, reliability, and ethical
use. With the rapid evolution of Al these standards must remain adaptable and regularly reviewed
to keep pace with advancements in technology. Legislative reforms are essential to provide a
robust legal foundation for Al in forensic analysis, ensuring that Al tools are not only effective but
also used in a manner that upholds the principles of justice.

In addition to legislative reforms, the training of legal professionals is crucial for the successful
integration of Al in forensic analysis. Judges, lawyers, and forensic experts must receive
specialized education on the capabilities and limitations of Al systems, ensuring that they can
competently assess Al-generated evidence. By fostering a deeper understanding of the technical
aspects of Al the legal community will be better equipped to make informed decisions on the
admissibility and credibility of such evidence. This is essential for maintaining public trust in the
legal system and ensuring that AI does not undermine fairness or due process. The use of Al in
forensic analysis holds immense potential for enhancing the legal system in India, but it must be
accompanied by necessary legislative reforms, accreditation standards, and judicial training. The
effective and responsible incorporation of Al into forensic investigations will require a multi-
faceted approach, combining legal, technical, and ethical considerations. By embracing these
reforms, India can harness the power of Al in a manner that is consistent with its legal traditions,
ensuring that Al-generated evidence is both legally admissible and justly applied in courtrooms.
Al has the potential to revolutionize forensic analysis in India, offering faster, more accurate, and
efficient investigative tools. However, the legal admissibility of Al-generated forensic evidence
poses significant challenges that must be addressed through legislative reforms and judicial
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guidelines. Ensuring the reliability, transparency, and standardization of Al tools is essential for
maintaining the integrity of the Indian judicial process.
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