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This is an application u/s 437 Cr.P.C. for bail moved on behalf

of the applicant/accused Dheeraj Sharma. 

Present Ld. Substitute APP for the State.

Ld. Counsel for accused/applicant. 

Arguments on bail application heard from both sides. Record

perused.

As per the allegations, accused is involved in criminal conspiraccy 

with main accused Alok Goel and his brother. whereby, they used to lure 

investors to invest in various insurance polices on the guise of lucrative return.

Complainant was deceived by the accused persons and he invested in the

insurance policies believing that genuine policies are going to be issued to him. 

The complainant made payment towards policies on various dates and total sum 

of Rs.3.5 crores was paid by the complainant to the accused persons. After 

registration of FlR, number of documents purportedly issued in the name of 

ditterent insuranece companies, which were actually fake, were handed over by 

the complainant to IO, which were given to him by the accused persons in lieu of 

the investmen. The said documents were found to be forged.

The specific allegation against the aceused Dheeraj is that he was 

the persOn who met the complainant. induced him to make investments in the 

Nolicies. collected the money from the complainant on behalf of co-aceused 

PeTsonsand handed over forged documents to the compl�inant 
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Three insurance policies which were recovered, have found to be in 
the name of family members of the complainant herein, which shows that he 
may be the beneficiary of the same. 

Counsel for the applicant/ accused urges on the ground of parity that 
Since main accused and his brother were granted bail, thus, applicant/ accused 
Dheeraj be also granted bail. However, the case of this accused cannot be treated 
on parity since the other two accused persons secured bail after making payment 
of part compensation amount to the complainant and on no objection of the 

complainant. 

Considering the above facts, I do not find any merit in the present 
upplication of the applicant/ accused. Hence, the present bail application of the 

applicant/ accused Dheeraj Sharma is hereby, dismissed. 

Copy of this order be given dasti to the counsel for the accused. 

(Atul Krishha Agrawal) 
CMM (East), KKD, Delhi/17.03.2021



INo. Solai P-Eo 
State v. Sumit Malhotra& Sachin Malhotra 

3.2021 
Present: Ld. APP for State. 

None for the applicant/accused. 

An application u/s 437 Cr.P.C. for bail moved on behalf of the 

above applicants/accused persons is pending for disposal. 

Arguments were addressed at length on the previous date.

The allegations against the applicant/accused persons that they 

were running a Chit fund scheme and they induced the complainant and several 

other public persons to invest money in their scheme. A total amount of more 

than Rs. 7 crores was collected in this manner from the public persons including 

a sum of more than Rs.13 lakhs from the complainant. The said money was 

usurped by the accused persons. Infact it is also alleged that the accused persons 

were in the process of fleeing away, after selling their property before they were 

arrested

The accused persons have moved this bail application on the 

ground of false implication stating that there was no proof or evidence of any 

such investment made by the complainant or other alleged victims. It is also 

contended that the accused persons are willing to participate in investigation 

and they shall appear before the IO as and when directed by the court. They 

were ready to furnish sound surety. It was also orally argued that accused had 

already been in custody for a significant period and that pre-trial detention 

should be minimum and cannot looked upon as a substitute of punishment 

for an offence which is yet to be proved. The Ld. Defence Counsel has further 

relied upon judgment in case titled as Sanjay Chandra Vs. CBI (2012) I SCC 40 

and Data Ram Vs. State of UP (2018) 3 SCC 22, in support of his contentions. 
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Ld. APP assisted by counsel for complainant has strongly opposed 

the application contending the investigation was still at a nascent stage. It was 

further contended that there are several persons who have been cheated by the 

accused persons, in a well planned manner. The accused persons have received 

unaccounted money running in lakhs, in their bank accounts, which has 

subsequently been withdrawn and this needs to be investigated. Infact offence 

under Madras Chit funds Act was also made out against the accused persons. 

Further there was no material change in circumstances since the date of 

dismissal of previous application. 

I have heard submissions and perused the record. It is well settled 

principle of law that "bail should be granted wherever further detention of 

accused is not warranted for any purpose" as has also been discussed in the 

judgments filed and relied by counsel for accused. However in a given set of 

acts and circumstances of a particular case, the court can still deny bail to an 

accused if it is prejudicial to the interest of justice. On the point of 

considerations at the time of bail applications, the Supreme Court in Central 

Burcau of Investigation v. Vijay Sai Reddy, (2013) 7 SCC 452, has observed 

that 
"3-4. While granting bail, the court has to keep in mind the nature of 

accusations, the nature of evidence in support thereof, the severity of the 

punishment which conviction will entail, the character of the accused 

circmstances which are peculiar to the accused, reasonable possibility 

ofsecuring the presence of the accused at the trial, reasonable 

apprehension of the witnesses being tampered with, the larger interests 

of the public/State and other similar considerations. It has also to be kept 

in mind that for the purpose of granting bail, the Legislature has used the 

words "reusonable grounds for believing" instead of "the evidence" 
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which means the Court dealing with the grant of hail can only satisfy 

itself as to whether there is a genuine case against the accused and that 

the prosecution will be able to produce prima facie evidence in support1 

of the charge. Ii is not expected, at this stage, to have the evidence 

establishing the guilt of the accused heyond reasonahle douht". 

The applicant/accused herein is charged with economic offence of 

cheating in a well-planned manner. In Nimmagadda Prasad Vs. Central 

Bureau of Investigation 2013 STPL(Web) 408 SC 6, the Hon ble Supreme 

Court has held as follows: 
"28. Economic offences constitute a class apart and need to be visited 

with a different approach in the matter of bail. The economic offence 

having deep rooted conspiracies and involving huge loss of public funds 

needs to be viewed seriously and considered as grave offences affecting 

the economy of the country as a whole and thereby posing serious threat 

to the financial health of the country." 

Further in Sunil Dahiya v. State (NCT of Delhi), 2016 SCC 

OnLine Del 5566, the Hon'ble Delhi High Court held as follows: 

54. The nature and gravity of accusations against the accused, in my 

vien, is serious. The grant of regular bail in a case involving cheating, 

criminal breach of trust by an agent, of such a large magnitude of money, 

affecting a very large number of people would also have an adverse 

impact not only in the progresS of the case, but also on the trust of the 

criminal justice system that people repose. t would certainly not be safe 

for the society. In case the applicant accused is granted regular bail, it is 

also likely that he may tamper with the evidencewitnesses, or even 

threaten them considering that the stake for the accused is high. h is also 
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very much likely that looking to the high stakes, the nature and extent of 

his involvement, and his resources, he may flee from justice." 
Even in the present matter, the cheating has been committed with 

many people as per allegations and the magnitude of amount cheated is too high 

and has an effect of ruining the life of complainant and other victims. There is a 

strong possibility that the accused may tamper with evidence especially 

considering the fact that cheated amount is still to be traced. If the allegations 

are true. the cheating has been committed in a very well planned and meticulous 

manner and it requires meticulous investigation. There is a reasonable ground to 

believe that the accused persons may jump bail and flee from justice as 

immovable property of some family member of accused persons has been 

disposed off, very recently. Further there is no material change in circumstances 

since the dismissal of first bail application by Ld. ACMM on 03.03.2021. 

Accordingly, no ground is made out to grant bail to the present 

applicant/accused persons. 

Bail application stands dismissed. 

Application is disposed off accordingly. 

Copy of order be given dasti. 

(Atul Krisha Agrawal) 
CMM/East/KKD courts 

17.03.2021 


