
State VS Abhimanyu                                                                                                      
FIR NO: 112/2019                                                                             
PS: Neb Sarai.                    
U/s 307/34 IPC & 25/27/54/59 Arms Act. 
 

 

11.05.2020 

  This bail application is taken up through Video conferencing via CISCO 
Webex.  

Present: Sh. F. M. Ansari, Ld Addl PP for the State.   

  Ld Counsel for the applicant.  

  This is an application for grant of bail moved U/S 439 Cr.Pc, on behalf of 

the accused/applicant.  

  Adjournment is requested by the Counsel for the applicant.  

  On request, put up for 20/05/2020 for arguments.  

  

        

        (Ramesh Kumar-1)   
        District Judge (COMM)   
        South District, Saket Court  
         New Delhi 

 

 

 



State VS Abhishek @ Bhola                                                                                                  
FIR NO: 181/2018                                                                             
PS: Ambedkar Nagar.                    
U/s 307/34 IPC, 27 Arms Act. 
 

11.05.2020 

  This bail application is taken up through Video conferencing via CISCO 
Webex.  

Present: Sh. F.M. Ansari, Ld Addl PP for the State.  

  Ld Counsel for the applicant.  

  This is an application for grant of interim bail moved U/S 439 Cr.Pc, on 

behalf of the accused/applicant Abhishek @ Bhola. 

  It is contended on behalf of the counsel for the applicant, that the applicant 

is in custody since 20/04/2018 and he is falsely implicated in this case. It is further 

contended that the mother of the applicant is ill and is suffering from gastritis and there 

is no one in the family to look after her, as he is the only son and due her poor health, 

she is under grave risk of catching the COVID-19 infection. He is a young man 

belonging to a lower middle class family and is innocent and has been falsely 

implicated. It is further contended that the applicant undertakes to surrender before the 

concerned authorities after the expiry of the period of the interim bail and is also ready 

to furnish a sound surety, if the interim bail in granted.  

  On the other hand Ld Addl. PP for the State has opposed the bail 

application and has stated that the accused is a habitual offender and is involved in 

almost 10 other cases, hence, the bail should not be granted to him. 
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  Keeping in view the above facts and circumstances of the case and the 

fact that the accused is a habitual offender, in my view, at this stage no ground for grant 

of bail is made out. Accordingly, bail application of the accused is dismissed.   

             

                    

        (Ramesh Kumar-1)   
        District Judge (COMM)   
        South District, Saket Court  
         New Delhi 

 



State VS Abhishek @ Samuel                                                                                                     
FIR NO: 135/2018                                                                             
PS: Neb Sarai.                    
U/s 354/354D/328/342/366/376 IPC & 6/10/17 POCSO Act & 75/79 JJ Act.  
 

11.05.2020 

  This bail application is taken up through Video conferencing via CISCO 
Webex.  

Present: Sh. F. M. Ansari, Ld Addl PP for the State.  

  Ld Counsel for the applicant.  

  This is an application for grant of interim bail for a period of 45 days, 

moved U/S 439 Cr.Pc, on behalf of the accused/applicant.  

  It is contended on behalf of the counsel for the applicant, that the applicant 

is in custody since 31/03/2018 and he is falsely implicated in this case. It is further 

contended that the mother of the applicant is in a very crippling condition of immobility 

due to severe osteoarthritis in both the knee joints and is confined to bed totally and she 

has been advised an urgent knee replacement. It is further contended that his mother is 

54 years old and there is no one in the family to look after her and her another son is 

residing separately and he has no concern in any manner with her mother. It is further 

prayed that the applicant be released on interim bail for a period of 45 days so that he 

can arrange the finances for knee replacement and get it done.  

  On the other hand, Ld Addl. PP for the State has opposed the bail 

application and it has been contended that there are specific allegations against the 

accused that he has made physical relations with the victim on the pretext of marriage. 

It is further contended that there are other family members to take care of her mother  
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and if interim bail is granted to the accused, he may try to influence the witnesses and 

there is a possibility of his fleeing away.  

      Keeping in view the above facts and circumstances of the case and the 

fact that there are specific allegations against the accused and in my view, at this stage 

no ground for grant of interim bail is made out. Accordingly, bail application of the 

accused is dismissed.   

             

                      

        (Ramesh Kumar-1)   
        District Judge (COMM)   
        South District, Saket Court  
         New Delhi 

 



State VS Akshay                                                                                                            
FIR NO: 61/2020                                                                              
PS: Tigri.                             
U/s 392/397/506/34 IPC.  
 

11.05.2020 

  This bail application is taken up through Video conferencing via CISCO 
Webex.  

Present: Sh. F. M. Ansari, Ld Addl PP for the State.  

  Ld Counsel for the applicant.  

  This is an application for grant of bail moved U/S 439 Cr.Pc, on behalf of 

the accused/applicant.  

  It is contended on behalf of the counsel for the applicant, that the applicant 

is in custody since 06/03/2020 and is innocent and has been falsely implicated in this 

case. It is further contended that the applicant is having a clean antecedents and is not 

a previous convict. It is further contended that the co-accused has been granted bail on 

28/03/2020, in the present case and on the ground of parity, this accused be also 

granted bail. Further, recovery has already been effected and the accused is ready to 

furnish a sound surety and also undertakes to abide by the terms and conditions of the 

bail, if granted.  

  On the other hand Ld Addl. PP for the State has opposed the bail 

application and has stated that there are specific allegations against the accused and 

he has used a deadly weapon while robbing the amount and there was common 

intention to commit the robbery. It is further stated that there is a recovery from the 

accused and no ground for the bail is made out.  
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  Keeping in view the above facts and circumstances of the case and the 

fact that there is a recovery of weapon from the accused, hence, in my view, at this 

stage no ground for grant of bail is made out. Accordingly, bail application of the 

accused is dismissed.   

        

        (Ramesh Kumar-1)   
        District Judge (COMM)   
        South District, Saket Court  
         New Delhi 

 



State VS Daddu @ Mohd Shanu                                                                                                     
FIR NO: 359/2018                                                                             
PS: Neb Sarai.                    
U/s 302/307/120B/34 IPC & 25/27/54 Arms Act. 
 

11.05.2020 

  This bail application is taken up through Video conferencing via CISCO 
Webex.  

Present: Sh. F. M. Ansari, Ld Addl PP for the State.  

  Ld Counsel for the applicant.  

  This is an application for grant of interim bail for a period of 4 weeks, 

moved U/S 439 Cr.Pc, on behalf of the accused/applicant.  

  It is contended on behalf of the counsel for the applicant, that the copy of 

status report has not been supplied to him.   

   IO is directed to supply the copy of the report to the counsel. 

   On request, put up for 14/05/2020 for arguments. 

 

        

        (Ramesh Kumar-1)   
        District Judge (COMM)   
        South District, Saket Court  
         New Delhi 

 

 



State VS Divya                                                                                                               
FIR NO: 339/2017                                                                             
PS: Sangam Vihar.                    
U/s 370/373/34 of IPC. 
 

11.05.2020 

  This bail application is taken up through Video conferencing via CISCO 
Webex.  

Present: Sh. F. M. Ansari, Ld Addl PP for the State.  

  Ld Counsel for the applicant.  

  This is an application for grant of bail moved U/S 439 Cr.Pc, on behalf of 

the accused/applicant.  

  It is contended on behalf of the counsel for the applicant, that the report 

regarding the conduct of the accused be called from the Jail Authorities. 

  Let the report be called for the next date of hearing.  

  On request, put up for 15/05/2020 for arguments.   

             

        

        (Ramesh Kumar-1)   
        District Judge (COMM)   
        South District, Saket Court  
         New Delhi 

 



State VS Manoj Kumar                                                                                                  
FIR NO: 135/2019                                                                             
PS: Maidan Garhi                                       
U/s: 376 of IPC and Section 6 of the POSCO Act 
 

11.05.2020 

  This bail application is taken up through Video conferencing via CISCO 
Webex.  

Present: Sh F.M. Ansari, Ld Addl PP for the State.  

  Ld Counsel for the applicant.  

  This is an application for grant of interim bail moved U/S 439 Cr.Pc, on 

behalf of the accused/applicant.  

  It is contended on behalf of the counsel for the applicant, that the applicant 

is in custody since 08/06/2019 and he is falsely implicated in this case. It is further 

contended that the family members of the applicant are totally dependent upon him and 

they are compelled to live their lives as orphans and are not able to maintain their lives 

in normal routine and are dependent on the mercy of their neighbors to fulfil their basic 

needs for survival. It is further contended that the child/victim was used by her family 

members to take vengeance and vendetta against the accused and a contradictory 

statement has been given by the child from the FIR. It is further contended that there is 

a dispute of the tenancy and the applicant has been falsely implicated by the 

complainant under a pre-planned conspiracy. It is further contended that the applicant 

has clean antecedents till now and has been arrested in a false and frivolous case and 

the allegations are vague in nature and is based on concocted facts which are self-

contradictory and ambiguous. It is further contended that the evidence of the 

complainant and all her family members has been recorded and no public witness in left 

to depose in the present case. It is prayed that the applicant be released on interim bail  
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for two months and he undertakes to abide by the terms and conditions of the bail, if 

granted, and also undertakes to produce a sound surety.  

  On the other hand Ld Addl. PP for the State has opposed the bail 

application and has stated that the accused is involved in a heinous case of rape with a 

minor girl of 7 years who is his neighbour and was caught red handed. It is further 

stated that the case is not covered under the guidelines of the Hon’ble High Court 

regarding the COVID-19. It is further contended that the case is at the stage of 

prosecution evidence and if granted the bail he may induce, threaten the victim or the 

family of the victim and may also jump the bail or flee from the trial.  

  I have heard the arguments of both the sides and have given my 

thoughtful consideration to the above facts and circumstances and keeping in view the 

overall facts of the case and in particular the fact that the accused is facing trial in the 

serious offence against a minor child and was caught red handed and further the case 

is still at the stage of prosecution evidence, hence, I am not inclined to grant an interim 

bail to the accused, at this stage of the trial. Accordingly, bail application of the accused 

is dismissed.   

        

        (Ramesh Kumar-1)   
        District Judge (COMM)   
        South District, Saket Court  
         New Delhi 



State VS Nadeem @ Abid @ Faizal                                                                                                     
FIR NO: 69/2019                                                                                    
PS: Tigri.                           
U/s 307/34 IPC & 25/27 Arms Act. 
 

11.05.2020 

  This bail application is taken up through Video conferencing via CISCO 
Webex.  

Present: Sh. F. M. Ansari, Ld Addl PP for the State.  

  SI Rampal, IO joined the meeting through VC. 

  Ld Counsel for the applicant.  

  This is second bail application for grant of interim bail for the period of 60 

days, moved U/S 439 Cr.Pc, on behalf of the accused/applicant.  

  It is contended on behalf of the counsel for the applicant, that the applicant 

is in custody since 13/03/2019, and since then he is in judicial custody. He is falsely 

implicated in this case. It is further contended that the applicant is not required for 

further interrogation and investigation qua the accused has already been completed and 

the charge-sheet has already been filed and further the charges against the accused 

had already been framed and the case is at the stage of PE. It is further contended that 

the parents of the applicant are old and severely ill as his father is suffering from 

Tuberculosis and his mother is having Gallbladder Stones. The applicant is the only son 

in the family and has three younger sisters to take care off. Also the family is suffering 

from huge financial crunches. Apart from the above circumstances, the accused is 

seeking interim bail due to the current situation of COVID-19 outbreak due to the 

overcrowded prison. It is prayed that, the applicant is not required for the purpose of 

investigation and no purpose would be solved by keeping him behind the bars in the  
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company of hardened criminals. Applicant undertakes to abide by the terms and 

conditions of the interim bail, if granted. 

  On the other hand Ld Addl. PP for the State has opposed the bail 

application and it has been pointed out by the Ld Addl. PP that the accused is involved 

in serious offences and there is a recovery of pistol from this applicant. It is further 

contended that the injured has not been examined yet and one PW has supported the 

case of the prosecution. It is further contended that if the interim bail is granted to the 

accused, there is every likelihood of his jumping the bail or influencing the witnesses. 

  I have heard the arguments from both the sides and have gone through 

the documents annexed with the application.  

  Keeping in view the above facts and circumstances of the case and the 

fact that the injured has not been examined yet and one PW has supported the case of 

the prosecution, hence, in my view, at this stage no ground for grant of bail is made out. 

Accordingly, bail application of the accused is dismissed.   

             

        

        (Ramesh Kumar-1)   
        District Judge (COMM)   
        South District, Saket Court  
         New Delhi 



State VS Narender @ Rahul @ Hariom                                                                                                     
FIR NO: 69/2019                                                                              
PS: Tigri.                                     
U/s 307/34 of IPC.  
 

11.05.2020 

  This bail application is taken up through Video conferencing via CISCO 
Webex.  

Present: Sh. F. M. Ansari, Ld Addl PP for the State.  

This is an application for grant of interim bail moved U/S 439 Cr.Pc, on 

behalf of the accused/applicant.  

Ld Counsel for the applicant is not available today and an adjournment is 

requested. 

  On request of the counsel for the applicant, put up for 12/05/2020 for 

arguments. 

              

        (Ramesh Kumar-1)   
        District Judge (COMM)   
        South District, Saket Court  
         New Delhi 

 

 



State VS Nazim @ Saddam                                                                                                     
FIR NO: 69/2019                                                                              
PS: Tigri.                            
U/s 307/34 IPC. 
 

 

11.05.2020 

  This bail application is taken up through Video conferencing via CISCO 
Webex.  

Present: Sh. F. M. Ansari, Ld Addl PP for the State.  

This is an application for grant of interim bail moved U/S 439 Cr.Pc, on 

behalf of the accused/applicant.  

Ld Counsel for the applicant is not available today and an adjournment is 

requested. 

  On request for the counsel for the applicant, put up for 12/05/2020 for 
arguments. 

  

        

        (Ramesh Kumar-1)   
        District Judge (COMM)   
        South District, Saket Court  
         New Delhi 



State VS Ram Prakash                                                                                                     
FIR NO: 26/2020                                                                             
PS: Tigri                           
U/s 306/498-A/34 IPC.  
 

11.05.2020 

  This bail application is taken up through Video conferencing via CISCO 
Webex.  

Present: Sh. F. M. Ansari, Ld Addl PP for the State.  

  Ld Counsel for the applicant.  

  This is the second application for grant of bail moved U/S 439 Cr.Pc, on 

behalf of the accused/applicant.  

  It is contended on behalf of the counsel for the applicant, that the applicant 

is in custody since 13/02/2020 and he is falsely implicated in this case by the Police. It 

is further contended that nothing incriminating has been recovered from the applicant or 

at his instance. The present applicant is the Father-in-Law of the deceased Priyanka, 

who died at her matrimonial house and there are no specific allegations against the 

applicant, as per the initial FIR recorded. It is further contended that the investigation of 

this case has already been completed and the accused is no more required for any 

further custodial interrogation. It is further contended that the prosecution will take 

considerable time in concluding the matter and as such no fruitful purpose would be 

served by keeping the applicant behind the bars for an indefinite period. It is further 

contended that the applicant/accused is not a previous convict and his having a 

permanent residence, hence there is no chance of his absconding or fleeing from justice 

and the applicant undertakes to abide by all such terms and conditions which may be 

imposed while granting the bail. The applicant is also ready to furnish a sound surety, if 

the bail is granted.  
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 On the other hand Ld Addl. PP for the State has opposed the bail application and 

it has been pointed out by the Ld Addl. PP that there are serious charges against the 

applicant and a precious life has been lost. It is pointed out that the matter is at the 

initial stage and if the bail is granted, there is every likelihood that the applicant may 

hamper the trial or try to influence the witnesses.  

  I have heard the arguments of both the sides and have gone through the 

documents/report, annexed with the application. 

  Keeping in view the above facts and circumstances of the case and the 

fact that the victim had died due to intake of acid and the matter is yet at the initial 

stage, hence, in my view, at this stage no ground for grant of bail is made out. 

Accordingly, bail application of the accused is dismissed.   

             

        

        (Ramesh Kumar-1)   
        District Judge (COMM)   
        South District, Saket Court  
         New Delhi   
  

 

 



State VS Satpal                                                                                                              
FIR NO: 331/2019                                                                             
PS: Neb Sarai                    
U/s 392/395/397/411/120B/34 IPC & 25/27 Arms Act.  
 

11.05.2020 

  This bail application is taken up through Video conferencing via CISCO 
Webex.  

Present: Sh. F. M. Ansari, Ld Addl PP for the State.  

  Ld Counsel for the applicant.  

  This is an application for grant of bail moved U/S 439 Cr.Pc, on behalf of 

the accused/applicant.  

  It is contended on behalf of the counsel for the applicant, that the applicant 

is in custody since 25/09/2019 and he is innocent and has been falsely implicated by 

the police in this case. It is further contended that the co-accused persons, namely, 

Nishant and Shiv Kumar are already admitted on regular bail. There is no eye witness in 

the present case except the complainant. It is further contended that nothing has been 

recovered from the possession of the accused or at his instance and the alleged 

recovery has been falsely planted by the police. The accused has been arrested by the 

police as his name came in the disclosure statement of the co-accused. The applicant is 

neither a convict nor a habitual offender and he is having a clean antecedents. The 

applicant is a young man and he is having responsibility of his wife and two minor 

daughters. Also he is the sole bread earner of the family. It is further contended that the 

elder daughter of the applicant is suffering from Pneumonia and, hence, the accused be 

granted a bail on this ground. Applicant undertakes to abide by the terms and conditions 

of the bail, if granted.  



-2- 

  On the other hand Ld Addl. PP for the State has opposed the bail 

application on the ground that the offences are serious in nature. It is further contended 

that police has also recovered the robbed amount and the weapon of offence, from the 

possession of the accused persons. It is further contended that there is very much 

possibility that the accused might jump the bail or can influence the witnesses, if 

released on bail. It is further contended that the two co-accused are yet to be arrested in 

the present case and all the accused persons have refused to participate in the TIP 

proceedings.  

  I have heard the arguments of both the sides and have gone through the 

documents placed on record including the report of the IO. Keeping in view the above 

facts and circumstances of the case and the fact that there is recovery of robbed 

amount from the accused, and two of the accused persons are yet to be arrested, and 

charges have not yet been framed against the accused, hence, at this stage, I am no 

inclined to grant the benefit of bail to the accused Accordingly, the bail application of the 

accused is dismissed.   

        

        (Ramesh Kumar-1)   
        District Judge (COMM)   
        South District, Saket Court  
         New Delhi 

 



 



State VS Shahnawaj                                                                                                      
FIR NO: 296/2020                                                                             
PS: Ambedkar Nagar                    
U/s 307/506/34 IPC. 
 

11.05.2020 

  This bail application is taken up through Video conferencing via CISCO 
Webex.  

Present: Sh. F. M. Ansari, Ld Addl PP for the State.  

  Ld Counsel for the applicant.  

  This is an anticipatory bail application moved U/S 438 Cr.Pc, on behalf of 

the applicant.  

  It is contended on behalf of the counsel for the applicant, that this FIR has 

been registered on false and fabricated facts. It is further contended that the applicant 

has been falsely implicated in the present case and he is a respectable citizen and is 

not involved in any criminal case. It is further contended that the applicant is a close 

relative of injured and assailant, and he was not present at the spot, at the time of the 

incident, and had reached at the spot, after the incident. The applicant has nothing to do 

with the alleged incident and he is not required in any kind of investigation or custodial 

interrogation. The applicant is a permanent resident and there are no chances of his 

absconding from the course of justice. It is further contended that the main accused has 

already been arrested by the police and the weapon of offence has also been recovered 

by the police. The applicant is ready to join the investigation as and when required by 

the prosecution and he undertakes not to tamper with the evidence or with the 

witnesses, in any manner. Applicant undertakes to abide by the terms and conditions of 

the bail, if granted.  
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  On the other hand, Ld Addl. PP for the State has opposed the bail 

application and it has stated that the matter is at the initial stage, and there are serious 

and specific allegations against the present applicant. It is stated that the applicant has 

not yet joined the investigation and is trying to evade his arrest, hence the protection of 

anticipatory bail should not be given to him. 

  Keeping in view the above facts and circumstances of the case and the 

fact that the applicant has been categorically named in the FIR and he has not yet 

joined the investigation and is evading his arrest, hence, in my view no ground for the 

anticipatory bail is made out at this stage.  Accordingly, anticipatory bail application of 

the applicant is dismissed. 

        

        (Ramesh Kumar-1)   
        District Judge (COMM)   
        South District, Saket Court  
         New Delhi 

 

 

 



State VS Sudhanshu Sultania                                                                                                     
FIR NO: 45/2020                                                                                  
PS: Maidan Garhi.                    
U/s 363/376D/354 IPC & 6 of POCSO Act  
 

11.05.2020 

  This bail application is taken up through Video conferencing via CISCO 
Webex.  

Present: Sh. F. M. Ansari, Ld Addl PP for the State.  

  Ld Counsel for the applicant.  

  This is an application for grant of interim bail for the period of two months, 

moved U/S 439 Cr.Pc, on behalf of the accused/applicant.  

  It is contended on behalf of the counsel for the applicant, that the report  

was called by the Predecessor Court from the Jail Superintendent, Tihar Jail but the 

report has not been supplied  to him yet.   

   IO is directed to supply the copy of the report to the counsel. 

   On request, put up for 12/05/2020 for arguments.   

        

        (Ramesh Kumar-1)   
        District Judge (COMM)   
        South District, Saket Court  
         New Delhi 

 

 



State VS Sunil @ Ganja                                                                                                     
FIR NO: 843/2016                                                                             
PS: Neb Sarai.                    
U/s 365/302/201/34 IPC. 
 

 

11.05.2020 

  This bail application is taken up through Video conferencing via CISCO 
Webex.  

Present: Sh. F. M. Ansari, Ld Addl PP for the State.  

  Ld Counsel for the applicant.  

  Adjournment is sought. 

On request, put up for 15/05/2020. 

        

        (Ramesh Kumar-1)   
        District Judge (COMM)   
        South District, Saket Court  
         New Delhi 

 

 

 



State VS Vickey Bhatt                                                                                                     
FIR NO: 141/2019                                                                             
PS: Neb Sarai                    
U/s 302/201/34 IPC. 
 

11.05.2020 

  This bail application is taken up through Video conferencing via CISCO 
Webex.  

Present: Sh. F. M. Ansari, Ld Addl PP for the State.  

  Ld Counsel for the applicant.  

  This is an application for grant of bail moved U/S 439 Cr.Pc, on behalf of 

the accused/applicant.  

  It is contended on behalf of the counsel for the applicant, that the applicant 

is in custody since 17/04/2019 and he is falsely implicated in this case. It is further 

contended that the applicant is innocent and has nothing to do with the alleged offence. 

It is further contended that the applicant is from a very poor background and he is the 

only bread earner of his family and they are facing a great financial crunch, in his 

absence. Applicant undertakes to abide by the terms and conditions of the bail, if 

granted, and is ready to furnish a sound surety.  

  On the other hand Ld Addl. PP for the State has opposed the bail 

application and has stated that there are allegations that the applicant had strangled the 

deceased with the help of cable and the other accused caused injury to the deceased 

with the help of knife in his stomach and neck and thereafter they wrapped the dead 

body in carpet and blanket and buried in the same plot. It is further contended that it is a 

planned murder with a common intention of all the accused persons, hence, the bail  
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should not be granted to the accused being involved in heinous crime and there are 

high chances of his jumping the bail or threatening the witnesses. 

  I have heard both the sides and have given my thoughtful consideration to 

the above facts and circumstances, in my view, considering the seriousness and gravity 

of the offence, I am not inclined to grant the liberty of bail to the accused at this stage. 

Accordingly, bail application of the accused is dismissed.   

        

        (Ramesh Kumar-1)   
        District Judge (COMM)   
        South District, Saket Court  
         New Delhi 

 


	Abhimanyu
	Abhishek @ Bhola
	Abhishek @ Samuel
	Akshay
	Daddu @ Mohd Shanu
	Divya
	Manoj Kumar
	Nadeem @ Abid @ Faizal
	Narender @ Rahul @ Hariom
	Nazim @ Saddam
	Ram Prakash
	Satpal
	Shahnawaj
	Sudhanshu Sultania
	Sunil @ Ganja
	Vickey Bhatt

