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FIR 35/15 

Ps Special Cell 

State vs. Neeraj Sehrawat @ Neeraj Bawania 

01.07.2020 

 

Present:  Sh. Vikas, Ld APP for the state 

Sh.Ankit Karna Ld. Counsel for the accused Neeraj Sehrawat@ 

Neeraj Bawania S/o Prem Singh 

IO SI Yogesh Kumar 

   

File taken up today through Video Conferencing on an application seeking 

bail moved on behalf of accused Neeraj Sehrawat@ Neeraj Bawania S/o Prem 

Singh. Initially the application was moved before Ld. Duty MM.  

 Reply Filed by IO. 

 Arguments Heard. 

 Ld. Counsel for accused argued that accused is entitled to bail in terms of 

Section 436A Cr.P.C. as he has remained in custody for more than the maximum 

punishment prescribed for offence 384/34 IPC. He further pointed out that 

complainant in FIR 101/15 MCOCA has turned hostile and had not supported the 

prosecution version of extortion be committed at the instance of accused Neeraj 

Sehrawat@Neeraj Bawania 

 On the other hand, Ld. APP opposed the bail application. Ld. APP submits 

that accused is dreaded criminal and involved in 24 heinous cases and he may 

jump bail. 

 As per record, accused is in JC since 07/11/2016 and chargesheet was filed 

on 06/01/2017 for offence u/s 384/34 IPC which prescribed maximum 
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punishment of imprisonment of either description for a term which may extend 

to three years, or with fine, or with both. The total period of Custody of accused 

Neeraj Sehrawat is more than three years and 07 months. 

 

 Section 436A C.P.C. provides that Maximum period for which an 
undertrial prisoner can be detained.— 
 
“Where a person has, during the period of investigation, inquiry or trial under 
this Code of an offence under any law (not being an offence for which the 
punishment of death has been specified as one of the punishments under that law) 
undergone detention for a period extending up to one-half of the maximum period 

of imprisonment specified for that offence under that law, he shall be released by 
the Court on his personal bond with or without sureties: 
  
Provided that the Court may, after hearing the Public Prosecutor and for reasons 
to be recorded by it in writing, order the continued detention of such person for 
a period longer than one-half of the said period or release him on bail instead of 
the personal bond with or without sureties:  
 

Provided further that no such person shall in any case be detained during the 
period of investigation, inquiry or trial for more than the maximum period of 
imprisonment provided for the said offence under that law.  
Explanation.—In computing the period of detention under this section for 

granting bail, the period of detention passed due to delay in proceeding caused 

by the accused shall be excluded. 

 

Present case is at the stage of framing of Charge and his total custody is 

about three year and seven months which is  more than the maximum punishment 

(three years) which can be awarded for offence u/s 384/34 IPC. 

This implies that case of accused Neeraj Sehrawat@Neeraj Bawania is 

covered under second provisio of section 436A Cr.P.C. 

Hence, accused Neeraj Sehrawat@ Neeraj Bawania S/o Prem Singh 
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is admitted to bail in terms of Section 436A Cr.P.C. on furnishing bail bonds and 

surety bonds in the sum of Rs.50,000/- each to the satisfaction of Jail 

Superintendent subject to the following conditions:- 

(i) That he shall surrender his passport before the Court, if he has any, 

(ii) That he shall not threaten any of the witnesses, 

(iii) That he shall not leave the National Capital Region of Delhi without the 
permission of the Court, 

(iv) He shall keep his place of residence and the mobile number available with 
the IO as well as the Court, 

(v) He shall appear before the SHO of the concerned police station, to record his 
presence, on every alternate Saturday. 

 

Further, in light of circular no. 3510-3582/CMM/Central/SS/DM/2020 

the present order be treated as release warrant of applicant/accused 

Hemant. 

Application disposed off. Copy of the order be sent thru email to the Jail 

superintendent for compliance. 

 Copy of the order be also sent to Ld. Counsel thru email/whatsapp. 

 

 

 

       (Pawan Singh Rajawat)    

                          CMM/ND/Patiala House Courts 

                  New Delhi/01.07.2020  

PAWAN 
SINGH 
RAJAWAT

Digitally signed by 
PAWAN SINGH 
RAJAWAT 
Date: 2020.07.01 
18:13:19 +05'30'
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FIR 08/13 

PS: Special Cell 

State vs. Hemant 

01.07.2020 

 

Present:  Sh. Vikas, Ld APP for the state 

  Sh. Vijay Pal Singh Ld. Counsel for the accused Hemant 

  IO SI Ajay Dahiya 

 

File taken up today through Video Conferencing an application seeking 

bail moved on behalf of accused Hemant s/o Sukhbir. 

 The present bail application was moved before Ld. Duty MM on 

18.06.2020 who had directed to forward the same to the concerned Court. 

However, despite such directions, the application remained in the pending cause 

list of Duty MM. Thereafter again on 26.06.2020, Ld. Duty MM Sh. Sumeet 

Anand again directed to place the application before this Court. 

 Reply Filed by IO. 

 Arguments Heard. 

 Ld. Counsel for accused Hemant argued that accused was on bail since year 

2013 itself till he was arrested in FIR No. 200/15, PS Najafgarh in August 2017. 

He further submits that trial of present case is yet to conclude and prays for grant 

of bail. 

 On the other hand, Ld. APP alongwith IO opposed the bail application. Ld. 

APP submits that accused Hemant is dreaded criminal and he may jump bail. 

 As per record, accused was initially arrested on 14.02.13 at the time of 

registration of present case and thereafter his bail was cancelled on 01.05.2018 
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on his request as he was also arrested in FIR No. 200/15, PS Najafgarh in August 

2017. 

 The Hon'ble Apex Court in Prasanta Kumar Sarkar v. Ashis Chatterjee and 

Another (2010) 14 SCC 496, has laid down the following principles to be kept in 

mind, while deciding petition for bail: 

(i) whether there is any prima facie or reasonable ground to believe that the 
accused had committed the offence; 

(ii) nature and gravity of the accusation; 

(iii) severity of the punishment in the event of conviction; 

(iv) danger of the accused absconding or fleeing, if released on bail; 

(v) character, behaviour, means, position and standing of the accused; 

(vi) likelihood of the offence being repeated; 

(vii) reasonable apprehension of the witnesses being influenced; and 

(viii) danger, of course, of justice being thwarted by grant of bail. 

Hon'ble Apex Court in case titled Umarmia Alias Mamumia v. State of 

Gujarat, (2017) 2 SCC 731, in para 11 has observed that 

"11. This Court has consistently recognised the right of the accused for a speedy 
trial. Delay in criminal trial has been held to be in violation of the right 
guaranteed to an accused under Article 21 of the Constitution of India. (See: 

Supreme Court Legal Aid Committee v. Union of India, (1994) 6 SCC 
731; Shaheen Welfare Assn. v. Union of India, (1996) 2 SCC 616) Accused, even 
in cases under TADA, have been released on bail on the ground that they have 
been in jail for a long period of time and there was no likelihood of the completion 
of the trial at the earliest. (See: Paramjit Singh v. State (NCT of Delhi), (1999) 9 
SCC 252 and Babba v. State of Maharashtra, (2005) 11 SCC 569). 

 

Matter is at the stage of prosecution evidence and till date only 04 witnesses 

have been examined and accused is in JC for more than two years. Trial will take 

considerable time. 

https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1129584/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1129584/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/125184249/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/125184249/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1199182/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/136788839/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1208997/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1212539/
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Hence, accused Hemant s/o Sukhbir is admitted to bail on furnishing bail 

bonds and surety bonds in the sum of Rs.50,000/- each to the satisfaction of Jail 

Superintendent subject to the following conditions:- 

(i) That he shall surrender his passport before the Court, if he has any, 

(ii) That he shall not threaten any of the witnesses, 

(iii) That he shall not leave the National Capital Region of Delhi without the 
permission of the Court, 

(iv) He shall keep his place of residence and the mobile number available with 
the IO as well as the Court, 

(v) He shall appear before the SHO of the concerned police station, to record his 
presence, on every alternate Saturday. 

 

Further, in light of circular no. 3510-3582/CMM/Central/SS/DM/2020 

the present order be treated as release warrant of applicant/accused 

Hemant. 

 

Application disposed off. Copy of the order be sent thru email to the Jai 

superintendent for compliance. 

 Copy of the order be also sent to Ld. Counsel thru email/whatsapp. 

 

 

 

       (Pawan Singh Rajawat)    

                          CMM/ND/Patiala House Courts 

                  New Delhi/01.07.2020 

PAWAN 
SINGH 
RAJAWAT

Digitally signed by 
PAWAN SINGH 
RAJAWAT 
Date: 2020.07.01 
18:12:17 +05'30'
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FIR No. 125/14 

PS:EOW 

State Vs. Sanjay Chandra & Ors. 

 

01.07.2020 

Present:  Sh. Vikas Ld. APP for the State 

  IO Insp. Bijay Kesari  

  Sh. Vishal Gosain, ld. Counsel for accused/applicant. 

  Accused are in JC  

  Proceedings conducted through Video Conferencing. 

 A joint bail application on behalf of accused Sanjay Chandra and Ajay 

Chandra filed thru email. 

 Reply filed by the IO on 27.06.2020. 

 On 27.06.2020 after hearing part arguments thru VC, the application was 

adjourned for further hearing as the details regarding compensation received by 

the victims/investors in the present FIR are to be filed by the Ld. Counsel for 

accused and same are to be verified by the IO 

 Today, Ld. Counsel for accused has filed the details of compensation to be 

released to the victims/investors. IO has also filed 2nd reply regarding the 

compensation to victims in the present FIR.  

 Ld. Counsel for accused has also filed the medical documents of parents of 

the accused persons who are stated to be diagnosed with Covid-19 and presently 

undergoing treatment in hospital. 

  Ld. Counsel argued that in view of the judgments in the matter of  Sanjay 

Chandra Vs. CBI : (2012) 1 SCC 40 and P. Chidambaram Vs. ED :  265 (2019) 

DLT 1 and Navendu Babbar Vs. State, bail application no. 913/2020 decided on 

18.06.2020 by Hon’ble High Court of Delhi. Ld. counsel for accused also pointed 
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out that the accused are not a flight risk as their passports have already been 

seized. He also submits that chargesheet have already been filed and trial will 

take considerable time. He also pointed out that supplementary chargesheet has 

also been filed and there is no question of tampering of evidence. He prays for 

grant of bail to accused/applicants Sanjay Chandra and Ajay Chandra.  

  Ld. APP has strongly opposed the bail application and argued that 

the accused persons have committed economic offence of the highest magnitude 

and till date only 6 investors have received the principal amount and 8 investors 

have received the part payments. It is further pointed out that till date 14 investors 

have received nothing and IO could not contact with other 10 investors.    

To this, Ld. counsel for accused pointed out that as per details filed by him 

which were taken from the web portal created by the amicus curie for 

disbursement of the compensation, around 33 investors have uploaded their detail 

and they will get their compensation in due course. He further pointed out that 

the Telangana State Industrial Infrastructure Corporation is required to 

deposit Rs. 67 crores by 6th of July, 2020 in the Registry of Hon’ble Supreme 

Court  and the said amount will be utilized for disbursement of compensation to 

investors in the present case also.  

  Heard. Perused. 

 By order dt. 30.10.2017, Hon’ble Supreme Court has admitted the accused 

persons on bail in FIR No. 101/15 PS: EOW subject to depositing of Rs.750 

crores within three months.  However, admittedly till date accused persons have 

not deposited the said amount and only Rs. 720 crores were deposited even after 

a lapse of more than 2 ½ years. In the said order it has been further mentioned 

that no coercive steps will be taken against the accused persons by any forum. 

But admittedly accused persons have already been arrested in the present case on 

09.08.2017 i.e. before passing of the order dated 30.10.2017 
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Furthermore in its order dt. 23.01.2019 no relief was granted to the accused 

as they have failed to comply with the order dt. 30.10.17  

  I have gone through the judgment in the matter of Sanjay Chandra 
Vs. CBI (2012)1 Supreme Court Cases 49 wherein it was held as under:- 

"The object of bail is to secure the appearance of the accused person at his trial 
by reasonable amount of bail. The object of bail is neither punitive nor 
preventative. Deprivation of liberty must be considered a punishment, unless it 
can be required to ensure that an accused person will stand his trial when called 
upon. The Courts owe more than verbal respect to the principle that punishment 
begins after conviction, and that every man is deemed to be innocent until duly 
tried and duly found guilty. Detention in custody pending completion of trial 
could be a cause of great hardship. From time to time, necessity demands that 

some unconvicted persons should be held in custody pending trial to secure their 
attendance at the trial but in such cases, "necessity" is the operative test. In India 
, it would be quite contrary to the concept of personal liberty enshrined in the 
Constitution that any person should be punished in respect of any matter, upon 
which, he has not been convicted or that in any circumstances, he should be 
deprived of his liberty upon only the belief that he will tamper with the witnesses 
if left at liberty, save in the most extraordinary circumstances. Apart from the 
question of prevention being the object of refusal of bail, one must not lose sight 

of the fact that any imprisonment before conviction has a substantial punitive 
content and it would be improper for any court to refuse bail as a mark of 
disapproval of former conduct whether the accused has been convicted for it or 
not or to refuse bail to an unconvicted person for the propose of giving him a 
taste of imprisonment as a lesson." 

It was further observed that there were 17 accused in the said case and 

statement of witnesses runs into several hundred pages and documents are 

voluminous which may imply that trial may take considerable time and since the 

offences are punishable with the punishment of 7 years only, the accused may 

have to remain in the jail for a longer time without punishment prescribed. 

Hon’ble Supreme Court also observed that even though accused are charged with 

economic offences of huge magnitude and if the offences are proved it may 

jeopardize the economy of the country but it also observed that since chargsheet 

has been filed and no further investigation was required from the accused persons, 

accused were admitted to bail subject to certain conditions.  
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 Recently, in the matter of Navendu Babbar (supra) Hon’ble High Court of 

Delhi after quoting rationale of the judgment in the matter of P. Chidambaram 

(Supra) has observed in para 18 that the when bail plea is considered it must be 

rely upon purpose of balancing right of the accused on the one hand, the victim 

on the other as also the role of State as the proponent of public justice. In para 

18(ix)  and (x) it held that :- 

ix. That the offences alleged, which are essentially economic offences, although 
serious, again cannot be the sole basis of denying bail since the nature of offence 
has a limited role to play while examining a bail application; 
 

x. That the consequences of pre-trial detention are grave; and keeping an 
undertrial in jail seriously jeopardizes the preparation of his defence further 
detention of the applicant in custody would necessarily impact his right to defend 
himself during trial inasmuch he will be denied effective consultation with his 
lawyers, collection of evidence in his defence and other footwork that he would 
require to defend himself actively and effectively. This would clearly be a denial 
of the right to fair trial, which is guaranteed under Article 21 of the Constitution;  
 

 
 The order dated 30.10.2017 of Hon’ble Supreme Court is in respect of FIR 

No. 101/15 EOW and the said bail order will become operative on complance by 

accused persons of deposit of Rs.750 Crore with Registry of Hon’ble Supreme 

Court. The argument of Ld. Counsel for accused that TSIIC will be depositing 

Rs.67 Crore by 06/07/2020 which will be used for release of compensation to the 

victims/complainants of present case is far fetched at this point of time as 

admittedly total outstanding of  M/s Unitech is more than Rs.2500 crore. 

 

 In the present case, the Chargesheet and supplementary chargesheet 

already filed for offences u/s 406/409/420/120B IPC. The accused are in running 

in JC since 09.08.2017 i.e, for about 02 years and 10 months. Cognizance has 

already been taken and matter is at the stage of charge.  
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 The offence u/s 409 IPC is punishable with punished with imprisonment 

for life, or with imprisonment of either description for a term which may extend 

to ten years, and shall also be liable to fine. This implies that bar u/s 437(1) (i) 

Cr.P.C. came into operation when there were reasonable grounds for believing 

that the accused were guilty of an offence punishable with death or imprisonment 

for life.  

In the present case, as per chargesheet there are categorical allegations that 

accused persons being the persons responsible for affairs of M/s Unitech Ltd have 

siphoned off money of gullible investors who believing the claims of accused 

persons that they have necessary permissions from different authorities have 

invested their hard earned money.  Hence I am satisfied that there are indeed 

reasonable grounds for believing that accused persons are guilty of offence 

punishable with imprisonment for life.  

The plea of Ld. Counsel to release them on bail in view of their parents 

being found covid-19 positive and undergoing treatment in Hospital is also 

rejected as their parents are already receiving due treatment and presence of 

accused persons is not necessary as during treatment of Covid-19 patients, none 

is allowed to visit them. As far as arrangements for their treatment is concerned, 

after perusing the medical documents filed, I am satisfied that due treatment is 

being provided to them. 

The judgements relied upon on behalf of accused are of no help in view of 

Section 437(1)(i) Cr.P.C. 

Hence no ground for bail are made out. Joint application of accused Sanjay 

Chandra and Ajay Chandra stands dismissed. Application disposed off. 

Put up on date fixed. Copy of the order be sent thru email to the Jail 

superintendent for compliance and information to the UTPs. 



6 
 

Copy of the order be also sent to Ld. Counsel thru email/whatsapp. 

 

 
       (Pawan Singh Rajawat)    

                          CMM/ND/Patiala House Courts 

                  New Delhi/01.07.2020  

          

 

 

 

  

PAWAN 
SINGH 
RAJAWAT

Digitally signed by 
PAWAN SINGH 
RAJAWAT 
Date: 2020.07.01 
18:11:40 +05'30'
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FIR 50/18 

Ps Special Cell 

State vs.Monu@Yashbir 

01.07.2020 

 

Present:  Sh. Vikas, Ld APP for the state 

  Sh. S. P Kaushal Ld. Counsel for the accused Monu@ Yashbir 

   

File taken up today through Video Conferencing an application seeking 

bail moved on behalf of accused Monu@Yashbir. Initially the application was 

moved before Ld. Duty MM.  

 Reply Filed by IO. 

 Arguments Heard. 

 Ld. Counsel for accused argued that accused is entitled to bail in terms of 

minutes of Hon’ble High Powered Committee of Hon’ble High Court of Delhi as 

he is in custody for more than two years. He further submits that trial of present 

case is yet to conclude and prays for grant of bail. 

 On the other hand, Ld. APP opposed the bail application. Ld. APP submits 

that accused is dreaded criminal and he may jump bail. 

 As per record, accused was arrested on 01.05.2018 and is running in JC 

and matter is at the stage of prosecution evidence. 

 The argument of Ld. Counsel that accused is entitled to interim bail in 

terms of directions of Hon’ble High Powered Committee of Hon’ble High Court 

of Delhi cannot be accepted as Hon’ble High Powered Committee in its directions 

dated 07.04.2020 and subsequent directions dated 18.04.2020, 05.05.2020 and 

18.05.2020 has specifically directed that  UTPs, even if falling in the criterion 
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adopted should not be considered for interim bail if they are involved in Cases 

investigated by CBI/ED/NIA/Special Cell Police and Terror related Cases, cases 

under Anti-National Activities and Unlawful Activities (Prevention) Act etc.  The 

present case was investigated by Special Cell. 

 

 However, the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Prasanta Kumar Sarkar v. Ashis 

Chatterjee and Another (2010) 14 SCC 496, has laid down the following 

principles to be kept in mind, while deciding petition for bail: 

(i) whether there is any prima facie or reasonable ground to believe that the 

accused had committed the offence; 

(ii) nature and gravity of the accusation; 

(iii) severity of the punishment in the event of conviction; 

(iv) danger of the accused absconding or fleeing, if released on bail; 

(v) character, behaviour, means, position and standing of the accused; 

(vi) likelihood of the offence being repeated; 

(vii) reasonable apprehension of the witnesses being influenced; and 

(viii) danger, of course, of justice being thwarted by grant of bail. 

Hon'ble Apex Court in case titled Umarmia Alias Mamumia v. State of 

Gujarat, (2017) 2 SCC 731, in para 11 has observed that 

"11. This Court has consistently recognised the right of the accused for a speedy 
trial. Delay in criminal trial has been held to be in violation of the right 
guaranteed to an accused under Article 21 of the Constitution of India. (See: 
Supreme Court Legal Aid Committee v. Union of India, (1994) 6 SCC 
731; Shaheen Welfare Assn. v. Union of India, (1996) 2 SCC 616) Accused, even 
in cases under TADA, have been released on bail on the ground that they have 
been in jail for a long period of time and there was no likelihood of the completion 

of the trial at the earliest. (See: Paramjit Singh v. State (NCT of Delhi), (1999) 9 
SCC 252 and Babba v. State of Maharashtra, (2005) 11 SCC 569). 

  

https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1129584/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1129584/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/125184249/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/125184249/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1199182/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/136788839/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1208997/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1212539/
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As per record till date only 03 prosecution witnesses have been examined. 

The custody of the accused is more than two year and trial will take considerable 

time as number of other witnesses are yet to be examined. 

 

Hence, accused Monu@Yashbir is admitted to bail on furnishing bail 

bonds and surety bonds in the sum of Rs.50,000/- each to the satisfaction of Jail 

Superintendent subject to the following conditions:- 

(i) That he shall surrender his passport before the Court, if he has any, 

(ii) That he shall not threaten any of the witnesses, 

(iii) That he shall not leave the National Capital Region of Delhi without the 
permission of the Court, 

(iv) He shall keep his place of residence and the mobile number available with 
the IO as well as the Court, 

(v) He shall appear before the SHO of the concerned police station, to record his 
presence, on every alternate Saturday. 

 

Further, in light of circular no. 3510-3582/CMM/Central/SS/DM/2020 

the present order be treated as release warrant of applicant/accused 

Hemant. 

Application disposed off. Copy of the order be sent thru email to the Jai 

superintendent for compliance. 

 Copy of the order be also sent to Ld. Counsel thru email/whatsapp. 

 

 

 

       (Pawan Singh Rajawat)    

                          CMM/ND/Patiala House Courts 

                  New Delhi/01.07.2020 

PAWAN 
SINGH 
RAJAWAT

Digitally signed by 
PAWAN SINGH 
RAJAWAT 
Date: 2020.07.01 
18:12:47 +05'30'



FIR No. 92/19 
PS Connaught Place 

State Vs. Ismail @ Maqsood 
 
01.07.2020. 
 
 File taken up today on 2nd interim bail application u/s 439 CrPC 

moved on behalf of applicant/accused Ismail @ Maqsood. 

 
Present: Ld. APP for State through VC. 
 Sh. Nishant Kr. Das, ld. counsel for applicant/accused Ismail 

@ Maqsood, through phone of Ahlmad. 
 
 Ld. defence counsel has expressed his inability to join the 

proceedings through VC.  However, he has sent his written submissions 

through e-mail.  Print out of the same is taken and annexed with the bail 

application. 

 Reply filed by the SHO. 

 Arguments heard.  Case file perused. 

 It is submitted by ld. defence counsel that the 

applicant/accused is a father of one infant girl child, has his wife only in 

his family and has nothing to do with the alleged offence.  That earlier 

the mother-in-law of the applicant/accused was taking care of wife and 

child of the applicant/accused, but now their condition has become 

miserable.  That the applicant/accused had received a fired bullet shot 

in his leg and from the treatment provided at jail, he is not getting proper 

relief.  That the applicant/accused is resident of West Bengal and had 

come to Delhi on 16.10.2019 for a case hearing at Tis Hazari Courts, but 

he was falsely implicated in this case.  That the applicant/accused has 

no previous criminal record and there is no chance of influencing of 

witnesses or tampering with evidence.  With these submissions, ld. 

counsel for applicant/accused prays for the grant of bail/interim bail to 

the applicant/accused. 



 On the other hand, ld. APP for State has opposed the bail 

application in hand on the ground that the applicant/accused is habitual 

offender and is involved in many other similar cases, therefore, he is not 

liable to be released on bail and so, the bail application be dismissed. 

 Pertinently, the allegations imputed against the 

applicant/accused are u/s 392/34 of IPC.  Therefore, considering the 

seriousness of allegations and gravity of offence, this Court is not 

inclined to grant bail/interim bail to the applicant/accused.  Accordingly, 

the application in hand is hereby dismissed. 

 Be put up for purpose fixed on the date already fixed. 

 Copy of order be given dasti to ld. defence counsel. 

 

 (PRAGATI) 
 MM-01/PHC/NDD 
 01.07.2020 
  



FIR No. 88/19 
PS Connaught Place 

State Vs. Ismail @ Maqsood 
 
01.07.2020. 
 
 File taken up today on 2nd interim bail application u/s 439 CrPC 

moved on behalf of applicant/accused Ismail @ Maqsood. 

 
Present: Ld. APP for State through VC. 
 Sh. Nishant Kr. Das, ld. counsel for applicant/accused Ismail 

@ Maqsood, through phone of Ahlmad. 
 
 Ld. defence counsel has expressed his inability to join the 

proceedings through VC.  However, he has sent his written submissions 

through e-mail.  Print out of the same is taken and annexed with the bail 

application. 

 Reply filed by the SHO. 

 Arguments heard.  Case file perused. 

 It is submitted by ld. defence counsel that the 

applicant/accused is a father of one infant girl child, has his wife only in 

his family and has nothing to do with the alleged offence.  That earlier 

the mother-in-law of the applicant/accused was taking care of wife and 

child of the applicant/accused, but now their condition has become 

miserable.  That the applicant/accused had received a fired bullet shot 

in his leg and from the treatment provided at jail, he is not getting proper 

relief.  That the applicant/accused is resident of West Bengal and had 

come to Delhi on 16.10.2019 for a case hearing at Tis Hazari Courts, but 

he was falsely implicated in this case.  That the applicant/accused has 

no previous criminal record and there is no chance of influencing of 

witnesses or tampering with evidence.  With these submissions, ld. 

counsel for applicant/accused prays for the grant of bail/interim bail to 

the applicant/accused. 



 On the other hand, ld. APP for State has opposed the bail 

application in hand on the ground that the applicant/accused is habitual 

offender and is involved in many other similar cases and previous 

involvement record of the applicant/accused has also been annexed with 

the reply, therefore, he is not liable to be released on bail and so, the bail 

application be dismissed. 

 Pertinently, ld. defence counsel has also stated in his written 

submission that all the prosecution witnesses have already been 

examined and the case is at the stage of final disposal.  However, 

perusal of the case file reveals that the case is pending at the stage of 

prosecution evidence. 

 Also, considering the previous involvement of the 

applicant/accused, this Court is not inclined to grant bail/interim bail to 

the applicant/accused.  Accordingly, the application in hand is hereby 

dismissed. 

 Be put up for purpose fixed on the date already fixed. 

 Copy of order be given dasti to ld. defence counsel. 

 

 (PRAGATI) 
 MM-01/PHC/NDD 
 01.07.2020 
  



FIR No. 97/19 
PS Connaught Place 

State Vs. Shalim @ Saleem @ Salim 
 
01.07.2020. 
 
 File taken up today on an application moved on behalf of 

applicant/accused Shalim @ Saleem @ Salim for grant of bail u/s 437 

CrPC. 

 
Present: Ld. APP for State through VC. 
 Sh. S.K. Pandey, ld. counsel for applicant/accused Shalim @ 

Saleem @ Salim, through VC. 
 
 Arguments heard.  Case file perused. 

 It is stated on behalf of applicant/accused that the charge-

sheet has already been filed and co-accused Soud has already been 

granted bail by the Court.  That the applicant/accused is a innocent and 

has been falsely implicated in this case at the instance of the 

complainant.  That the applicant/accused suffering from breathing 

problem and nothing has been recovered from the possession of 

applicant/accused and if the recovery has been shown, the same is 

planted one.  That the applicant/accused is bread earner for his family 

and will not cause any threat to prosecution witnesses or tamper with 

evidence.  That there is no chance of his absconding and he is neither 

convicted nor wanted/required in any other criminal case.  With these 

submissions, ld. counsel for applicant/accused prays for the grant of bail 

to the applicant/accused. 

 On the other hand, ld. APP for State has opposed the bail 

application in hand on the ground that the applicant/accused is habitual 

offender and is involved in many other similar cases, therefore, he is not 

liable to be released on bail and so, the bail application be dismissed. 



 Pertinently, vide order dated 14.01.2020, first bail application 

of the applicant/accused has already been dismissed.  Moreover, as per 

the prosecution, the applicant/accused has a record of previous 

involvement in several other cases, therefore, this Court is not inclined 

to release the applicant/accused on bail since if released on bail, then 

the applicant/accused might commit similar other offences.  Hence, the 

bail application in hand is dismissed. 

 Be put up for purpose fixed on the date already fixed. 

 Copy of order be given dasti to ld. defence counsel. 

 

 (PRAGATI) 
 MM-01/PHC/NDD 
 01.07.2020 
 


