
Bail Application No.
State vs. Satyawan Sehrawat @ Sonu Dariyapur

FIR No. 78/2018
PS: Spl. Cell

U/s 3 & 4 MCOC Act

09.10.2020

Present : Sh. Dharam Chand, Addl. PP for State, through VC.
None for applicant/ accused Sanjay Lakra @Sanjay 
Mundka.

Today, the matter is fixed for order on bail application. 

However, certain clarifications are required. 

Put  up  for  arguments  on  28.10.2020.  Counsel  shall 

appear physically on the next date.

         (Parveen Singh)
ASJ-03/NDD/PHC/New Delhi

        09.10.2020

It   is   certified   that   Video   Conferencing   was   held   in   an 
uninterrupted manner and during the proceedings, no objections were raised 
by   either   of   the   parties   regarding   the   connectivity   i.e.   audio   or   visual 
quality.

Reader/09.10.2020



Bail Application
State vs. Insaf @ Juber & Ors.

FIR No.207/2018
PS: Delhi Cantt.

09.10.2020

Present : Sh. Dharam Chand, Addl. PP for State, through VC.
Sh. Bhanu Pratap, Counsel for applicant/accused
Insaf @ Juber, through VC.

Present is an application for grant of interim bail filed 

on behalf of applicant/accused Insaf @ Juber.

Previous involvement report of the accused from the IO 

as  well  as  conduct  report  of  the  accused  from the  concerned  jail 

authorities be called for next date of hearing.

Renotify  for  arguments  on  the  bail  application  on 

12.10.2020.

         (Parveen Singh)
ASJ-03/NDD/PHC/New Delhi

        09.10.2020

It   is   certified   that   Video   Conferencing   was   held   in   an 
uninterrupted manner and during the proceedings, no objections were raised 
by   either   of   the   parties   regarding   the   connectivity   i.e.   audio   or   visual 
quality.

Reader/09.10.2020



State v. Abdul Manan @ Munna
PS Spl. Cell
U/s 3(1)(4) (s)/ 4 MCOC Act.
FIR no. 03/2013

09.10.2020

Present : Sh. Dharam Chand, Addl. PP for State through VC.
Sh Nishant Rana, Ld. counsel for accused / applicant 
Abdul Manan, through VC.

This  is  an  application  seeking  interim  bail  moved  on 

behalf of accused Abdul Manan.

Reply to the bail application has been filed. 

At  the  request  of  ld.  counsel  for  applicant,  matter  is 

adjourned.

Put up for arguments on 13.10.2020.

         (Parveen Singh)
ASJ-03/NDD/PHC/New Delhi

        09.10.2020

It   is   certified   that   Video   Conferencing   was   held   in   an 
uninterrupted manner and during the proceedings, no objections were raised 
by   either   of   the   parties   regarding   the   connectivity   i.e.   audio   or   visual 
quality.

Reader/09.10.2020



Bail Application
State vs. Rahul
FIR No.54/2019

PS: Chankaya Puri

09.10.2020

Present : Sh. Ashish Kumar, Counsel for applicant/accused
Rahul, through VC.
Sh. Dharam Chand, Addl. PP for State, through VC.

Present  is  an  application  u/s  439  Cr.PC  for  grant  of 

interim bail filed on behalf of applicant/accused Rahul.

Reply to the bail application filed.

At request of Ld. Counsel for the applicant/accused,  put 

up for arguments on the bail application on 12.10.2020.

         (Parveen Singh)
ASJ-03/NDD/PHC/New Delhi

        09.10.2020

It   is   certified   that   Video   Conferencing   was   held   in   an 
uninterrupted manner and during the proceedings, no objections were raised 
by   either   of   the   parties   regarding   the   connectivity   i.e.   audio   or   visual 
quality.

Reader/09.10.2020



State v. Bhawna 

FIR No. 284/2020 

PS Sarojini Nagar 

U/s 304B/498A/34 IPC 

 

09.10.2020  

   Vide order nos.12732-12782/Judl./Prin.D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 29.09.2020, 
8336-8448/JUDL/D&SJ/PHC/NDD dt. 27.08.2020, 5837-5927/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dt. 30.05.2020 &  
5931-6021/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.06.2020 of Ld. District & Sessions Judge, Patiala House Court, 
New Delhi District, New Delhi, the undersigned  has been deputed for duty today in pursuance to the 
directions of  Hon’ble High Court of  Delhi vide order no.R-1347/DHC/2020 dated 29.05.2020 and in 
continuation of the previous office order nos.4243-4333/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.04.2020, 4407-
4426/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 10.04.2020, 4518-4608/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.04.2020, 5111-
5200/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 03.05.2020, 6364-6454/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 16.05.2020, 6326-
6415/D& SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.06.2020, 1977-2009/DHC/2020 dated 30.07.2020, 323-
355/RG/DHC/2020 dated 15.08.2020, 419-451/RG/DHC/2020 dated 27.08.2020  & 417/DHC/2020 
and e-mail dt.20.09.2020 of the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi to combat the pandemic of Covid-19. 

 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for the State. 

Sh. B. L. Madhukar,  Ld. Counsel for applicant/accused. 
Sh. Narender Kumar, Ld. counsel for complainant. 

   

  Proceedings done through video conferencing. 

   It is certified that link was working properly and no 

grievance was agitated by either of the counsel in this regard.  

   Present is an application moved on behalf of 

applicants/accused for grant of bail. It is submitted that 

applicant/accused has been falsely implicated in the present case 

being the sister-in-law of the deceased. It is submitted that the 

applicant/accused has nothing to do in the present case and was 

arrested by the IO on 11.08.2020 and since then she is languishing in 

j.c. It is submitted that applicant/accused never demanded any dowry 

from the deceased and never caused any physical or mental cruelty 

upon her for fulfilling the dowry demands. It is submitted that no prior 

complaints were ever lodged by the deceased or by her family before 

her death to justify that the deceased was subjected to cruelty. It is 

submitted that the only allegation against her is that she had given 

beatings to the deceased 15 days prior to her death which is totally 

false and baseless as there is no  earlier complaint in this regard. It is 

submitted that applicant/accused is student ,who has been 



maliciously arrested in the present case due to which she is suffering 

great mental stress as it would give her bad name in the society. It is 

submitted that applicant/accused is ready to abide by any term and 

condition as imposed by this court while granting her bail.  

It is forcefully argued by Ld. counsel for applicant/accused that there 

was no dowry demand by the applicant/accused. It is further 

contended that in order to bring home charge under section 304B IPC, 

there must be live and proximate connection between the harassment 

of the victim and her death. It is further submitted that harassment 

must be in relation to dowry demand. It is forcefully argued that in the 

instant case, such live and proximate connection is missing.  

  In support of his submissions, Ld. counsel has placed 

reliance upon the judgment in the matter of Biswajit Haldar @ Babu 

Halder & ors vs State of West Bengal (Arising our of S.L.P (crl.) 

No. (580 of 2006) decided on 19.03.2007 and Subant Ojha & Ors 

vs State Of Bihar in Criminal appeal No. 52/1998 decided on 

26.03.2009.  

   Ld. Addl. PP has vehemently opposed the application 

arguing that allegations in the present case are very serious in nature 

as unnatural death of deceased happened just within 3 ½ years of her 

marriage with co-accused Sanjay. It is submitted that specific 

allegations have been levelled by the witnesses against the 

applicant/accused and other accused persons alleging physical and 

mental harassment of the deceased. Hence, the applicant/accused 

does not deserve to be released on bail.     

  It is further submitted by Ld. Addl. PP that an application 

for grant of interim bail was moved on behalf of accused Sanjay, who 

happens to be brother of applicant/accused, wherein it was claimed 

that the victim was suffering from psychiatric problem and when the 

Hon’ble Delhi High Court got those documents verified, they were  

State v. Bhawna 

FIR No. 284/2020 

 

 

 



 

 

-3- 

found to be forged and the application was accordingly withdrawn by 

him. It is submitted that from the conduct it is evident that the accused 

family is resorting to hook and crook and is trying to influence the fair 

course of trial in the instant matter.  

   In rebuttal, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused submitted 

that the applicant/accused has no connection with the alleged forgery 

regarding the medical documents of the deceased as the same were 

moved by groom Sanjay.  

It is pointed out by Ld. counsel for complainant that application 

for grant of bail moved on behalf of groom Sanjay was moved by his 

father as his Pairokar, as Sanjay being in jail cannot have managed 

such forgery of documents and it is only the family members of the 

groom who are to be blamed for the alleged forgery.   

I have heard the rival submissions and carefully perused the 

record. 

   In order to bring home the charge u/s 304 B IPC, the 

following essentials must be satisfied :- 

 

i. The death of a woman must have been caused by burns or 

bodily injury or otherwise than under normal circumstances; 

ii. such death must have occurred within seven years 

of her marriage; 

iii. soon before her death, the woman must have been 

subjected to cruelty or harassment by her husband 

or by relatives of her husband; 

iv. such   cruelty   or   harassment   must   be   for   or   in 

connection with demand for dowry; 

v. such cruelty or harassment is shown to have been meted 

out to the woman soon before her death.   
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   Perusal of the charge-sheet reveals that all the star 

witnesses in the instant case i.e. Sushil Kumar (father of the 

deceased), Smt. Mithlesh ( mother of the deceased) and Abhilash 

( brother of the deceased) have categorically alleged in their 

statements before the concerned SDM that deceased Anjali was 

consistently physically and mentally harassed. The applicant/accused 

and other family members were constantly making dowry demands 

from the victim and her family. The dowry demands not only preceded 

the marriage but continued even after the solemnization of the 

marriage. The witnesses have further claimed that because of the 

physical and mental torture of the deceased, on some occasions, they 

had sent money. It is specifically alleged that around 15 days prior to 

the unfortunate demise of victim Anjali, she was physically assaulted 

by groom Sanjay and  her sister Bhawna (applicant/accused). It is 

further specifically claimed that even in front of the parents of victim 

Anjali, the accused persons misbehaved with her and the victim was 

also threatened of dire consequences. The brother of the deceased, 

namely, Abhilash has not only corroborated the dowry demand but 

has also specifically alleged that when he went to the matrimonial 

home of deceased, her mother-in-law Sunita slapped deceased Anjali 

in front of him. He has further stated that groom Sanjay had even 

rebuked Anjali for informing her family members.  

   Similarly in the statement u/s 164 CrPC recorded before 

the Ld. Magistrate, Sh. Sushil Kumar ( father of the deceased) had 

once again alleged that his daughter was subjected to mental and 

physical cruelty in connection with the dowry demands. He further 

specifically alleged that one day prior to her death, the victim came to 

her parental house and she was apparently in a state of shock. Upon 

enquiry, she informed that she was being subjected to beatings by her 

in-laws.  
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  It is a settled proposition of law that at this stage the 

court is not required to test the veracity of the Prosecution’s case.  

Considering the material available on record, it cannot be contended 

that the victim was not subjected to cruelty or harassment in 

connection with demand of dowry soon before her death.  Moreover, 

the conduct of the accused persons in attempting to get the groom 

Sanjay bailed out by resorting to hook and crook speaks volume 

against them. Considering the seriousness of allegations and 

enormity of charge, the applicant/accused cannot be admitted to bail. 

I find, the application is bereft of any merits. Hence, the bail application 

stands rejected.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.   

   

                          ( Dharmender Rana) 
                                                                          ASJ-02/NDD/PHC/ND 

                                                  09.10.2020 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

State v. Bhawna 

FIR No. 284/2020 

 

  



 

State v. Raju 

FIR No. 284/2020 

PS Sarojini Nagar 

U/s 304B/498A/34 IPC 

 

09.10.2020  

   Vide order nos.12732-12782/Judl./Prin.D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 29.09.2020, 
8336-8448/JUDL/D&SJ/PHC/NDD dt. 27.08.2020, 5837-5927/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dt. 30.05.2020 &  
5931-6021/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.06.2020 of Ld. District & Sessions Judge, Patiala House Court, 
New Delhi District, New Delhi, the undersigned  has been deputed for duty today in pursuance to the 
directions of  Hon’ble High Court of  Delhi vide order no.R-1347/DHC/2020 dated 29.05.2020 and in 
continuation of the previous office order nos.4243-4333/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.04.2020, 4407-
4426/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 10.04.2020, 4518-4608/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.04.2020, 5111-
5200/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 03.05.2020, 6364-6454/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 16.05.2020, 6326-
6415/D& SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.06.2020, 1977-2009/DHC/2020 dated 30.07.2020, 323-
355/RG/DHC/2020 dated 15.08.2020, 419-451/RG/DHC/2020 dated 27.08.2020  & 417/DHC/2020 
and e-mail dt.20.09.2020 of the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi to combat the pandemic of Covid-19. 

 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for the State. 

Sh. B. L. Madhukar,  Ld. Counsel for applicant/accused 

   

  Proceedings done through video conferencing. 

   It is certified that link was working properly and no 

grievance was agitated by either of the counsel in this regard.  

   Present is an application moved on behalf of 

applicant/accused for grant of bail. It is submitted that 

applicant/accused has been falsely implicated in the present case 

being the father-in-law of the deceased. It is submitted that the 

applicant/accused has nothing to do in the present case and was 

arrested by the IO on 11.08.2020 and since then he is languishing in 

j.c. It is submitted that applicant/accused never demanded any dowry 

from the deceased and never caused any physical or mental cruelty 

upon her for fulfilling the dowry demands. It is submitted that no prior 

complaints were ever lodged by the deceased or by her family before 

her death to justify that the deceased was subjected to cruelty. It is 

submitted that because of  implication of applicant/accused in the 

present case he is suffering great mental stress as it would tarnish his 

reputation in the society. It is submitted that applicant/accused is 

ready to abide by any term and condition as imposed by this court  



 

while granting him bail.  

 

It is forcefully argued by Ld. counsel for applicant/accused that there 

was no dowry demand by the applicant/accused. It is further 

contended that in order to bring home charge under section 304B IPC, 

there must be live and proximate connection between the harassment 

of the victim and her death. It is further submitted that harassment 

must be in relation to dowry demand. It is forcefully argued that in the 

instant case, such live and proximate connection is missing.  

  In support of his submissions, Ld. counsel has placed 

reliance upon the judgment in the matter of Biswajit Haldar @ Babu 

Halder & ors vs State of West Bengal (Arising our of S.L.P (crl.) 

No. (580 of 2006) decided on 19.03.2007 and Subant Ojha & Ors 

vs State Of Bihar in Criminal appeal No. 52/1998 decided on 

26.03.2009.  

 

   Ld. Addl. PP has vehemently opposed the application 

arguing that allegations in the present case are very serious in nature 

as unnatural death of deceased happened just within 3 ½ years of her 

marriage with co-accused Sanjay. It is submitted that specific 

allegations have been levelled by the witnesses against the 

applicant/accused and other accused persons alleging physical and 

mental harassment of the deceased. Hence, the applicant/accused 

does not deserve to be released on bail.     

  It is submitted by Ld. Addl. PP that an application for 

grant of interim bail was moved on behalf of accused Sanjay, who 

happens to be son of applicant/accused, wherein it was claimed that 

the victim was suffering from psychiatric problem and when the 

Hon’ble Delhi High Court got those documents verified, they were 

found to be forged and the application was accordingly withdrawn by  
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him. It is submitted that from the conduct, it is evident that the accused 

family is trying to influence the fair course of trial in the instant matter.  

   In rebuttal, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused submitted 

that the applicant/accused has no connection with the alleged forgery 

regarding the medical documents of the deceased as the same were 

moved by groom Sanjay. It is pointed out by Ld. counsel for 

complainant that application for grant of bail moved on behalf of 

groom Sanjay was moved by his father as his Pairokar as Sanjay 

being in jail cannot have managed such forgery of documents and it 

is only family members of the groom who are to be blamed for the 

alleged forgery.   

   In order to bring home the charge u/s 304 B IPC, the 

following essentials must be satisfied :- 

 

i. The death of a woman must have been caused by burns or 

bodily injury or otherwise than under normal circumstances; 

ii. such death must have occurred within seven years of her 

marriage.; 

iii. soon before her death, the woman must have been for 

harassment by her husband or by relatives of her husband; 

iv. such   cruelty   or   harassment   must   be   for   or   in 

connection with demand for dowry; 

v. such cruelty or harassment is shown to have been meted 

out to the woman soon before her death.  

 

   Perusal of the charge-sheet reveals that all the star 

witnesses in the instant case i.e. Sushil Kumar (father of the 

deceased), Smt. Mithlesh ( mother of the deceased) and Abhilash 

( brother of the deceased) have categorically alleged in their 

statements before the concerned SDM that deceased Anjali was  
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consistently physically and mentally harassed. The applicant/accused 

and other family members were constantly making dowry demands 

from her. The dowry demands not only preceded the marriage but 

continued even after the solemnization of the marriage. The witnesses 

have further claimed that because of the physical and mental torture 

of the deceased, on some occasions, they had sent money. It is 

specifically alleged that around 15 days prior to the unfortunate 

demise of victim Anjali, she was physically assaulted by groom Sanjay 

and  her sister Bhawna (applicant/accused). It is further specifically 

claimed that even in front of the parents of victim Anjali, the accused 

persons misbehaved with her and the victim was also threatened of 

dire consequences. The brother of the deceased, namely, Abhilash 

has not only corroborated the dowry demand but has also specifically 

alleged that when he went to the matrimonial home of deceased, her 

mother-in-law Sunita slapped deceased Anjali in front of him. He has 

further stated that groom Sanjay had even rebuked Anjali for informing 

her family members.  

   Similarly in the statement u/s 164 CrPC recorded before 

the Ld. Magistrate, Sh. Sushil Kumar ( father of the deceased) had 

once again alleged that his daughter was subjected to mental and 

physical cruelty in connection with the dowry demands. He further 

specifically alleged that one day prior to her death, the victim came to 

her parental house and she was apparently in a state of shock. Upon 

enquiry, she informed that she was being subjected to beatings by her 

in-laws.  

It is a settled proposition of law that at this stage the court is not 

required to test the veracity of the Prosecution’s case.  Considering 

the material available on record, it cannot be contended that the victim 

was not subjected to cruelty or harassment in connection with demand 

of dowry soon before her death.  Moreover, the conduct of the 

accused persons in attempting to get the groom Sanjay bailed out by 

resorting to hook and crook speaks volume against them. 

(State vs Raju) 
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  Considering the seriousness of allegations and enormity 

of charge, the applicant/accused cannot be admitted to bail. I find, the 

application is bereft of any merits. Hence, the bail application stands 

rejected.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.   

 

 

                          ( Dharmender Rana) 
                                                                          ASJ-02/NDD/PHC/ND 

                                                  09.10.2020 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

State v. Raju 

FIR No. 284/2020 

 

  



State v. Sunita 

FIR No. 284/2020 

PS Sarojini Nagar 

U/s 304B/498A/34 IPC 

 

09.10.2020  

   Vide order nos.12732-12782/Judl./Prin.D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 29.09.2020, 
8336-8448/JUDL/D&SJ/PHC/NDD dt. 27.08.2020, 5837-5927/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dt. 30.05.2020 &  
5931-6021/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.06.2020 of Ld. District & Sessions Judge, Patiala House Court, 
New Delhi District, New Delhi, the undersigned  has been deputed for duty today in pursuance to the 
directions of  Hon’ble High Court of  Delhi vide order no.R-1347/DHC/2020 dated 29.05.2020 and in 
continuation of the previous office order nos.4243-4333/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.04.2020, 4407-
4426/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 10.04.2020, 4518-4608/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.04.2020, 5111-
5200/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 03.05.2020, 6364-6454/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 16.05.2020, 6326-
6415/D& SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.06.2020, 1977-2009/DHC/2020 dated 30.07.2020, 323-
355/RG/DHC/2020 dated 15.08.2020, 419-451/RG/DHC/2020 dated 27.08.2020  & 417/DHC/2020 
and e-mail dt.20.09.2020 of the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi to combat the pandemic of Covid-19. 

 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for the State. 

Sh. B. L. Madhukar,  Ld. Counsel for applicant/accused 

   

  Proceedings done through video conferencing. 

   It is certified that link was working properly and no 

grievance was agitated by either of the counsel in this regard.  

   Present is an application moved on behalf of 

applicant/accused for grant of bail. It is submitted that 

applicant/accused has been falsely implicated in the present case 

being the mother-in-law of the deceased. It is submitted that the 

applicant/accused has nothing to do in the present case and was 

arrested by the IO on 11.08.2020 and since then she is languishing in 

j.c. It is submitted that applicant/accused never demanded any dowry 

from the deceased and never caused any physical or mental cruelty 

upon her for fulfilling the dowry demands. It is submitted that no prior 

complaints were ever lodged by the deceased or by her family before 

her death to justify that the deceased was subjected to cruelty. It is 

submitted that  because of the implication of applicant/accused in the 

present case she is suffering great mental stress as it would tarnish 

her reputation in the society. It is submitted that applicant/accused is 

ready to abide by any term and condition as imposed by this court 

while granting her bail.  



  It is forcefully argued by Ld. counsel for applicant/accused that 

there was no dowry demand by the applicant/accused. It is further 

contended that in order to bring home charge under section 304B IPC, 

there must be live and proximate connection between the harassment 

of the victim and her death. It is further submitted that harassment 

must be in relation to dowry demand. It is forcefully argued that in the 

instant case, such live and proximate connection is missing.  

  In support of his submissions, Ld. counsel has placed 

reliance upon the judgment in the matter of Biswajit Haldar @ Babu 

Halder & ors vs State of West Bengal (Arising our of S.L.P (crl.) 

No. (580 of 2006) decided on 19.03.2007 and Subant Ojha & Ors 

vs State Of Bihar in Criminal appeal No. 52/1998 decided on 

26.03.2009.  

  

Ld. Addl. PP has vehemently opposed the application arguing 

that allegations in the present case are very serious in nature as 

unnatural death of deceased happened just within 3 ½ years of her 

marriage with co-accused Sanjay. It is submitted that specific 

allegations have been levelled by the witnesses against the 

applicant/accused and other accused persons alleging physical and 

mental harassment of the deceased. Hence, the applicant/accused 

does not deserve to be released on bail.      

  It is submitted by Ld. Addl. PP that an application for 

grant of interim bail was moved on behalf of accused Sanjay, who 

happens to be son of applicant/accused, wherein it was claimed that 

the victim was suffering from psychiatric problem and when the 

Hon’ble Delhi High Court got those documents verified, they were 

found to be forged and the application was accordingly withdrawn by 

him. It is submitted that from the conduct, it is evident that the accused 

family is  trying to influence the fair course of trial in the instant matter.  

   In rebuttal, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused submitted  
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that the applicant/accused has no connection with the alleged forgery 

regarding the medical documents of the deceased as the same were 

moved by groom Sanjay. It is pointed out by Ld. counsel for 

complainant that application for grant of bail moved on behalf of 

groom Sanjay was moved by his father as his Pairokar as Sanjay 

being in jail cannot have managed such forgery of documents and it 

is only family members of the groom who are to be blamed for the 

alleged forgery.   

   In order to bring home the charge u/s 304 B IPC, the 

following essentials must be satisfied :- 

 

i. The death of a woman must have been caused by burns or 

bodily injury or otherwise than under normal circumstances; 

ii. such death must have occurred within seven years of her 

marriage.; 

iii. soon before her death, the woman must have been for 

harassment by her husband or by relatives of her husband; 

iv. such   cruelty   or   harassment   must   be   for   or   in 

connection with demand for dowry; 

v. such cruelty or harassment is shown to have been meted 

out to the woman soon before her death.  

 

   Perusal of the charge-sheet reveals that all the star 

witnesses in the instant case i.e. Sushil Kumar (father of the 

deceased), Smt. Mithlesh ( mother of the deceased) and Abhilash 

( brother of the deceased) have categorically alleged in their 

statements before the concerned SDM that deceased Anjali was  
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consistently physically and mentally harassed. The applicant/accused 

and other family members were constantly making dowry demands 

from her. The dowry demands not only preceded the marriage but 

continued even after the solemnization of the marriage. The witnesses 

have further claimed that because of the physical and mental torture 

of the deceased, on some occasions, they had sent money. It is 

specifically alleged that around 15 days prior to the unfortunate 

demise of victim Anjali, she was physically assaulted by groom Sanjay 

and  her sister Bhawna (applicant/accused). It is further specifically 

claimed that even in front of the parents of victim Anjali, the accused 

persons misbehaved with her and the victim was also threatened of 

dire consequences. The brother of the deceased, namely, Abhilash 

has not only corroborated the dowry demand but has also specifically 

alleged that when he went to the matrimonial home of deceased, her 

mother-in-law Sunita slapped deceased Anjali in front of him. He has 

further stated that groom Sanjay had even rebuked Anjali for informing 

her family members.  

   Similarly in the statement u/s 164 CrPC recorded before 

the Ld. Magistrate, Sh. Sushil Kumar ( father of the deceased) had 

once again alleged that his daughter was subjected to mental and 

physical cruelty in connection with the dowry demands. He further 

specifically alleged that one day prior to her death, the victim came to 

her parental house and she was apparently in a state of shock. Upon 

enquiry, she informed that she being subjected to beatings by her in-

laws. The Bail application of accused has already been dismissed by 

the Ld Roster Judge on 27/08/2020. 

It is a settled proposition of law that at this stage the court is not 

required to test the veracity of the Prosecution’s case. Considering the 

material available on record, it cannot be contended that the victim 

was not subjected to cruelty or harassment in connection with demand 

of dowry soon before her death.  Moreover, the conduct of the 

accused persons in attempting to get the groom Sanjay bailed out by 

resorting to hook and crook speaks volume against them.  

State v. Sunita 

FIR No. 284/2020 
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  Considering the seriousness of allegations and enormity 

of charge, the applicant/accused cannot be admitted to bail. I find, the 

application is bereft of any merits. Hence, the bail application stands 

rejected.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.   

 

 

                          ( Dharmender Rana) 
                                                                          ASJ-02/NDD/PHC/ND 

                                                  09.10.2020 
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State v. Kirti Kumar Patel 

FIR No. 209/2020 

PS IGI Airport 

U/s 419/420 IPC & U/s 12 of Passports Act.  

 

09.10.2020 

Vide order nos.12732-12782/Judl./Prin.D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 29.09.2020, 8336-
8448/JUDL/D&SJ/PHC/NDD dt. 27.08.2020, 5837-5927/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dt. 30.05.2020 &  5931-
6021/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.06.2020 of Ld. District & Sessions Judge, Patiala House Court, New 
Delhi District, New Delhi, the undersigned  has been deputed for duty today in pursuance to the 
directions of  Hon’ble High Court of  Delhi vide order no.R-1347/DHC/2020 dated 29.05.2020 and in 
continuation of the previous office order nos.4243-4333/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.04.2020, 4407-
4426/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 10.04.2020, 4518-4608/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.04.2020, 5111-
5200/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 03.05.2020, 6364-6454/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 16.05.2020, 6326-
6415/D& SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.06.2020, 1977-2009/DHC/2020 dated 30.07.2020, 323-
355/RG/DHC/2020 dated 15.08.2020, 419-451/RG/DHC/2020 dated 27.08.2020  & 417/DHC/2020 
and e-mail dt.20.09.2020 of the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi to combat the pandemic of Covid-19. 
 
Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for the State. 

Sh. Jaitegan Singh Khurana and Sh. Uday Bedi, Ld. 

counsel for applicant/accused. 

   

   Proceedings done through video conferencing. 

   It is certified that link was working properly and no 

grievance was agitated by either of the counsel in this regard.  

  Present is an application moved on behalf of 

applicant/accused for grant of anticipatory bail. It is submitted that 

applicant/accused who is aged about 61 years is apprehending arrest 

in the present FIR. It is submitted that applicant was returning from 

USA on the intervening night of 28/29.09.2020 with Emergency 

Certificate No. X0905312 after a period of 18 years but on scrutiny of 

documents, his previous travel history could not be found as his 

previous passport details were not available. It is submitted that 

applicant/accused has been falsely arraigned as an accused in the 

present FIR. It is submitted that nothing incriminating has come on 

record to suggest that applicant/accused has committed any offence 

and that he travelled on someone else’s passport/visa, as has been 

alleged in the FIR. It is submitted that applicant/accused is 

apprehending his arrest in the present case. It is submitted that  
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presently, applicant/accused is kept in quarantine center pursuant to 

the directions of government. It is submitted that the 

applicant/accused is suffering from Diabetes and liver problem, it is 

therefore prayed that he may be granted anticipatory bail.  

  It is submitted by Ld. Addl. PP that applicant accused 

went abroad upon the strength of forged documents. It is submitted 

that applicant/accused is hiding the identity of travel agent to unearth 

the whole conspiracy. It is submitted that cheated amount is also to 

be recovered. Hence, the bail application of applicant/accused 

deserves to be dismissed.  

   Heard.  

   In the instant matter, the applicant/accused is alleged to 

have travelled to USA on the basis of forged documents. Such 

incidents tarnishes the image of India in general and of Indian citizens 

in particular travelling abroad. Sustained interrogation of 

applicant/accused is required to unearth the modus operandi of the 

crime.  

  Considering the nature and seriousness of allegations, 

I am not inclined to release the applicant/accused on anticipatory bail. 

Hence, his bail application stands rejected.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.  

 

 

                                  ( Dharmender Rana) 
                                                                          ASJ-02/NDD/PHC/ND 

                                            09.10.2020 

 

 

 

State v. Kirti Kumar Patel 

FIR No. 209/2020 

  



 

State v. Krishna @ Shiva 

FIR No. 434/2020 

PS Inderpuri 

U/s 392/394/397/34 IPC 

 

09.10.2020 

   Vide order nos.12732-12782/Judl./Prin.D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 29.09.2020, 
8336-8448/JUDL/D&SJ/PHC/NDD dt. 27.08.2020, 5837-5927/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dt. 30.05.2020 &  
5931-6021/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.06.2020 of Ld. District & Sessions Judge, Patiala House Court, 
New Delhi District, New Delhi, the undersigned  has been deputed for duty today in pursuance to the 
directions of  Hon’ble High Court of  Delhi vide order no.R-1347/DHC/2020 dated 29.05.2020 and in 
continuation of the previous office order nos.4243-4333/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.04.2020, 4407-
4426/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 10.04.2020, 4518-4608/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.04.2020, 5111-
5200/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 03.05.2020, 6364-6454/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 16.05.2020, 6326-
6415/D& SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.06.2020, 1977-2009/DHC/2020 dated 30.07.2020, 323-
355/RG/DHC/2020 dated 15.08.2020, 419-451/RG/DHC/2020 dated 27.08.2020  & 417/DHC/2020 
and e-mail dt.20.09.2020 of the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi to combat the pandemic of Covid-19. 

 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for the State. 

Sh. S. P. Sharma,  Ld. Counsel for applicant/accused. 
   

  Proceedings done through video conferencing. 

   It is certified that link was working properly and no 

grievance was agitated by either of the counsel in this regard.  

  Present is an application moved on behalf of 

applicant/accused for grant of bail.  

   Adjournment is sought by Ld. counsel for 

applicant/accused.  

  As prayed, list the bail application for consideration on 

12.10.2020.  

 

                                  ( Dharmender Rana) 
                                                                          ASJ-02/NDD/PHC/ND 

                                            09.10.2020 

 

  



DRI v. Wasif Mirza 
File No. DZU/34/INV-2/2019 
 

09.10.2020 

Vide order nos.12732-12782/Judl./Prin.D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 29.09.2020, 8336-
8448/JUDL/D&SJ/PHC/NDD dt. 27.08.2020, 5837-5927/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dt. 30.05.2020 &  
5931-6021/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.06.2020 of Ld. District & Sessions Judge, Patiala 
House Court, New Delhi District, New Delhi, the undersigned  has been deputed for duty 
today in pursuance to the directions of  Hon’ble High Court of  Delhi vide order no.R-
1347/DHC/2020 dated 29.05.2020 and in continuation of the previous office order nos.4243-
4333/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.04.2020, 4407-4426/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 10.04.2020, 
4518-4608/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.04.2020, 5111-5200/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 
03.05.2020, 6364-6454/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 16.05.2020, 6326-6415/D& SJ/NDD/2020 
dated 15.06.2020, 1977-2009/DHC/2020 dated 30.07.2020, 323-355/RG/DHC/2020 dated 
15.08.2020, 419-451/RG/DHC/2020 dated 27.08.2020  & 417/DHC/2020 and e-mail 
dt.20.09.2020 of the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi to combat the pandemic of Covid-19. 

 
Present: Sh. Satish Aggarwal, Ld. SPP for DRI. 

Sh. R. D. Tyagi,  Ld. Counsel for applicant/accused 
    

  Proceedings done through video conferencing. 

   It is certified that link was working properly and no 

grievance was agitated by either of the counsel in this regard.  

  Present is an application moved on behalf of 

applicant/accused for grant of anticipatory bail. It is submitted that 

applicant/accused has been falsely implicated in the present case 

only on the basis of disclosure statement u/s 108 of Customs Act of 

co-accused Rafiq Mirza, Mohd. Imran and Ashfaq Mirza. It is 

submitted that the co-accused persons have already been granted 

bail and have also filed their retraction statements. It is submitted that 

on the basis of disclosure statement of co-accused persons, DRI 

officials searched the house of applicant/accused in his absence by 

breaking the lock of the premises and prepared the panchnama. It is 

submitted that summons have been served upon the 

applicant/accused and his brother Sajid Mirza for joining the enquiry 

proceedings and he has filed reply stating all the reasons to not to join 

the enquiry proceedings physically. It is submitted that 

applicant/accused has been named in the present case just because 

he is brother of co-accused persons but he has no involvement in the 

present offence and apprehends his arrest in the present matter. It is  

submitted that custodial interrogation of applicant/accused is not 

required, hence, no fruitful purpose would be served by keeping him 

behind the bars. It is submitted that applicant/accused is ready to  
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abide by any term or condition imposed by this court while granting 

him anticipatory bail.  

  Ld. Special PP has vehemently opposed the bail 

application arguing that the present case is of recovery and seizure of 

gold bars/cut pieces and jewellery weighing 12.444 kgs worth  

Rs.3,00,63,373/- and Indian currency amounting Rs.42,49,000/-. The 

applicant is absconding and has not joined the enquiry proceedings 

despite repeated summons and process u/s 82 CrPC has been issued 

against him. It is submitted that retraction applications moved by co-

accused persons has no consequence upon the instant application. 

Hence, the applicant/accused does not deserve to be released bail.  

  In support of his submissions, Ld. SPP has placed 

reliance upon the judgment in the matter of Satender Kaur @ 

Bhavana Grover & Ors 2002(6) SCALE 177 and Sushila Aggarwal & 

Ors v. State (NCT of Delhi)& Anr SLP (Crl) No. 72817282/2017 

decided on 19.01.2020. 

    I have heard and considered the rival submissions 

made by both the parties and also gone through the material available 

on record. 

                        It has been observed by the Hon’ble Apex Court 

in State of Gujarat v. Mohan Lal Jitamalji Porwal & Ors (1987) 2 

SCC 364 as under : 

“..The entire Community is aggrieved if the economic offenders who 

ruin the economy of the State are not brought to books. A murder 

may be committed in the heat of moment upon passions being 

aroused. An economic offence is committed with cool calculation 

and deliberate design with an eye on personal profit regardless of 

the consequence to the Community. A disregard for the interest of 

the Community can be manifested only at the cost of forfeiting the 

trust and faith of the Community in the system to administer justice 

in an even handed manner without fear of criticism from the quarters 

which view white collar crimes with a permissive eye unmindful of 

the damage done to the National Economy and National Interest…” 

                        

                     DRI v. Wasif Mirza   
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                        In the matter of Y. S. Jangan Mohan Reddy v. CBI 

(2013) 7 SCC 439, Hon’ble Apex Court has observed that: 

  

“..15) 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. 

16) 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, circumstances which are 

peculiar to the accused, reasonable possibility of securing 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...” 

    

   Therefore, the economic offences are required to be 

treated as a separate class and bail cannot be granted as a matter of 

routine.    

   A detailed probe to assess the exact amount of duty 

evasion seems desirable. Considering the nature of allegations, I am 

of the opinion that the custodial interrogation of the applicant/accused 

is desirable to disinter the hitherto unraveled aspect of the alleged 

offence. Reliance is placed upon a  case titled CBI Vs. Anil 

Sharma,  (1997)7 SCC 187, in a case for anticipatory bail wherein it 

was observed by Hon'ble Apex Court  that :  

"…We find force in the submission of the CBI that custodial 

interrogation is qualitatively more elicitation oriented than 

questioning a suspect who is well ensconced with a favorable 

order under Section 438 of the code. In a case like this 

effective interrogation of suspected person is of tremendous  

                     DRI v. Wasif Mirza   

https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1331755/
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advantage in disinterring many useful information and also 

materials which would have been concealed. Success in such 

interrogation would elude if the suspected person knows that 

he is well protected and insulated by a pre-arrest bail during 

the time he is interrogated. Very often interrogation in such a 

condition would reduce to a mere ritual. The argument that 

the custodial interrogation is fraught with the danger of the 

person being subjected to third degree methods need not be 

countenanced, for, such an argument can be advanced by all 

accused in all criminal cases. The court has to presume that 

responsible Police Officers would conduct themselves in a 

responsible manner and that those entrusted with the task of 

disinterring offences would not conduct themselves as 

offenders…" 

                        

                        Same legal position has been re-emphasised in The 

State of Andhra Pradesh Vs. Bimal Krishna Kundu & Anr.,(1997) 

8 SCC 104, wherein it has been observed as under: 

  

“...We are strongly of the opinion that this is not a case for 

exercising the discretion under Section 438 in favour of 

granting anticipatory bail to the respondent. It is disquieting 

that implications of arming respondent, when they are pitted 

against this sort of allegations involving well orchestrated 

conspiracy, with a pre-arrest bail order, though subject to 

some conditions, have not been taken into account by the 

learned single judge. We have absolutely no doubt that if 

respondents are equipped with such an order before they are 

interrogated by the police it would greatly harm the 

investigation and would impede the prospects of unearthing 

all the ramifications involved in the conspiracy. Public interest 

also would suffer as a consequence. Having apprised himself 

of the nature and seriousness of the criminal conspiracy and 

the adverse impact of it on "the career of millions of students", 

learned single judge should not have persuaded himself to  

 

                     DRI v. Wasif Mirza   
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exercise the discretion which Parliament had very 

thoughtfully conferred on the sessions judges and the High 

Courts through Section 438 of the Code, by favouring the 

respondents with such a pre-arrest bail order…” 

  

  
  In the case at hand, jewellery weighing 12.444 Kg worth 

Rs.3,00,63,373/-  and Indian currency amounting to Rs.42,49,000/- is 

alleged to have been recovered from the house of applicant/accused. 

The applicant/accused is not joining the investigation and process u/s 

82 CrPC has also been issued against him. Hence, the apprehension 

of the department that if released on bail, the applicant/accused may 

evade the process of law cannot be brushed aside lightly. Reliance is 

placed upon the judgment in the matter of State of Madhya Pradesh 

v. Pradeep Sharma, (2014) 2 SCC 171 and Lavesh v. State, (2012) 

8 SCC 730 wherein it has been observed by Hon’ble Supreme Court 

that “anticipatory bail should not be granted to the accused, who has 

been declared PO.” 

   Considering the nature of allegations involved in the 

present case, I do not find it to be a fit case to grant anticipatory bail 

to the applicant/accused, hence, his bail application stands rejected.  

 

                                        ( Dharmender Rana) 
                                                                          ASJ-02/NDD/PHC/ND 

                                            09.10.2020 
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DRI v. Sajid Mirza 

File No. DZU/34/INV-2/2019 
 

09.10.2020 

Vide order nos.12732-12782/Judl./Prin.D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 29.09.2020, 8336-
8448/JUDL/D&SJ/PHC/NDD dt. 27.08.2020, 5837-5927/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dt. 30.05.2020 &  
5931-6021/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.06.2020 of Ld. District & Sessions Judge, Patiala 
House Court, New Delhi District, New Delhi, the undersigned  has been deputed for duty 
today in pursuance to the directions of  Hon’ble High Court of  Delhi vide order no.R-
1347/DHC/2020 dated 29.05.2020 and in continuation of the previous office order nos.4243-
4333/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.04.2020, 4407-4426/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 10.04.2020, 
4518-4608/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.04.2020, 5111-5200/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 
03.05.2020, 6364-6454/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 16.05.2020, 6326-6415/D& SJ/NDD/2020 
dated 15.06.2020, 1977-2009/DHC/2020 dated 30.07.2020, 323-355/RG/DHC/2020 dated 
15.08.2020, 419-451/RG/DHC/2020 dated 27.08.2020  & 417/DHC/2020 and e-mail 
dt.20.09.2020 of the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi to combat the pandemic of Covid-19. 

 
Present: Sh. Satish Aggarwal, Ld. SPP for DRI. 

Sh. R. D. Tyagi,  Ld. Counsel for applicant/accused  

 

  Proceedings done through video conferencing. 

   It is certified that link was working properly and no 

grievance was agitated by either of the counsel in this regard.  

  Present is an application moved on behalf of 

applicant/accused for grant of anticipatory bail. It is submitted that 

applicant/accused has been falsely implicated in the present case 

only on the basis of disclosure statement u/s 108 of Customs Act of 

co-accused Rafiq Mirza, Mohd. Imran and Ashfaq Mirza. It is 

submitted that the co-accused persons have already been granted 

bail and have also filed their retraction statements. It is submitted that 

on the basis of disclosure statement of co-accused persons, DRI 

officials searched the house of applicant/accused in his absence by 

breaking the lock of the premises and prepared the panchnama. It is 

submitted that summons have been served upon the 

applicant/accused and his brother Sajid Mirza for joining the enquiry 

proceedings and he has filed reply stating all the reasons to not to join 

the enquiry proceedings physically. It is submitted that 

applicant/accused has been named in the present case just because 

he is brother of co-accused persons but he has no involvement in the 

present offence and apprehends his arrest in the present matter. It is  

submitted that custodial interrogation of applicant/accused is not 

required, hence, no fruitful purpose would be served by keeping him  
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behind the bars. It is submitted that applicant/accused is ready to 

abide by any term or condition imposed by this court while granting 

him anticipatory bail.  

  Ld. Special PP has vehemently opposed the bail 

application arguing that the present case is of recovery and seizure of 

gold bars/cut pieces and jewellery weighing 12.444 kgs worth  

Rs.3,00,63,373/- and Indian currency amounting Rs.42,49,000/-. The 

applicant is absconding and has not joined the enquiry proceedings 

despite repeated summons and process u/s 82 CrPC has been issued 

against him. It is submitted that retraction applications moved by co-

accused persons has no consequence upon the instant application. 

Hence, the applicant/accused does not deserve to be released bail.  

  In support of his submissions, Ld. SPP has placed 

reliance upon the judgment in the matter of Satender Kaur @ 

Bhavana Grover & Ors 2002(6) SCALE 177 and Sushila Aggarwal & 

Ors v. State (NCT of Delhi)& Anr SLP (Crl) No. 72817282/2017 

decided on 19.01.2020. 

    I have heard and considered the rival submissions 

made by both the parties and also gone through the material available 

on record. 

                        It has been observed by the Hon’ble Apex Court 

in State of Gujarat v. Mohan Lal Jitamalji Porwal & Ors (1987) 2 

SCC 364 as under : 

“..The entire Community is aggrieved if the economic offenders who 

ruin the economy of the State are not brought to books. A murder 

may be committed in the heat of moment upon passions being 

aroused. An economic offence is committed with cool calculation 

and deliberate design with an eye on personal profit regardless of 

the consequence to the Community. A disregard for the interest of 

the Community can be manifested only at the cost of forfeiting the 

trust and faith of the Community in the system to administer justice 

in an even handed manner without fear of criticism from the quarters 

which view white collar crimes with a permissive eye unmindful of 

the damage done to the National Economy and National 

Interest…”                      

                     DRI v. Sajid Mirza   
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                        In the matter of Y. S. Jangan Mohan Reddy v. CBI 

(2013) 7 SCC 439, Hon’ble Apex Court has observed that: 

  

“..15) 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. 

16) 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, circumstances which are peculiar to the accused, 

reasonable possibility of securing 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...” 

    

   Therefore, the economic offences are required to be 

treated as a separate class and bail cannot be granted as a matter of 

routine.    

   A detailed probe to assess the exact amount of duty 

evasion seems desirable. Considering the nature of allegations, I am 

of the opinion that the custodial interrogation of the applicant/accused 

is desirable to disinter the hitherto unraveled aspect of the alleged 

offence. Reliance is placed upon a  case titled CBI Vs. Anil 

Sharma,  (1997)7 SCC 187, in a case for anticipatory bail wherein it 

was observed by Hon'ble Apex Court  that :  

"…We find force in the submission of the CBI that custodial 

interrogation is qualitatively more elicitation oriented than 

questioning a suspect who is well ensconced with a favorable 

order under Section 438 of the code. In a case like this 

effective interrogation of suspected person is of tremendous  

                     DRI v. Sajid Mirza   
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advantage in disinterring many useful information and also 

materials which would have been concealed. Success in such 

interrogation would elude if the suspected person knows that 

he is well protected and insulated by a pre-arrest bail during 

the time he is interrogated. Very often interrogation in such a 

condition would reduce to a mere ritual. The argument that 

the custodial interrogation is fraught with the danger of the 

person being subjected to third degree methods need not be 

countenanced, for, such an argument can be advanced by all 

accused in all criminal cases. The court has to presume that 

responsible Police Officers would conduct themselves in a 

responsible manner and that those entrusted with the task of 

disinterring offences would not conduct themselves as 

offenders…" 

                        

                        Same legal position has been re-emphasised in The 

State of Andhra Pradesh Vs. Bimal Krishna Kundu & Anr.,(1997) 

8 SCC 104, wherein it has been observed as under: 

  

“...We are strongly of the opinion that this is not a case for 

exercising the discretion under Section 438 in favour of 

granting anticipatory bail to the respondent. It is disquieting 

that implications of arming respondent, when they are pitted 

against this sort of allegations involving well orchestrated 

conspiracy, with a pre-arrest bail order, though subject to 

some conditions, have not been taken into account by the 

learned single judge. We have absolutely no doubt that if 

respondents are equipped with such an order before they are 

interrogated by the police it would greatly harm the 

investigation and would impede the prospects of unearthing 

all the ramifications involved in the conspiracy. Public interest 

also would suffer as a consequence. Having apprised himself 

of the nature and seriousness of the criminal conspiracy and 

the adverse impact of it on "the career of millions of students", 

learned single judge should not have persuaded himself to  

 

                     DRI v. Sajid Mirza   
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exercise the discretion which Parliament had very 

thoughtfully conferred on the sessions judges and the High 

Courts through Section 438 of the Code, by favouring the 

respondents with such a pre-arrest bail order…” 

  

  
  In the case at hand, jewellery weighing 12.444 Kg worth 

Rs.3,00,63,373/-  and Indian currency amounting to Rs.42,49,000/- is 

alleged to have been recovered from the house of applicant/accused. 

The applicant/accused is not joining the investigation and process u/s 

82 CrPC has also been issued against him. Hence, the apprehension 

of the department that if released on bail, the applicant/accused may 

evade the process of law cannot be brushed aside lightly. Reliance is 

placed upon the judgment in the matter of State of Madhya Pradesh 

v. Pradeep Sharma, (2014) 2 SCC 171 and Lavesh v. State, (2012) 

8 SCC 730 wherein it has been observed by Hon’ble Supreme Court 

that “anticipatory bail should not be granted to the accused, who has 

been declared PO.” 

   Considering the nature of allegations involved in the 

present case, I do not find it to be a fit case to grant anticipatory bail 

to the applicant/accused, hence, his bail application stands rejected.  

 

                                        ( Dharmender Rana) 
                                                                          ASJ-02/NDD/PHC/ND 

                                            09.10.2020 

 

 

 

                     DRI v. Sajid Mirza   

 

 

  



State v. Rajiv Kumar @ Budhan 
FIR No. 198/2020 
PS Special Cell 
U/s: 419/420/120B IPC 
 

06.10.2020 

   Vide order nos.12732-12782/Judl./Prin.D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 
29.09.2020, 8336-8448/JUDL/D&SJ/PHC/NDD dt. 27.08.2020, 5837-
5927/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dt. 30.05.2020 &  5931-6021/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 
01.06.2020 of Ld. District & Sessions Judge, Patiala House Court, New Delhi District, 
New Delhi, the undersigned  has been deputed for duty today in pursuance to the 
directions of  Hon’ble High Court of  Delhi vide order no.R-1347/DHC/2020 dated 
29.05.2020 and in continuation of the previous office order nos.4243-4 
333/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.04.2020, 4407-4426/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 
10.04.2020, 4518-4608/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.04.2020, 5111-
5200/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 03.05.2020, 6364-6454/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 
16.05.2020, 6326-6415/D& SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.06.2020, 1977-2009/DHC/2020 
dated 30.07.2020, 323-355/RG/DHC/2020 dated 15.08.2020, 419-
451/RG/DHC/2020 dated 27.08.2020  & 417/DHC/2020 and e-mail dt.20.09.2020 
of the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi to combat the pandemic of Covid-19. 
 
Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for the State. 

Sh. Varun Mathur,  Ld. Counsel for applicant/accused 
    

  Proceedings done through video conferencing. 

   It is certified that link was working properly and no 

grievance was agitated by either of the counsel in this regard.  

   Some vital piece of information is still awaited from Yes 

Bank and the IO has accordingly sought one week’s time.  

  List the application for arguments in the matter on 

17.10.2020.  

 

                                             ( Dharmender Rana) 
                                                                          ASJ-02/NDD/PHC/ND 

                                                   09.10.2020 



  

State v. Surya Kant Sharma 

FIR No. 719/2020 

PS Sagarpur  

U/s 328/498A/406/34 IPC 

 

09.10.2020 

   Vide order nos.12732-12782/Judl./Prin.D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 29.09.2020, 
8336-8448/JUDL/D&SJ/PHC/NDD dt. 27.08.2020, 5837-5927/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dt. 30.05.2020 &  
5931-6021/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.06.2020 of Ld. District & Sessions Judge, Patiala House Court, 
New Delhi District, New Delhi, the undersigned  has been deputed for duty today in pursuance to the 
directions of  Hon’ble High Court of  Delhi vide order no.R-1347/DHC/2020 dated 29.05.2020 and in 
continuation of the previous office order nos.4243-4333/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.04.2020, 4407-
4426/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 10.04.2020, 4518-4608/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.04.2020, 5111-
5200/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 03.05.2020, 6364-6454/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 16.05.2020, 6326-
6415/D& SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.06.2020, 1977-2009/DHC/2020 dated 30.07.2020, 323-
355/RG/DHC/2020 dated 15.08.2020, 419-451/RG/DHC/2020 dated 27.08.2020  & 417/DHC/2020 
and e-mail dt.20.09.2020 of the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi to combat the pandemic of Covid-19. 

 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for the State. 

Sh. Satish Sharma,  Ld. Counsel for applicant/accused. 
 Sh. Narender Kumar, Ld. counsel for complainant 
alongwith complainant. 

   

  Proceedings done through video conferencing. 

   It is certified that link was working properly and no 

grievance was agitated by either of the counsel in this regard.  

  Present is an application moved on behalf of 

applicant/accused for grant of interim bail till the disposal of regular 

bail application. 

  At this stage, Ld counsel for applicant/accused seeks 

permission to withdraw the instant application.  

  In view of the submissions made, the instant application 

is dismissed as withdrawn.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.   

                                           ( Dharmender Rana) 
                                                                          ASJ-02/NDD/PHC/ND 

                                                   09.10.2020 

  



 

State v. Adarsh Yadav 

FIR No. 91/20 

PS Special Cell.  

U/s 420/468/471/201/120B/34 IPC 

       

09.10.2020 

   Vide order nos.12732-12782/Judl./Prin.D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 29.09.2020, 
8336-8448/JUDL/D&SJ/PHC/NDD dt. 27.08.2020, 5837-5927/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dt. 30.05.2020 &  
5931-6021/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.06.2020 of Ld. District & Sessions Judge, Patiala House Court, 
New Delhi District, New Delhi, the undersigned  has been deputed for duty today in pursuance to the 
directions of  Hon’ble High Court of  Delhi vide order no.R-1347/DHC/2020 dated 29.05.2020 and in 
continuation of the previous office order nos.4243-4333/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.04.2020, 4407-
4426/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 10.04.2020, 4518-4608/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.04.2020, 5111-
5200/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 03.05.2020, 6364-6454/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 16.05.2020, 6326-
6415/D& SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.06.2020, 1977-2009/DHC/2020 dated 30.07.2020, 323-
355/RG/DHC/2020 dated 15.08.2020, 419-451/RG/DHC/2020 dated 27.08.2020  & 417/DHC/2020 
and e-mail dt.20.09.2020 of the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi to combat the pandemic of Covid-19. 

  

 
Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for the State. 

Sh. Sudhanshu M. Kumar, Ld. Counsel for 
applicant/accused 

   

  Proceedings done through video conferencing. 

   It is certified that link was working properly and no 

grievance was agitated by either of the counsel in this regard.  

   Present is second application moved on behalf of 

applicant/accused for grant of bail.  

   At this stage, Ld counsel for applicant/accused seeks 

permission to withdraw the instant application.  

  In view of the submissions made, the instant application 

is dismissed as withdrawn.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.   

   

                          ( Dharmender Rana) 
                                                                          ASJ-02/NDD/PHC/ND 

                                                   09.10.2020 

  



State v. Surjeet 

FIR No. 769/2020 

PS Sagarpur 

U/s: 376/323/506 IPC 

09.10.2020 

 Vide order nos.12732-12782/Judl./Prin.D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 29.09.2020, 8336-

8448/JUDL/D&SJ/PHC/NDD dt. 27.08.2020, 5837-5927/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dt. 

30.05.2020 &  5931-6021/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.06.2020 of Ld. District & 

Sessions Judge, Patiala House Court, New Delhi District, New Delhi, the 

undersigned  has been deputed for duty today in pursuance to the directions of  

Hon’ble High Court of  Delhi vide order no.R-1347/DHC/2020 dated 29.05.2020 and 

in continuation of the previous office order nos.4243-4333/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 

01.04.2020, 4407-4426/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 10.04.2020, 4518-

4608/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.04.2020, 5111-5200/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 

03.05.2020, 6364-6454/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 16.05.2020, 6326-6415/D& 

SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.06.2020, 1977-2009/DHC/2020 dated 30.07.2020, 323-

355/RG/DHC/2020 dated 15.08.2020, 419-451/RG/DHC/2020 dated 27.08.2020  & 

417/DHC/2020 and e-mail dt.20.09.2020 of the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi to 

combat the pandemic of Covid-19. 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for the State. 

  Sh. R. K. Wadhwa,  Ld. Counsel for applicant/accused. 

  IO SI Anita with prosecutrix.  

  Proceedings done through video conferencing. 

   It is certified that link was working properly and no 

grievance was agitated by either of the counsel in this regard.  

  Present is an application moved on behalf of 

applicant/accused for grant of anticipatory bail. It is submitted that 

applicant/accused has been falsely implicated in the present case by 

the complainant at the behest of NGO in order to get monetary benefit 

from the applicant/accused. It is submitted that applicant/accused has 

nothing to do in the present offence. It is submitted that both 

complainant and the applicant/accused were known to each other and 

when some dispute arose between them, the present case was 

registered. It is submitted that applicant/accused has clean 

antecedents and is ready to abide by any term or condition imposed 

by this court while granting him bail. It is thus prayed that he may be 

released on bail.  

  Ld. Addl. PP has vehemently opposed the bail 

application arguing that serious allegations have been levelled against  
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the accused persons. It is submitted that applicant/accused has not 

joining the investigation and the investigation is at preliminary stage. 

Hence, the bail application deservers to be dismissed.  

  Heard.  

  Alongwith the status report filed by the IO, she has 

placed on record the copy of statement of the prosecutrix recorded u/s 

164 CrPC wherein prosecutrix has stated on oath before the Ld. MM 

that she had some arguments whereupon she was physically 

assaulted by one Vijender and applicant/accused alongwith one 

another boy arranged a Ola cab for her. Out of anger, she has got 

registered the instant case. The prosecutrix has specifically stated that 

she does not want to pursue the present case.  

   There is no mention of any allegation against the 

applicant/accused in the statement of prosecutrix recorded u/s 164 

CrPC leave aside the victim being raped by the applicant/accused. 

The victim upon specific inquiry by the court stated that she has 

voluntarily given her statement before the Ld. M.M. 

  Considering the facts and circumstances of the present 

case and also the statement of prosecutrix recorded u/s 164 CrPC, 

the bail application of applicant/accused is allowed and in the event of 

arrest, applicant/accused is ordered to be released on bail on his 

furnishing bail bond and surety bond in the sum of Rs.20,000/- subject 

to the satisfaction of the concerned IO/SHO. 

   Application is disposed off accordingly.    

       ( Dharmender Rana) 

                                                                          ASJ-02/NDD/PHC/ND 

                                                  09.10.2020 

 

State v. Surjeet 

FIR No. 769/2020 

 



State v. Unknown 

FIR No. Not known 

PS Sarojini Nagar 

U/s: Not known.  

09.10.2020 

   Vide order nos.12732-12782/Judl./Prin.D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 29.09.2020, 8336-

8448/JUDL/D&SJ/PHC/NDD dt. 27.08.2020, 5837-5927/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dt. 30.05.2020 &  5931-

6021/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.06.2020 of Ld. District & Sessions Judge, Patiala House Court, New 

Delhi District, New Delhi, the undersigned  has been deputed for duty today in pursuance to the directions 

of  Hon’ble High Court of  Delhi vide order no.R-1347/DHC/2020 dated 29.05.2020 and in continuation 

of the previous office order nos.4243-4333/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.04.2020, 4407-

4426/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 10.04.2020, 4518-4608/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.04.2020, 5111-

5200/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 03.05.2020, 6364-6454/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 16.05.2020, 6326-6415/D& 

SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.06.2020, 1977-2009/DHC/2020 dated 30.07.2020, 323-355/RG/DHC/2020 dated 

15.08.2020, 419-451/RG/DHC/2020 dated 27.08.2020  & 417/DHC/2020 and e-mail dt.20.09.2020 of the 

Hon’ble High Court of Delhi to combat the pandemic of Covid-19. 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for the State. 

   Sh. Manish Chaudhary,  Ld. counsel for applicant Raja.  

  Proceedings done through video conferencing. 

   It is certified that link was working properly and no 

grievance was agitated by either of the counsel in this regard.  

  Present is an application moved on behalf of 

applicant/accused for grant of anticipatory bail.  

  It is informed by the Ld. Addl. PP that in the instant matter, on 

24.09.2020, FIR bearing no. 319/2020 has been registered in PS Sarojini 

Nagar against accused persons, namely Raja (husband, Sanjay (brother-in-

law), Kamlesh (mother-in-law) and Sonam (sister-in-law)  for the offences 

punishable u/s 323/342/34 IPC. It is submitted that accused Sonam, 

Kamlesh, Sanjay and Raja have been released on bail after their formal 

arrest, the offences alleged being bailable in nature.   

   Upon this, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused submits that he 

wishes to withdraw the instant bail application.  

  In view of the submissions made, the present bail application 

is dismissed as withdrawn.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.  

                       ( Dharmender Rana) 

                                                                          ASJ-02/NDD/PHC/ND 

                                                  09.10.2020 



State v. Unknown 

FIR No. Not known 

PS Sarojini Nagar 

U/s: Not known.  

09.10.2020 

Vide order nos.12732-12782/Judl./Prin.D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 29.09.2020, 8336-

8448/JUDL/D&SJ/PHC/NDD dt. 27.08.2020, 5837-5927/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dt. 30.05.2020 &  5931-

6021/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.06.2020 of Ld. District & Sessions Judge, Patiala House Court, New 

Delhi District, New Delhi, the undersigned  has been deputed for duty today in pursuance to the directions 

of  Hon’ble High Court of  Delhi vide order no.R-1347/DHC/2020 dated 29.05.2020 and in continuation 

of the previous office order nos.4243-4333/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.04.2020, 4407-

4426/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 10.04.2020, 4518-4608/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.04.2020, 5111-

5200/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 03.05.2020, 6364-6454/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 16.05.2020, 6326-6415/D& 

SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.06.2020, 1977-2009/DHC/2020 dated 30.07.2020, 323-355/RG/DHC/2020 dated 

15.08.2020, 419-451/RG/DHC/2020 dated 27.08.2020  & 417/DHC/2020 and e-mail dt.20.09.2020 of the 

Hon’ble High Court of Delhi to combat the pandemic of Covid-19. 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for the State. 

  Sh. Manish Chaudhary,  Ld. counsel for applicant Kamlesh. 

  Proceedings done through video conferencing. 

   It is certified that link was working properly and no 

grievance was agitated by either of the counsel in this regard.  

  Present is an application moved on behalf of 

applicant/accused for grant of anticipatory bail.  

  It is informed by the Ld. Addl. PP that in the instant matter, on 

24.09.2020, FIR bearing no. 319/2020 has been registered in PS Sarojini 

Nagar against accused persons, namely Raja (husband, Sanjay (brother-in-

law), Kamlesh (mother-in-law) and Sonam (sister-in-law)  for the offences 

punishable u/s 323/342/34 IPC. It is submitted that accused Sonam, 

Kamlesh, Sanjay and Raja have been released on bail after their formal 

arrest, the offences alleged being bailable in nature.   

   Upon this, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused submits that he 

wishes to withdraw the instant bail application.  

  In view of the submissions made, the present bail application 

is dismissed as withdrawn.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.  

                       ( Dharmender Rana) 

                                                                          ASJ-02/NDD/PHC/ND 

                                                  09.10.2020 



State v. Unknown 

FIR No. Not known 

PS Sarojini Nagar 

U/s: Not known.  

09.10.2020 

 Vide order nos.12732-12782/Judl./Prin.D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 29.09.2020, 8336-

8448/JUDL/D&SJ/PHC/NDD dt. 27.08.2020, 5837-5927/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dt. 30.05.2020 &  5931-

6021/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.06.2020 of Ld. District & Sessions Judge, Patiala House Court, New 

Delhi District, New Delhi, the undersigned  has been deputed for duty today in pursuance to the directions 

of  Hon’ble High Court of  Delhi vide order no.R-1347/DHC/2020 dated 29.05.2020 and in continuation 

of the previous office order nos.4243-4333/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.04.2020, 4407-

4426/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 10.04.2020, 4518-4608/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.04.2020, 5111-

5200/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 03.05.2020, 6364-6454/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 16.05.2020, 6326-6415/D& 

SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.06.2020, 1977-2009/DHC/2020 dated 30.07.2020, 323-355/RG/DHC/2020 dated 

15.08.2020, 419-451/RG/DHC/2020 dated 27.08.2020  & 417/DHC/2020 and e-mail dt.20.09.2020 of the 

Hon’ble High Court of Delhi to combat the pandemic of Covid-19. 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for the State. 

  Sh. Manish Chaudhary,  Ld. counsel for applicant Sanjay. 

 

  Proceedings done through video conferencing. 

   It is certified that link was working properly and no 

grievance was agitated by either of the counsel in this regard.  

  Present is an application moved on behalf of 

applicant/accused for grant of anticipatory bail.  

  It is informed by the Ld. Addl. PP that in the instant matter, on 

24.09.2020, FIR bearing no. 319/2020 has been registered in PS Sarojini 

Nagar against accused persons, namely Raja (husband, Sanjay (brother-in-

law), Kamlesh (mother-in-law) and Sonam (sister-in-law)  for the offences 

punishable u/s 323/342/34 IPC. It is submitted that accused Sonam, 

Kamlesh, Sanjay and Raja have been released on bail after their formal 

arrest, the offences alleged being bailable in nature.   

   Upon this, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused submits that he 

wishes to withdraw the instant bail application.  

  In view of the submissions made, the present bail application 

is dismissed as withdrawn.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.  

                       ( Dharmender Rana) 

                                                                          ASJ-02/NDD/PHC/ND 

                                                  09.10.2020 



State v. Unknown 

FIR No. Not known 

PS Sarojini Nagar 

U/s: Not known.  

09.10.2020 

   Vide order nos.12732-12782/Judl./Prin.D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 29.09.2020, 8336-

8448/JUDL/D&SJ/PHC/NDD dt. 27.08.2020, 5837-5927/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dt. 30.05.2020 &  5931-

6021/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.06.2020 of Ld. District & Sessions Judge, Patiala House Court, New 

Delhi District, New Delhi, the undersigned  has been deputed for duty today in pursuance to the directions 

of  Hon’ble High Court of  Delhi vide order no.R-1347/DHC/2020 dated 29.05.2020 and in continuation 

of the previous office order nos.4243-4333/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.04.2020, 4407-

4426/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 10.04.2020, 4518-4608/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.04.2020, 5111-

5200/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 03.05.2020, 6364-6454/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 16.05.2020, 6326-6415/D& 

SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.06.2020, 1977-2009/DHC/2020 dated 30.07.2020, 323-355/RG/DHC/2020 dated 

15.08.2020, 419-451/RG/DHC/2020 dated 27.08.2020  & 417/DHC/2020 and e-mail dt.20.09.2020 of the 

Hon’ble High Court of Delhi to combat the pandemic of Covid-19. 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for the State. 

  Sh. Manish Chaudhary,  Ld. counsel for applicant Sonam.   

  Proceedings done through video conferencing. 

   It is certified that link was working properly and no grievance 

was agitated by either of the counsel in this regard.  

  Present is an application moved on behalf of 

applicant/accused for grant of anticipatory bail.  

  It is informed by the Ld. Addl. PP that in the instant matter, on 

24.09.2020, FIR bearing no. 319/2020 has been registered in PS Sarojini 

Nagar against accused persons, namely Raja (husband, Sanjay (brother-in-

law), Kamlesh (mother-in-law) and Sonam (sister-in-law)  for the offences 

punishable u/s 323/342/34 IPC. It is submitted that accused Sonam, 

Kamlesh, Sanjay and Raja have been released on bail after their formal 

arrest, the offences alleged being bailable in nature.   

   Upon this, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused submits that he 

wishes to withdraw the instant bail application.  

  In view of the submissions made, the present bail application 

is dismissed as withdrawn.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.  

                       ( Dharmender Rana) 

                                                                          ASJ-02/NDD/PHC/ND 

                                                  09.10.2020 

 



State v. Raja Gautam 

FIR No. 180/2020 

PS Special Cell 

U/s: 25/54/59 Arms Act 

 

09.10.2020 

   Vide order nos.12732-12782/Judl./Prin.D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 29.09.2020, 8336-

8448/JUDL/D&SJ/PHC/NDD dt. 27.08.2020, 5837-5927/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dt. 30.05.2020 &  5931-

6021/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.06.2020 of Ld. District & Sessions Judge, Patiala House Court, New 

Delhi District, New Delhi, the undersigned  has been deputed for duty today in pursuance to the directions 

of  Hon’ble High Court of  Delhi vide order no.R-1347/DHC/2020 dated 29.05.2020 and in continuation 

of the previous office order nos.4243-4333/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.04.2020, 4407-

4426/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 10.04.2020, 4518-4608/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.04.2020, 5111-

5200/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 03.05.2020, 6364-6454/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 16.05.2020, 6326-6415/D& 

SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.06.2020, 1977-2009/DHC/2020 dated 30.07.2020, 323-355/RG/DHC/2020 dated 

15.08.2020, 419-451/RG/DHC/2020 dated 27.08.2020  & 417/DHC/2020 and e-mail dt.20.09.2020 of the 

Hon’ble High Court of Delhi to combat the pandemic of Covid-19. 

 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for the State. 

  None for applicant/accused.  

  

  Proceedings done through video conferencing. 

   It is certified that link was working properly and no grievance 

was agitated by either of the counsel in this regard. Present is an application 

moved on behalf of applicant/accused for grant of bail.  

  Since none is present on behalf of applicant/accused, list the 

application for consideration on 12.10.2020. 

  Let nominal roll of applicant/accused be called from the 

concerned Jail Superintendent for the date fixed alongwith previous criminal 

record of applicant/accused from the concerned IO.   

                       ( Dharmender Rana) 

                                                                          ASJ-02/NDD/PHC/ND 

                                                  09.10.2020 

  



 

Tushar Sharma v. Priyanka & anr 

CR No. 49/2020 

 

09.10.2020 

  Vide order nos.12732-12782/Judl./Prin.D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 

29.09.2020, 8336-8448/JUDL/D&SJ/PHC/NDD dt. 27.08.2020, 5837-5927/D&SJ/NDD/2020 

dt. 30.05.2020 &  5931-6021/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.06.2020 of Ld. District & Sessions 

Judge, Patiala House Court, New Delhi District, New Delhi, the undersigned  has been 

deputed for duty today in pursuance to the directions of  Hon’ble High Court of  Delhi vide 

order no.R-1347/DHC/2020 dated 29.05.2020 and in continuation of the previous office order 

nos.4243-4333/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.04.2020, 4407-4426/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 

10.04.2020, 4518-4608/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.04.2020, 5111-5200/D&SJ/NDD/2020 

dated 03.05.2020, 6364-6454/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 16.05.2020, 6326-6415/D& 

SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.06.2020, 1977-2009/DHC/2020 dated 30.07.2020, 323-

355/RG/DHC/2020 dated 15.08.2020, 419-451/RG/DHC/2020 dated 27.08.2020  & 

417/DHC/2020 and e-mail dt.20.09.2020 of the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi to combat the 

pandemic of Covid-19. 

 

Present: Sh. Ramneek Mishra and Sh. Ashish Raizada, Ld. counsel  

for the revisionist.  

  Proceedings done through video conferencing. 

   It is certified that link was working properly and no 

grievance was agitated by either of the counsel in this regard.  

  Fresh revision petition received by way of assignment. 

It be checked and registered.  

  In the instant matter, the present revisionist has pressed 

very hard for stay of the interim orders.  

  It is submitted that the respondent is an alcoholic 

woman who has already abdicated her duties as a mother towards 

the young infant, who is reported to be ten months old. It is further 

submitted that revisionist herein is residing in a green zone whereas 

respondent wife is residing in a containment zone and sending the 

child to the respondent mother would expose the child to pandemic 

Covid-19.  

  In the case at hand, the custody issue of a ten months 

old child is involved. The following information is available on the 

WHO website regarding the issue of breastfeeding of a child: 
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“ Infants should be exclusively breastfed – i.e. receive only breast milk – for 

the first six months of life to achieve optimal growth, development and 

health. "Exclusive breastfeeding" is defined as giving no other food or drink 

– not even water – except breast milk. It does, however, allow the infant to 

receive oral rehydration salts (ORS), drops and syrups (vitamins, minerals 

and medicines). Breast milk is the ideal food for the healthy growth and 

development of infants; breastfeeding is also an integral part of the 

reproductive process with important implications for the health of mothers…” 

 WHO recommends that infants start receiving complementary foods at six 

months (180 days) of age in addition to breast milk. Foods should be 

adequate, meaning that they provide sufficient energy, protein and 

micronutrients to meet a growing child's nutritional needs. Foods should be 

prepared and given in a safe manner to minimize the risk of contamination. 

Feeding young infants requires active care and stimulation to encourage the 

child to eat. 

The transition from exclusive breastfeeding to full use of family foods 

is a very vulnerable period. It is the time when many infants become 

malnourished, contributing significantly to the high prevalence of 

malnutrition in children under five years of age worldwide. It is essential 

therefore that infants receive appropriate, adequate and safe 

complementary foods to ensure the right transition from the breastfeeding 

period to the full use of family foods. 

Amounts of foods to offer 

Age Texture Frequency 
Amount at each 

meal 

6–8 months 

Start with thick 

porridge, well 

mashed foods 

Continue with 

mashed family 

foods 

2–3 meals per day, 

plus frequent 

breastfeeds 

Depending on the 

child's appetite, 1–2 

snacks may be 

offered 

Start with 2–3 

tablespoonfuls per 

feed, increasing 

gradually to ½ of a 

250 ml cup 



9–11 months 

Finely chopped or 

mashed foods, and 

foods that baby 

can pick up 

3–4 meals per day, 

plus breastfeeds 

Depending on the 

child's appetite, 1–2 

snacks may be 

offered 

½ of a 250 ml 

cup/bowl 

12–23 months 

Family foods, 

chopped or 

mashed if 

necessary 

3–4 meals per day, 

plus breastfeeds 

Depending on the 

child's appetite, 1–2 

snacks may be 

offered 

¾ to full 250 ml 

cup/bowl 

https://www.who.int/westernpacific/news/q-a-detail/up-to-what-age-can-a-baby-

stay-well-nourished-by-just-being-breastfed)..” 

Further, Stopping breastfeeding is called weaning. It is up to mother and 

her baby to decide when the time is right. The World Health Organization 

recommends that all babies be exclusively breastfed for six months, then 

gradually introduced to appropriate family foods after six months while 

continuing to breastfeed for two years or beyond. Some babies decrease 

the number of breastfeeds as they begin to be able to digest solid food. The 

first foods are really tastes and not much is digested or able to be used by 

the baby. It is often not until nine to 12 months or later that babies are able 

to actually ingest (swallow) and use the solid foods that they 

eat. (https://www.betterhealth.vic.gov.au)  

  Now denying the custody of a young infant to the mother 

would not only lead to denial of a normal and natural birth right of 

every kid to breast feed upon his mother but is also a brazen negation 

of his human rights.. Heavens are not going to fall in case if the 

custody of child is restored to his mother during the pendency of the 

instant revision petition whereas the denial of custody would obviously 

have an irreversible pernicious impact upon the normal growth of the 

baby.  Under these circumstances, at this stage, I do not find any 

plausible reasons to interfere in the orders passed by Ld. Trial Court. 

Issue notice of the revision petition to the respondents on filing of 

PF/RC/AD returnable by 15.10.2020.                                                                                              

(Dharmender Rana) 

                                                                             ASJ-02/NDD/PHC/ND 

                                 09.10.2020 

https://www.who.int/westernpacific/news/q-a-detail/up-to-what-age-can-a-baby-stay-well-nourished-by-just-being-breastfed
https://www.who.int/westernpacific/news/q-a-detail/up-to-what-age-can-a-baby-stay-well-nourished-by-just-being-breastfed
https://www.betterhealth.vic.gov.au/


 

 

 

FIR No.154/2020 

P.S  Special Cell 

U/s 13/18/20 UAPA 

State Vs. Mohinder Pal Singh, Gurtej Singh and Raj Kumar @ 
Lovepreet @ Lovely 

09.10.2020 

  Vide order nos.12732-12782/Judl./Prin.D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 

29.09.2020, 8336-8448/JUDL/D&SJ/PHC/NDD dt. 27.08.2020, 5837-5927/D&SJ/NDD/2020 

dt. 30.05.2020 &  5931-6021/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.06.2020 of Ld. District & Sessions 

Judge, Patiala House Court, New Delhi District, New Delhi, the undersigned  has been 

deputed for duty today in pursuance to the directions of  Hon’ble High Court of  Delhi vide 

order no.R-1347/DHC/2020 dated 29.05.2020 and in continuation of the previous office order 

nos.4243-4333/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.04.2020, 4407-4426/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 

10.04.2020, 4518-4608/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.04.2020, 5111-5200/D&SJ/NDD/2020 

dated 03.05.2020, 6364-6454/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 16.05.2020, 6326-6415/D& 

SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.06.2020, 1977-2009/DHC/2020 dated 30.07.2020, 323-

355/RG/DHC/2020 dated 15.08.2020, 419-451/RG/DHC/2020 dated 27.08.2020  & 

417/DHC/2020 and e-mail dt.20.09.2020 of the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi to combat the 

pandemic of Covid-19. 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for the State. 

  All three accused persons produced from j.c. 

  Sh. Paramjeet Singh and Ms. Nitika Agarwal, Ld. counsel                  

for all accused persons.  

  Proceedings done through video conferencing.  

 It is certified that link was working properly and no grievance was 

agitated by either of the counsel in this regard.  

  An application has been moved by the IO seeking extension 

of JC remand of accused persons for a period of 30 days.  

  Considering the nature of investigation required to be 

conducted, the JC remand of accused persons is further extended till 

07.11.2020. 

  Application is disposed of accordingly.  

  Copy of the order be given dasti.  

                                                    (Dharmender Rana) 

                                                                             ASJ-02/NDD/PHC/ND 

                                 09.10.2020  



State v. Sumit Kumar Upadhyay 

FIR No.:  169/2020 

PS: IGI Airport 

U/s 419/420/467/468/471/120B/34 IPC 

09.10.2020 

  Vide order nos.12732-12782/Judl./Prin.D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 

29.09.2020, 8336-8448/JUDL/D&SJ/PHC/NDD dt. 27.08.2020, 5837-5927/D&SJ/NDD/2020 

dt. 30.05.2020 &  5931-6021/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.06.2020 of Ld. District & Sessions 

Judge, Patiala House Court, New Delhi District, New Delhi, the undersigned  has been 

deputed for duty today in pursuance to the directions of  Hon’ble High Court of  Delhi vide 

order no.R-1347/DHC/2020 dated 29.05.2020 and in continuation of the previous office order 

nos.4243-4333/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 01.04.2020, 4407-4426/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 

10.04.2020, 4518-4608/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.04.2020, 5111-5200/D&SJ/NDD/2020 

dated 03.05.2020, 6364-6454/D&SJ/NDD/2020 dated 16.05.2020, 6326-6415/D& 

SJ/NDD/2020 dated 15.06.2020, 1977-2009/DHC/2020 dated 30.07.2020, 323-

355/RG/DHC/2020 dated 15.08.2020, 419-451/RG/DHC/2020 dated 27.08.2020  & 

417/DHC/2020 and e-mail dt.20.09.2020 of the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi to combat the 

pandemic of Covid-19. 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for the State. 

Mohd. Raziq,  Ld. Counsel for applicant/accused 

   

  Proceedings done through video conferencing. 

   It is certified that link was working properly and no 

grievance was agitated by either of the counsel in this regard.  

  Present is second application moved on behalf of 

applicant/accused seeking grant of bail. It is submitted that 

applicant/accused has been falsely implicated in the present case 

only on the basis of disclosure statement of co-accused and is 

languishing in j.c. since 17.08.2020. It is submitted that 

applicant/accused was granted interim bail of 45 days vide order 

dated 24.08.2020 of Ld. ACMM but after addition of Section 467 IPC, 

his bail got cancelled and he surrendered before the court and was 

sent to j.c. on 30.08.2020. It is submitted that during investigation, 

nothing incriminating has been recovered from the possession of 

applicant/accused or at his instance. It is submitted that no specific 

allegations have been made against the applicant/accused. It is 

submitted that applicant/accused has clean antecedents and is ready 

to abide by any term or condition imposed by this court while granting 

him bail. It is submitted that co-accused Pawan Gupta has already  
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been granted bail. Hence, on the grounds of parity, the 

applicant/accused is also entitled to be released on bail.  

   Ld. Addl. PP has vehemently opposed the bail 

application arguing that accused persons used to give advertisement 

on social media i.e. Facebook every month of jobs in airport, airline 

aviation jobs in which job seekers used to provide their details in the 

comment box. Thereafter the accused persons used to contact them 

and cheated them by giving fake job letters. It is submitted that 

accused persons used to run a call center in Khora Colony, 

Ghaziabad. It is submitted that many job aspirants made calls in the 

said call centre but the accused persons allured them of giving direct 

job in Airport Authority of India and took Rs.1050/- as registration fee 

from every  person in different bank accounts. The accused persons 

used fake appointment letters of Airport Authority of India and used to 

take Rs.25550/- from every victims. It is submitted that the accused 

persons also send forged insurance documents and asked the victims 

to deposit rs.20,500/- for his/her insurance of Rs.20,00,000/-. It is 

submitted that applicant/accused is web designer and used to 

received Rs.10,000/- per month from accused Sazid Ali. It is 

submitted that applicant/accused used to collect and store the data of 

job seekers in a pen drive and in order to get approval for 

advertisement in Facebook, he used the ID, mobile submitted that 

investigation is at initial stage and applicant/accused if released on 

phones and Jio Dongle of one Rahul Kumar provided by co-accused 

Sazid Ali. It is bail may hamper with the fair course of investigation. 

  Heard.  

  The applicant/accused is part of a criminal syndicate 

involved in duping gullible unemployed youths on the pretext of 

providing them  jobs. The applicant/accused cannot claim parity with 

accused Pawan Gupta because evidently Pawan Gupta was granted 

bail on the ground that “In the case at hand, the Ld. Addl. PP has 

failed to ascribe any direct role of the applicant/accused in the alleged 

cheating/forgery” whereas applicant accused was instrumental in 



designing the advertisement to lure the victims. Evidently ,the 

applicant/accused is one of the key players of the syndicate and 

without his involvement, crime could not have been committed. In the 

case at hand, the accused persons have meticulously planned and 

deftly executed the offence and duped gullible unemployed youth.  

  Considering the seriousness of allegations and enormity 

of charge, I am not inclined to release the applicant/accused on bail. 

Hence his bail application stands rejected.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly. 

 

                                        (Dharmender Rana) 

                                                                             ASJ-02/NDD/PHC/ND 

                                 09.10.2020 

 



FIR No. 11/2019
PS Spl Cell 
U/s 21/29/61/85 NDPS Act 
State Vs Mausam Ali & Ors. 

09.10.2020

The case is being taken up on physical appearance of parties in

pursuance of Roster for physical appearance dated 29.09.2020 passed

by Ld. District & Sessions Judge.

Present: Sh. Ravindra Kumar, Ld. Additional PP for the State.  

Accused Jalil Khan produced from jail no. 8 through VC.

Accused Sanjay produced from jail no. 1 through VC.

Accused Kunwar Pal present on bail.

Sh Sumit Sharma, Ld. counsel for accused persons namely Jalil

Khan and Kunwar Pal.

Statements of accused persons namely Sanjay and Jalil Khan

duly signed under the attestation of jail official received from jail regarding

voice samples.

Accused Kunwar Pal also present in the court for signing the

statement   regarding   the   voice   samples   and   signed   the   same.   The   said

statements   are   also   signed  by   the  undersigned   today   in   the   court.   The

statements taken on record. 

Accordingly, list the matter for PE on date already fixed i.e.

15.10.2020.   Jail   superintendent   is   directed   to  produce   accused  persons

namely Sanjay and jalil Khan from jail through VC on the said date at 11am.

Copy   of   the   order   be   sent   to   jail   superintendent   for

compliance.

Copy of the order be uploaded on the website of New Delhi

District.

    (Ajay Kumar Jain)
           Spl. Judge, NDPS/N. Delhi 

        09.10.2020



FIR No. 252/2020
PS Spl Cell 
U/s 21/29/61/85 NDPS Act 
State Vs Paramjeet Singh & Anr.

09.10.2020

The case is being taken up on physical appearance of parties in

pursuance of Roster for physical appearance dated 29.09.2020 passed

by Ld. District & Sessions Judge.

Present: Sh. Ravindra Kumar, Ld. Additional PP for the State    

through video conferencing.

Both accused persons namely Paramjeet Singh and 

Ashwani have been produced by IO SI Surender.

Sh Shivender Singh, Ld. LAC for both the accused persons 

through VC.

An application for seeking 07 days PC remand in respect of

accused Paramjeet Singh and 04 days police custody remand in respect of

accused Ashwani moved by the IO.

Heard the IO and perused the record.

Police  custody  is  granted  for  07 days  in  respect  of  accused

Paramjeet Singh and police  custody  is  granted for  04 days  in respect  of

accused Ashwani for further recovery/identification of accomplices.

Medical examination be got conducted after every 48 hours. 

Accused   Paramjeet   Singh   be   produced   before   4pm   on

15.10.2020 and accused Ashwani be produced before 4pm on 12.10.2020

before this Court.

Copy of the order be given dasti to IO.

    (Ajay Kumar Jain)
           Spl. Judge, NDPS/N. Delhi 

        09.10.2020



Case No.  VIII/01/DZU/2020
U/s 21/23/29 NDPS Act 
NCB Vs Hayatullah Rahimi 

09.10.2020

Matter heard through video conferencing.

Present: Sh. Rajesh Manchanda, Ld. SPP for NCB through VC.

Sh Vishal Chopra and Sh Mukesh Kadyan, Ld counsels for 

applicant/accused Hayatullah Rahimi along with Ms Sheela 

Jarifi W/o of accused through VC.

Ld. SPP submits that he has already prepared the reply and

sent for signatures of IO at NCB office.

Accordingly, list this application for reply and arguments on

16.10.2020.

Copy of the order be uploaded on the website of New Delhi

District.

    (Ajay Kumar Jain)
           Spl. Judge, NDPS/N. Delhi 

        09.10.2020



FIR No. 09/19
PS Spl Cell 
U/s 22/29 NDPS Act 
State Vs Sunil Kumar @ Raju & Ors. 

09.10.2020

Matter heard through video conferencing.

Present: Sh. Ravindra Kumar, Ld. Additional PP for the State alongwith

IO SI Saveen Kharb.

Sh Amit Sharma, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused Vishal 

Singh through VC and Sh Vijay Sharma, Ld. counsel for 

applicant/accused Vishal Singh is present physically.

Arguments heard.

Put up for orders at 1.00pm.

    (Ajay Kumar Jain)
           Spl. Judge, NDPS/N. Delhi 

        09.10.2020

At 1.00 pm

Present: Sh. Ravindra Kumar, Ld. Additional PP for the State.

Sh Vijay Sharma, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused Vishal 

Singh is present physically.

Vide separate order announced through VC, the present bail

application   u/s   438   CrPC   of   accused   Vishal   Singh   is   dismissed.  The

application is disposed of accordingly.

Copy of the order be given dasti to parties.

Order be uploaded on Delhi District Courts website.

(Ajay Kumar Jain)
                 Spl. Judge, NDPS/N. Delhi 

     09.10.2020



FIR No. 09/19
PS Spl Cell 
U/s 22/29 NDPS Act 
State Vs Sunil Kumar @ Raju & Ors. 

09.10.2020

ORDER

1 Vide this order, I shall dispose of the present bail application u/s 438

CrPC of accused Vishal Singh S/o Lekh Ram.

2 Brief   facts   of   the   case   as   per   reply   filed   by   IO   is   that   on   the

intervening   night   of   1516/01/2019,   accused   Lokesh   Mehta   and   Sunil

Kumar   were   apprehended   and   about   5.2kg   of   Psychotropic   substance

suspected to be Tramadol powder was recovered. Further on their instance,

5.5 lacs 'Alko1' (Alprazolam Tablets IP 1mg) tablets were recovered from

godown, Hari  Nagar, Delhi.  Thereafter  on 17.01.2019 at   the  instance of

accused Sunil  Kumar and on the basis of  secret  informer, their  associate

Satish Sahu R/o Mumbai was arrested after recovering of  5kg (Approx.)

contraband substance suspected to be Tramadol powder. On 20.01.2019 at

the instance of accused Satish Sahu, accused Neeraj Arora @ Sonal along

with his accomplice Rajesh Dutta @ Raj was apprehended and 200gm of

Ketamine was recovered from conscious possession of accused Neeraj Arora

@ Sonal. Thereafter a raid was conducted at the house of accused Neeraj

Arora @ Sonal where manufacturing material of drugs i.e. 100 pieces of

Ketajet, 50 injections IP, 10 pieces of LOX injections IP, 1.080kg suspected

to   be   Amphetamine   powder   were   recovered.   Thereafter   a   raid   was

conducted at their godown and total of 7,94,500/ Tramadol tablets were

recovered which were concealed in 78 blue coloured plastic drums within

rice packets. 

3 During investigation, accused Neeraj Arora @ Sonal disclosed that he

was directly connected with accused Vishal  Singh and only Vishal  Singh

constrained him to set up the production of Ketamine. He further disclosed

that after production of Ketamine he used to supply that ketamine to Vishal

Singh who used to further supply Ketamine to his contacts to Mumbai and 
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London.   The   mobile   number   of   accused   Neeraj   Arora   was   under   legal

interception through which he was in touch with accused Vishal Singh who

was   using   mobile   number   8929739372,   9818690327   and   9999002245.

Other   accused   Rajesh   Dutta   also   named   Vishal   Singh   in   his   disclosure

statement. 

4 Ld. counsel for accused submitted that present accused has nothing

to do with the present offence and there is no material till date with the

prosecution to connect the accused with the offence. Ld counsel  submits

that   the   prosecution   during   arguments   relied   upon   the   voice   call

interception records of dated 28.11.2018 & 14.01.2019 however the mobile

no. alleged to be accused do not belong to him and even otherwise merely

for the purpose of recording of voice samples, there is no use of custodial

interrogation   and   accused   undertakes   to   cooperate   in   investigation.   Ld.

counsel  submits  that accused  is  permanent R/o Khatiwali  gali,  Narayana

and residing there for last 10 years and never received any summons and

warrants   at   the   said   address.   Ld.   counsel   submits   that   there   are   no

reasonable grounds for believing that he is guilty of such offence and he will

commit such offence again exist on record. There is no evidence against this

accused except the disclosure statement of accused Neeraj Arora which is

not admissible and hit by section 25 Arms Act. As per grounds raised in bail

application,   the mobile  number 8368468380 which was alleged used by

Sidharth belongs to one Rakesh Kumar and that accused had also not joined

the  investigation till  date.  Furthermore there  is  no recovery of Ketamine

Hydrochloride   from   the   premises   which   was   used   for   preparation   of

Ketamine.  There   is   no   evidence   that   the  premises   allegedly   by   accused

belongs to Neeraj Arora in any manner. There is no specific date and time

for supply of Ketamine to applicant/accused even the weight has not been

stated in the confessional statement. There is no link between the accused

Sunil Kumar, Lokesh Mehta and Satish Sahu because none of them disclosed

about Neeraj Arora or Rajesh Dutta. Ld. counsel submits that applicant is 
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ready join and cooperate in the investigation and requested to release him

on anticipatory bail. 

5 Ld Addl. PP submits that accused Neeraj Arora categorically disclosed

that accused Vishal Singh was in touch and used to supply substance to

Vishal Singh who has link with big syndicate. The custodial interrogation of

accused is required to collect specimen voice samples as well as to recover

the mobile phone and electronic device used by accused Vishal Singh so that

mobile phone and electronic device can be sent for analysis, to ascertain the

further chain of drug syndicate as well as contraband substance received or

supplied   by   accused   Vishal   Singh   in   Mumbai   &   London.   Ld.   Addl.   PP

submits that the voice call interception categorically suggest that accused

persons were making conversation with regard to drug trafficking activities

and accused Vishal Singh was using the mobile no. 9818690327, which was

found in the fake name of Jaswinder Kaur. Ld. Addl. PP further submits that

mobile   no.   9999002245   and   9818690327   were   being   used   by   accused

Vishal Singh in one mobile phone make Samsung. It was further argued that

mobile  phone no.  9999002245 was  issued  in the name of  Rahul  Kumar

Tanwar who is co villager of accused Vishal Singh. During the course of

investigation, statement of Rahul Tanwar was recorded in which he stated

that the aforesaid SIM was got issued by him and was handed over to his

friend Vishal Singh for use. Location of all the abovesaid mobile phones

being  used  by  Vishal  were   same.   Ld  Addl.  PP   submits   that   the   further

accused could not be traced during investigation therefore process u/s 82

CrPC is initiated against accused. Ld. Addl. PP submits that this accused is

main   member   of   syndicate   on   whose   orders   the   contraband   was

manufactured and he used  to   supply   therefore custodial   interrogation  is

very much to unearth the entire syndicate. 

6 Arguments heard. Record perused.

7 Hon'ble High Court of Delhi in case titled Amit Ranjan Vs NCB, Bail

Application No. 1102/2019 dated 05.07.2019 observed as under:
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29. There is no doubt that the anticipatory bail may be granted when
there   is   material   on   record   to   show   that   prosecution   was   inherently
doubtful or where there is material on record to show that there is a
possibility of false implication. However, when the element of criminality
is   involved;   the   custodial   interrogation   is   required   and/or   the   other
aspects   and   facts   are   required   to   be   unfolded   in   investigation,   the
applicant is not entitled for anticipatory bail.
30. It is also wellsettled law that while considering the question of grant
of anticipatory bail, the Court prima facie has to look into the nature and
gravity of the alleged offence and the role of the accused. The Court is also
bound down and must look into, while exercising its power to grant bail,
the antecedents of the applicant and also the possibility of the applicant
fleeing from justice, apart from other factors and parameters in view of
the facts of each and every case.
…...  …...
32. Now, reverting back to the facts of the case, I do not find anything on
record, at this stage, to satisfy this Court that there are grounds, or more
to say, reasonable grounds, believing that the petitioner is not likely to
commit such an offence again and is also not likely to commit the same
while on bail.
33. The custodial interrogation of the petitioner is also required in this
case, specifically, to unearth and connect the wires of conspiracy, more so,
their modus operandi as well as involvement of the petitioner and other
persons.
34. The investigation is at the initial  stage. The petitioner is stated to
have not cooperated in the investigation as the NBWs were issued against
him and he has not joined investigation despite repeated notices. Hence,
taking into consideration the conduct of the petitioner as well as transfer
of huge funds and nature and gravity of the accusations, the stage of the
investigation and the alleged role of the petitioner, this Court does not
find any merit in the anticipatory bail application of the petitioner. The
anticipatory bail application is, accordingly, dismissed.

8 As per mandate of this judgment, the anticipatory bail to be granted

when   there   is   material   on   record   to   show   that   prosecution   case   was

inherently doubtful and there is material on record to show that there is

possibility  of   false   implication,  however  when  the  element  criminality   is

involved,   the   custodial   interrogation   is   required.   In   present   case,   the

accused is found untraceable and proceedings u/s 82 CrPC has already been

initiated. There are voice call recordings between the accused Neeraj Arora

and present accused showing the involvement in drug trafficking activities.

The contention that alleged mobile  is not  in the name of accused Vishal

Singh cannot be considered at this stage. There are number of recoveries of 
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contraband  in  present  case  and present  accused  is   found connected  for

supply to other accomplices and chain of those persons to be ascertained

through accused Vishal Singh therefore in present facts and circumstances,

custodial   interrogation of   accused  is  necessary.  No ground  made out   to

release   the   accused   Vishal   Singh   on   anticipatory   bail.   Accordingly,   the

present application is dismissed. 

9 Application disposed of accordingly. 

10 Copy of  the order be given dasti   to parties.  Copy of  the order be

uploaded on the website of New Delhi District.

    (Ajay Kumar Jain)
           Spl. Judge, NDPS/N. Delhi 

       09.10.2020



Case No. VIII/31/DZU/2020
NCB Vs Sabir Ali & Anr. 

09.10.2020

Matter heard through video conferencing.

Present: Sh. Mukesh Malik, Ld. SPP for NCB through VC.

Both accused persons namely Sabir Ali and Arinze Obima are 

produced from JC through VC.

Sh Gaurav Chandhok, Ld. counsel for both the accused persons

through VC.

JIO Anoop is present.

This   is   an   application   for   sending   sample   to   some   other

laboratory for chemical examination.

Ld. counsel submits that he has not received the copy of the

same.

Ld. SPP for NCB undertakes to supply the same through email

to counsel for accused today itself.

Accordingly, list this application for 22.10.2020.

Another application for  judicial  custody remand of  both the

accused persons for 14 days has been moved on behalf of the IO.

After hearing, both accused are remanded to judicial custody

remand till 22.10.2020.

Copy of the order be uploaded on the website of New Delhi

District.

    (Ajay Kumar Jain)
           Spl. Judge, NDPS/N. Delhi 

        09.10.2020



Case No. VIII/39/DZU/2020
NCB Vs Charish Gidwani

09.10.2020

Matter heard through video conferencing.

Present: Sh. Yatharth, proxy for Sh P C Aggarwal, Ld. SPP for NCB 

through VC.

Accused Charish Gidwani produced from JC through VC.

Sh A K Sahu, Ld. Remand Advocate has appeared on 

behalf of accused through VC.

JIO Anoop is present.

An application for judicial custody remand of accused for 14

days has been moved on behalf of the IO.

After hearing, accused is remanded to judicial custody remand

till 22.10.2020.

    (Ajay Kumar Jain)
           Spl. Judge, NDPS/N. Delhi 

        09.10.2020



Case No. VIII/40/DZU/2020
NCB Vs Samit Shashikant Ghanghale & Anr.

09.10.2020

Matter heard through video conferencing.

Present: Sh. Yatharth, proxy for Sh P C Aggarwal, Ld. SPP for NCB 

through VC.

Accused Samit Shashikant Ghanghale produced from JC 

through VC.

Sh A K Sahu, Ld. Remand Advocate has appeared on 

behalf of accused through VC.

JIO Anoop is present on behalf of IO.

An application for judicial custody remand of accused for 14

days has been moved on behalf of the IO.

After hearing, accused is remanded to judicial custody remand

till 22.10.2020.

    (Ajay Kumar Jain)
           Spl. Judge, NDPS/N. Delhi 

        09.10.2020



FIR No. 131/2018
PS Spl Cell 
U/s 21/29 NDPS Act 
State Vs Surjeet Singh

09.10.2020

Matter heard through video conferencing.

Present: Sh. Ravindra Kumar, Ld. Additional PP for the State    

through video conferencing.

Sh Harinath Ram, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused Surjeet 

Singh through VC.

This is an application for grant of bail which is taken from box

today.

Copy of this application supplied to Ld. Addl. PP for the State.

Ld. Addl. PP for the State requested some time to file reply to

this application.

At   request,   list   this   application   for  22.10.2020.   IO   is   also

directed to remain present on the said date.

Copy of the order be sent to IO for compliance.

Copy of the order be uploaded on the website of New Delhi

District.

    (Ajay Kumar Jain)
           Spl. Judge, NDPS/N. Delhi 

        09.10.2020



Case No. VIII/14/DZU/2019
NCB Vs Henry Jidefor Akwuobi

29.09.2020

Matter heard through video conferencing.

Present: Sh. Rajesh Manchanda, Ld. SPP for NCB through VC.

Sh Amar Phogat, Ld. counsel for accused/applicant Henry 

Jidefor Akwuobi through VC.

This is an application for calling the medical status report of

accused Henry Jidefor Akwuobi from jail.

Medical   status   report   of   accused   Henry   Jidefor   Akwuobi

received from jail. Copy supplied. Thus, no direction is required. 

Accordingly, present application is disposed of.

Copy of the order be given dasti as well as sent to accused in

jail.

Copy of the order be uploaded on the website of New Delhi

District.

    (Ajay Kumar Jain)
           Spl. Judge, NDPS/N. Delhi 

        09.10.2020
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