
FIR No. 57/19
PS Special Cell
State Vs. Mohd. Sufiyan & Ors.

12.05.2021

Present: Sh. Ravindra Khandelwal, Ld. Addl. PP for the State through 

VC.

Sh. Asim Ali Ld. Counsel for applicant/accused Mohd.

Sufiyan through VC.

Reply filed. Copy supplied to Ld. Counsel for accused

through email.

Ld. Counsel for accused submits that this is an appli-

cation for interim bail on behalf of accused on the ground that the

applicant is suffering from chest pain, blood in urine and fever

and he was taken to jail hospital, however no proper treatment

has been provided to him, as such he is still suffering from all the

above ailments and his medical condition is deteriorating day by

day. Ld. Counsel further submits that the accused wants to get

himself  treated  from  some  private  hospital,  as  no  proper

treatment is available in Jail hospital. If the petitioner will not get

proper treatment from some specialized doctor, the same may be

threat to his life, as his condition is serious. Ld. Counsel further

submits that charge sheet has already been filed in this case and

as such there  is  no chance of  tampering with  the  prosecution

evidence hence,  the accused be released on interim bail  for  a

period of two months.

Ld. Addl. PP submits that there is recovery of commer-

cial  quantity  of  contraband hence  there  is  definite  bar  u/s  37

NDPS Act over grant of bail to accused. Ld. Addl. PP submits that

as per the medical report received from jail superintendent, ac-

cused is being provided all the necessary treatment in jail itself. 
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Ld.  Addl.  PP  submits  that  the  treatment  of  all  the  ailments

suffered  by  the  accused  are  available  in  jail  hospital  and

therefore,  there is no need to take treatment from any private

hospital. Ld. Addl. PP submits that present accused is one of the

main member of narcotic syndicate and there is every probability

that he may abscond and re-indulge in supply of heroin if he is

granted interim bail. Furthermore, no exceptional or extraordinary

circumstances made out in terms of order dated 26.02.2016 of

Hon’ble  High Court of  Delhi  in Athar Parvez Vs.  State Crl.  Ref.

1/2015.  Ld. Addl.  PP submits that the guidelines of High Power

Committee  dated  04.05.2021  are  also  not  applicable  in  the

present case.

Heard. The recovery in the present case is commercial

quantity of contraband and hence there is embargo u/s 37 NDPS

Act over grant of bail to accused. There is nothing in the medical

report of the accused to suggest that the condition of accused is

precarious. Proper treatment of all the ailments suffered by the

accused is being provided in jail itself. The present case is also not

covered under the guidelines of High Power Committee of Hon’ble

High Court dated 04.05.2021. No exceptional circumstances made

out to release accused on interim bail hence, the present applica-

tion of accused Mohd. Sufiyan is dismissed. 

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

accused  Mohd. Sufiyan in jail. Order be uploaded on Delhi District

Courts Website.

               (Ajay Kumar Jain)
                 Special JudgeNDPS

             New Delhi/12.05.2021



FIR No. 40/19
PS Special Cell 
State Vs. Ankush
Case NO. SC/409/19

12.05.2021

Present: Sh. Ravindra Kumar, Ld. Addl. PP for State through VC.

None for applicant/accused.

This   is   an   application   u/s   91   Cr.PC   moved   on   behalf   of

applicant/accused however as none is present on behalf of accused, list this

application for date fixed in this case i.e. 28.07.2021.

 

         (Ajay Kumar Jain)
                  Special JudgeNDPS

               New Delhi/12.05.2021



FIR No. 86/19
PS Crime Branch
State Vs. Badal Dass & Anr.

12.05.2021

Present: Sh. Ravindra Khandelwal, Ld. Addl. PP for the State through 

VC.

Sh. A.K. Sahu, Ld. LAC for applicant/surety Shankar Lal of 

accused Badal Das through VC.

Accused present on interim bail through VC.

Ld. LAC requests that the surety needs some more time to file 

FDR of Rs. 1 lac as surety and the bail bonds be further accepted till the 

next date.

Accordingly, at request, let the FDR of Rs. 1 lac be filed as 

surety amount on 15.05.2021. Till then the bail bonds are accepted.

Copy   of   the   order   be   uploaded   on   Delhi   District   Courts

website.

         (Ajay Kumar Jain)
                  Special JudgeNDPS

               New Delhi/12.05.2021



FIR NO. 223/19
PS Special Cell
State Vs. Ganga Prasad @ Vicky

12.05.2021

Present: Sh. Ravindra Kumar, Ld. Addl. PP for State through VC.

Sh.   U.A.   Khan,   Ld.   Counsel   for   applicant/accused   Ganga

Prasad through VC.

Vide   separate   order,   the   regular   bail   application   of

applicant/accused Ganga Prasad @ Vicky is dismissed.

List the pending application moved on behalf of applicant/ac

cused for providing copy of CDR of raiding team filed by the IO on date

fixed i.e. 24.07.2021.

         (Ajay Kumar Jain)
                  Special JudgeNDPS

               New Delhi/12.05.2021



FIR NO. 304/2020
PS Special Cell 
State Vs. Mohammad Momin

12.05.2021

Present: Sh. Ravindra Kumar, Ld. Addl. PP for State through VC.

Sh.  A.K.  Mishra,  Ld.  Counsel   for  applicant/accused  through

VC.

At request, list this application for 24.05.2021.

 

         (Ajay Kumar Jain)
                  Special JudgeNDPS

               New Delhi/12.05.2021



FIR NO. 40/15
PS Special Cell 
State Vs. Rampal

12.05.2021

Present: Sh. Ravindra Kumar, Ld. Addl. PP for State through VC.

Sh. Sumit Sharma, Ld. Counsel for applicant/accused Rampal 

1through VC.

Ld.   Counsel   for   applicant/accused   submits   that   this   is   an

application for interim bail on the ground of ill health of accused however

till date no report is received from jail. 

Jail superintendent is directed to send medical report over the

condition of accused positively by next date of hearing. 

Copy of the order be sent to Jail Superintendent for compliance.

List this application for 19.05.2021.

 

         (Ajay Kumar Jain)
                  Special JudgeNDPS

               New Delhi/12.05.2021



NCB Vs. Pankaj Kumar Mishra
Case NO. SC/134/2021

12.05.2021

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

Sh.   Shashindra  Tripathi,   Ld.   Counsel   for   applicant/accused

through VC.

Reply not filed. 

At request,   list   this  application for reply and arguments   for

25.05.2021. 

         (Ajay Kumar Jain)
                  Special JudgeNDPS

               New Delhi/12.05.2021



NCB Vs. Mohd. Mohsin Ahmady
Case NO. VIII/38/DZU/19

12.05.2021

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

Sh.  Ajay Verma,  Ld.  Counsel   for  applicant/accused  through

VC.

At request, list this application for 27.05.2021.

 

         (Ajay Kumar Jain)
                  Special JudgeNDPS

               New Delhi/12.05.2021



FIR NO. 105/2020
PS Naraina
State Vs. Sunaina Devi

12.05.2021

Present: Sh. Ravindra Kumar, Ld. Addl. PP for State through VC.

IO SI Manoj Kumar through VC.

Sh.  Raj  Kumar,   Ld.  Counsel   for   applicant/accused  Sunaina

Devi through VC.

At request, list this application for 20.05.2021.

 

         (Ajay Kumar Jain)
                  Special JudgeNDPS

               New Delhi/12.05.2021



FIR NO. 117/19
PS Special Cell 
State Vs. Dheeraj @ Deepak

12.05.2021

Present: Sh. Ravindra Kumar, Ld. Addl. PP for State through VC.

Sh. Surender Gupta, Ld. Counsel for applicant/accused Khalid 

through VC.

At request, list this application for 24.05.2021.

 

         (Ajay Kumar Jain)
                  Special JudgeNDPS

               New Delhi/12.05.2021



FIR NO. 265/2020
PS Special Cell 
State Vs. Khalid

12.05.2021

Present: Sh. Ravindra Kumar, Ld. Addl. PP for State through VC.

Sh. Mohd. Hussain, Ld. Counsel for applicant/accused Khalid 

through VC.

At request, list this application for 25.05.2021.

 

         (Ajay Kumar Jain)
                  Special JudgeNDPS

               New Delhi/12.05.2021



FIR NO. 69/21
PS Special Cell 
State Vs. Ram Naresh

12.05.2021

Present: Sh. Ravindra Kumar, Ld. Addl. PP for State through VC.

None for applicant/accused Ram Naresh.

This   is   an   application   for   regular   bail   however   as   none   is

present for applicant/accused, list this application for 03.06.2021.

 

         (Ajay Kumar Jain)
                  Special JudgeNDPS

               New Delhi/12.05.2021



FIR NO. 106/13
PS Parliament Street 
State Vs. Tsering Choezom

12.05.2021

Present: Sh. Ravindra Kumar, Ld. Addl. PP for State through VC.

None for applicant/accused Tsering Choezom.

Medical status report received from jail.

This is an application for interim bail however as none is 

present for applicant/accused, list this application for 20.05.2021.

 

         (Ajay Kumar Jain)
                  Special JudgeNDPS

               New Delhi/12.05.2021



FIR NO. 223/19
PS Special Cell
State Vs. Ganga Prasad @ Vicky
U/s 21/61/85 NDPS Act

12.05.2021

Vide   this   order,   I   shall   dispose   of   the   bail   application   of

applicant/accused Ganga Prasad @ Vicky.

Facts in brief are that some mobile numbers suspectedly being

used by members of this syndicate 9210060002, 9625878002 etc indulging

in illegal acts were under lawful interception which were being monitored

by SI Surender Singh with the help of staff.  During monitoring of  these

mobile   numbers,   it   was   revealed   that   user   of   these   mobile   numbers   is

identified as Ganga Prasad @ Vicky and he is suspectedly indulging in drug

trafficking alongwith members of this syndicate Ajju, Sajan, Naveen, Mamta,

Lala, Dharmvir and Bhola in Delhi. These members were identified with the

help of interception and technical surveillance. Staff and secret sources were

deployed to collect  more  intelligence in this regard and to keep discreet

surveillance upon these persons. On 06/12/2019, SI Surender Singh also

lodged DD No. 09 in this regard. Further, on 07/12/2019, on receipt of a

specific secret information by SI Surender Singh at about 06:05 PM that one

Ganga Prasad @ Vicky, resident of Madipur, Delhi alongwith Ajju, Sajan,

Naveen, Mamta, Lala, Dharmvir and Bhola is indulging in drug trafficking.

Ganga  Prasad @ Vicky  would  come near  Park,  Madipur,  Delhi  between

07:15 PM to 10:00 PM to deliver big consignment of heroin to one of his

contact. The said information was immediately lodged on a separate piece

of   paper   and   informed   Insp.   Kuldeep   Singh   who   after   his   satisfaction

conveyed   the   said   information   to   ACP/NR,   Special   Cell   telephonically.

ACP/Spl.Cell/NR   directed   to   take   necessary   action.   DD   No.05   dated

07/12/2019 was lodged in this regard. Copy of DD No. 05 and information

recorded on a separate piece of paper was put up before Inspr. Kuldeep 
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Singh and those documents were forwarded to ACP/Spl.Cell/NR. A raiding

party led by SI Surender Singh and consisting of other members of team

was organized and a trap was laid on Balbir Singh Marg near Paschim Puri

Chowk, Delhi, and Ganga Prasad @ Vicky was apprehended at about 09:45

PM  on   07/12/2019.  After   giving   introduction  of   police   party   and   after

telling them about secret information, he was served notice u/s 50 NDPS

Act. Shri Nishant Gupta, ACP/NR was called on the spot.  In presence of

ACP/NR search of bag of Ganga Prasad @ Vicky was conducted and during

search,  04  kgs  of  heroin  was   recovered  from him.  During   investigation,

accused Ganga Prasad @ Vicky was formally arrested in above case after

telling  him  grounds   of   arrest.   Ganga  Prasad  @  Vicky   was   subjected   to

sustained  interrogation upon which  he  disclosed  that  he was  part  of  an

interstate narcotic syndicate. Accused Ganga Prasad @ Vicky disclosed that

he used to supply heroin to various persons in Delhi/NCR. Ganga Prasad @

Vicky further disclosed that he had brought consignment of heroin from one

Mulla Ji, resident of Bareilly, UP. Accused Ganga Prasad @ Vicky disclosed

that   he   can   get   arrest   receivers   of   heroin   from   Delhi/NCR   after

communicating with them upon their mobile phones and can get recover

heroin from them. During investigation main supplier of heroin Balidad @

Mulla Ji was arrested from Bareilly, UP on 09/12/19. During police custody

remand, 10.5 kg heroin was recovered on his instance. Secret sources were

deployed to collect information regarding remaining accused persons. FSL

result   in   respect   to   the  contraband  has  been   received  as  positive.  After

completion of investigation charge sheet was filed.

Ld. Counsel for accused Ganga Prasad @ Vicky submitted that

the phone of accused  is  found to be on interception with other suspects

accused   SAjan,   Bhola,   Naveen,   Lala,   etc   residents   of   Delhi   but   no

investigation is carried over their role. Ld. Counsel submits that interception

of mobile of accused is for the period of 60 days but no such authorization 
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was   filed  alongwith   chargesheet   and   interception   should  be   stopped  on

expiry of order or on request, whichever is earlier. The request was made on

04.12.2019 however interception was also made on 24.11.2019 therefore

the   entire   interception  procedure   is   bad   and   cannot   be   considered.   Ld.

Counsel submits that the present accused is stated to have connection with

accused Balidad however there is nothing on record which could suggest

that  present  accused came  in contact  with accused Balidad.  Ld.  Counsel

submits   that   Hon'ble   High   court   had   allowed   the   petition   of   the

applicant/accused and directed the IO to file the call  detail  and location

chart of the members of the raiding team which was filed and provided.

During the analysis of the call detail and location chart, it was found that at

the relevant time the location of members of raiding team was not at the

spot which falsifies the entire prosecution case. Ld. Counsel submits that

secret informer informed the IO that the applicant/accused would come to

Madipurpark in between 07:15 pm to l0.00 pm however at about 9:30 pm,

the secret  informer told the IO that the applicant/accused will  not come

there but will  come at Pashchim Puri Chowk and this also creates doubt

over the secret information and only reflects that accused was arrested only

on the basis of tracking his mobile and nothing else. Ld. Counsel submits

that entire recovery of 4 kg of heroin is planted over the accused. It is also

mentioned in chargesheet that SI Surender made a call to the ACP and ACP

came to spot but in CDR, no call was found to be made to ACP which also

falsifies the case of the prosecution. Ld. Counsel submits that accused is in

JC since 27.11.2019 and in the meanwhile, he was released on interim bail

but  has  not  misused  the   same and surrendered as  per   the  directions  of

Hon’ble High Court.

Ld.   Addl.   PP   on   the   other   hand   submitted   that   there   is

recovery   of   4   kg   of   heroin   from   the   present   accused   and   therefore,

definite bar u/s 37 NDPS Act over grant of bail to accused. At his instance,
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coaccused Balidad was also apprehended from whom recovery of 10.5 kg of

heroin was effected. Accused Balidad is a previous convict and has been

convicted for 10 years of imprisonment and when he was apprehended, he

was on bail in appeal. Ld. Addl. PP submits that mobile numbers of other

suspects   are   fictitious   and   investigation   is   still   continuing   and   accused

Balidad did not use mobile therefore, no mobile was recovered from him.

Ld. Addl. PP submits that the defence of accused cannot be considered at

this stage. The location chart and the location of raiding team members are

matter  of   trial.  Ld.  Addl.  PP  submits   that   the  offence   is  very   serious   in

nature and there is all likelihood that if the accused is released on bail, he

will misuse the liberty granted to him.

Heard. Record perused.

Apex Court in State of Madhya Pradesh v. Kajad, (2001) 7 SCC 673,

the Court while taking note of Section 37 of the Act held that "negation of bail is

the rule and its grant an exception under Section 37 of the Act and for granting the

bail the Court must, on the basis of the record produced before it, be satisfied that

there are reasonable grounds for believing that the accused is not guilty of the

offences with which he is charged and further that he is not likely to commit any

offence while on bail". 

The  position   stands   reiterated   in  Sami  Ullaha   v.   Superintendent,

Narcotic Central Bureau, (2008) 16 SCC and Union of India v. Rattan Mallik alias

Habul, (2009) 2 SCC 624  wherein the Apex Court further clarified that when a

prosecution/conviction is for an offence under a special statute and that statute

contains specific provisions for dealing with matters arising thereunder, including

an application for grant of bail, such provisions cannot be ignored while dealing

with such an application and observed that : 

"9. The broad principles which should weigh with the Court in granting bail in a
nonbailable offence have been enumerated in a catena of decisions of this Court
and, therefore, for the sake of brevity, we do not propose to reiterate the same. 
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However, when a prosecution/conviction is for offence(s) under a special statute
and  that   statute   contains   specific  provisions   for  dealing  with  matters  arising
thereunder, including an application for grant of bail, these provisions cannot be
ignored while dealing with such an application." 

Apex Court in case titled State of Kerala Vs. Rajesh Crl. Appeal No. 154

157/2020 dated 24.01.2020 observed as under:

18. The jurisdiction of the Court to grant bail is circumscribed by the provisions
of Section 37 of the NDPS Act. It can be granted in case there are reasonable
grounds for believing that accused is not guilty of such offence, and that he is not
likely to commit any offence while on bail. It is the mandate of the legislature
which is required to be followed. At this juncture, a reference to Section 37 of the
Act is apposite. That provision makes the offences under the Act cognizable and
nonbailable. It reads thus:

“37.  Offences   to   be   cognizable  and  nonbailable.—(1)  Notwithstanding
anything contained in the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 (2
of 1974),— 

(a) every offence punishable under this Act shall be cognizable; 

(b) no person accused of an offence punishable for [offences under section
19 or section 24 or section 27A and also for offences involving commercial
quantity] shall be released on bail or on his own bond unless— 

(i) the Public Prosecutor has been given an opportunity to oppose the ap
plication for such release, and

(ii) where the Public Prosecutor opposes the application, the court is satis
fied that there are reasonable grounds for believing that he is not guilty of
such offence and that he is not likely to commit any offence while on bail.

(2) The limitations on granting of bail specified in clause (b) of subsection
(1) are in addition to the limitations under the Code of Criminal Procedure,
1973 (2 of 1974), or any other law for the time being in force on granting of
bail.” (emphasis supplied)

19. This Court has laid down broad parameters to be followed while considering
the application for bail moved by the accused involved in offences under NDPS
Act. In Union of India Vs. Ram Samujh and Ors. 1999(9) SCC 429, it has been
elaborated as under:

“7. It is to be borne in mind that the aforesaid legislative mandate is re
quired to be adhered to and followed. It should be borne in mind that in a
murder case, the accused commits murder of one or two persons, while
those persons who are dealing in narcotic drugs are instrumental in caus
ing death or in inflicting deathblow to a number of innocent young vic
tims, who are vulnerable; it causes deleterious effects and a deadly impact
on the society; they are a hazard to the society; even if they are released
temporarily, in all probability, they would continue their nefarious activi
ties of trafficking and/or dealing in intoxicants clandestinely. Reason may
be large stake and illegal profit involved. This Court, dealing with the con
tention with regard to punishment under the NDPS Act, has succinctly ob
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served about the adverse effect of such activities in Durand Didier v. Chief
Secy., Union Territory of Goa [(1990) 1 SCC 95)] as under: 

24. With deep concern, we may point out that the organised activ
ities of the underworld and the clandestine smuggling of narcotic
drugs  and psychotropic   substances   into  this   country  and  illegal
trafficking in such drugs and substances have led to drug addiction
among a sizeable section of the public, particularly the adolescents
and students of both sexes and the menace has assumed serious
and alarming proportions in the recent years. Therefore, in order
to effectively control and eradicate this proliferating and booming
devastating menace, causing deleterious effects and deadly impact
on the society as a whole, Parliament in its wisdom, has made ef
fective  provisions by  introducing this  Act 81 of 1985 specifying
mandatory minimum imprisonment and fine. 

8. To check the menace of dangerous drugs flooding the market, Par
liament has provided that the person accused of offences under the
NDPS Act   should  not  be   released  on  bail  during   trial  unless   the
mandatory conditions provided in Section 37, namely, 

(i) there are reasonable grounds for believing that the accused is
not guilty of such offence; and 

(ii) that he is not likely to commit any offence while on bail are
satisfied. The High Court has not given any justifiable reason for
not abiding by the aforesaid mandate while ordering the release of
the  respondentaccused on bail.   Instead of  attempting  to  take a
holistic   view   of   the   harmful   socioeconomic   consequences   and
health   hazards   which   would   accompany   trafficking   illegally   in
dangerous drugs, the court should implement the law in the spirit
with which Parliament, after due deliberation, has amended.” 

20.  The scheme of Section 37 reveals that the exercise of power to grant
bail is not only subject to the limitations contained under Section 439 of
the CrPC, but is also subject to the limitation placed by Section 37 which
commences with nonobstante clause. The operative part of the said section is
in the negative form prescribing the enlargement of bail to any person accused of
commission of an offence under the Act, unless twin conditions are satisfied. The
first condition is that the prosecution must be given an opportunity to oppose the
application; and the second, is that the Court must be satisfied that there are rea
sonable grounds for believing that he is not guilty of such offence. If either of
these two conditions is not satisfied, the ban for granting bail operates. 

21.  The   expression   “reasonable   grounds”   means   something   more   than
prima facie grounds.  It contemplates substantial probable causes for believing
that the accused is not guilty of the alleged offence. The reasonable belief contem
plated in the provision requires existence of such facts and circumstances as are
sufficient in themselves to justify satisfaction that the accused is not guilty of the
alleged offence. In the case on hand, the High Court seems to have completely
overlooked the underlying object of Section 37 that in addition to the limitations



7

provided under the CrPC, or any other law for the time being in force, regulating
the grant of bail, its liberal approach in the matter of bail under the NDPS Act is
indeed uncalled for. 

22. We may further like to observe that the learned Single Judge has failed to
record a finding mandated under Section 37 of the NDPS Act which is a sine qua
non for granting bail to the accused under the NDPS Act. 

23. The submission made by learned counsel for the respondents that in Crime
No. 14/2018, the bail has been granted to the other accused persons(A1 to A4),
and no steps have been taken by the prosecution to challenge the grant of post
arrest bail to the other accused persons, is of no consequence for the reason that
the consideration prevailed upon the Court to grant bail to the other accused per
sons will not absolve the act of the accused respondent(A5) from the rigour of
Section 37 of the NDPS Act.

It is settled law while considering the bail, the court has not to

appreciate the evidence in piece meal and only has to see whether the prima

facie case exists. In view of the mandate of above judgments, the denial of

bail is a rule and grant is exception. The reasonable grounds required for

grant of bail are more than prima facie grounds. The defence of the accused

cannot be considered at this stage. There is a recovery of 4 kg of heroin

from the present accused. His location of recovery is also tracked through

his mobile number. The submission that location chart shows the position of

most   of   the   raiding   team   members   at   some   other   place   cannot   be

appreciated at this stage. At his instance, coaccused Balidad was also appre

hended from whom also 10.5 kg of heroin was recovered. Voice call record

of accused were also taken and sent to FSL however till date FSL report is

not received. This accused is found to be in contact with other suspects who

still could not be located. Apex  Court  in case   titled Union of India   Vs.

Prateek Shukla, Cr l.A. No. 284/2021 dated 08.03.2021 have categorically

held    that provisions of section 37 NDPS Act to be applied strictly while de

ciding the case for grant of bail.  Apex Court in another recent  judgment

titled   State Vs. Lokesh   Chadha Crl. A.   No. 257/2021   dated 02.03.2021

observed  that  the  judgment  of  State  of  Kerala  Vs.  Rajesh   is   to   be
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followed while deciding bail. There is a recovery of commercial quantity of

contraband in the present case hence there is definite bar u/s 37 for release

of accused on bail. There are no reasonable ground for this court to believe

that accused Ganga Prasad @ Vicky is not guilty of the offence and is not

likely   to  commit  any offence while  on bail.  Considering the material  on

record and in view of above discussion, I found no ground to release the

applicant/accused   Ganga   Prasad   @   Vicky   on   bail.   Hence,   the   present

application is dismissed.

It is clarified that nothing in this order shall prejudice the case

on merits. Application disposed of accordingly.

   (Ajay Kumar Jain)
  Special Judge/NDPS

             New Delhi/12.05.2021



   

 

          

State v Manish 

FIR No. 270/2020 

PS Special Cell 
U/s 186/353/307/34 IPC & 25/27 Arms Act 

 
12.05.2021 

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

  Sh. Sumeet Shokeen, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused 

through VC.  

    

  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 Manish for grant of interim bail of 90 days as per 

the guidelines of High Power Committee.  

  At this stage, Ld. defence counsel submits that , without 

submitting any arguments, he wants to withdraw the instant bail 

application as the instant case is  not covered under the guidelines of 

High Power Committee.  

  In view of the submissions made, the instant interim bail 

application is dismissed as withdrawn.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.  

 

        (Dharmender Rana)   
             ASJ-02, NDD/PHC/New Delhi 
                                                                                      12.05.2021 

  

DHARMENDER 
RANA

Digitally signed by 
DHARMENDER RANA 
Date: 2021.05.12 15:34:57 +05'30'



   

 

          

State Vs. Arun Lohia 

FIR No. 681/2013 

PS Vasant Kunj (S) 
 

12.05.2021   

 

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

  Sh. Vikas Bhatia, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused 

through VC.   

  IO is present through VC. 

  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 Arun Lohia for grant of interim bail of 90 days.  

  Ld. counsel for applicant/accused seeks a short 

adjournment.  

  As prayed, list the bail application for consideration on 

13.05.2021. 

        (Dharmender Rana)   
             ASJ-02, NDD/PHC/New Delhi 
                                                                                      12.05.2021 

  

DHARMENDER 
RANA

Digitally signed by DHARMENDER RANA 
Date: 2021.05.12 15:35:09 +05'30'



   

 

          

 
State v Joginder @ Joga 

FIR No. 321/2019 

PS Sagarpur 

U/s 302/120B/201/212/34 IPC 

 

12.05.2021 
 

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

  M. Begum, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused through 

VC.  

  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 application moved on behalf of 

applicant/accused Joginder @ Joga for grant of interim bail for a 

period of two months on the grounds of serious illness of his 

mother/co-accused Chandan Kaur who is aged about 85 years as 

there is no male member in the family to look after her. It is submitted 

that one Jyoti who was taking care of his ailing mother has also 

expired. It is submitted that wife of applicant/accused has already 

been granted bail.  

  Ld. Addl. PP has vehemently opposed the bail 

application arguing that nature of allegations are very serious in 

nature in the present as it involves the murder of one Shahrukh. It is 

submitted that applicant/accused is a desperate criminal and is found 

to be involved in as many as 140 other criminal cases. It is submitted 

that applicant/accused was released on bail on 12.07.2019 at about 

8.00 p.m in case FIR No. 225/2019 u/s 21/61/85 of NDPS Act, P.S 

Sagarpur and on 13.07.2019, the applicant/accused committed the 

murder in the present case. 

  The allegations involved in the instant matter are very 

serious in nature and the applicant/accused is reported to be involved 

in as many as 140 other criminal cases. As per own admission of 

applicant, the wife of applicant/accused has already been granted bail. 

The wife of applicant/accused is well competent to take care of  the 

ailing mother of applicant/accused.  



   

 

          

  Reliance is placed upon the observations made by 

Hon'ble Delhi High Court in the matter of Ather Parvez v. State (Crl. 

Ref. No. 01/2015 Date of decision 26.02.2016) wherein it has been 

held as under: 

“…The trial or the appellate courts after conviction are entitled 

to grant “interim bail” to the accused/convict when 

exceptional and extra-ordinary circumstances would justify 

this indulgence. The power is to be sparingly used, when 

intolerable grief and suffering in the given facts may justify 

temporary release…” 

   

   It is a settled principle of law that interim bail can only be 

granted in exceptional circumstances. In the instant application, there 

are no exceptional circumstances to release the applicant/accused on 

interim bail. 

  In view of the above, I am not inclined to release the 

applicant/accused on interim bail. His bail application is accordingly 

dismissed.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.  

 

        (Dharmender Rana)   
             ASJ-02, NDD/PHC/New Delhi 
                                                                                      12.05.2021 

 

  

DHARMENDE
R RANA

Digitally signed by 
DHARMENDER RANA 
Date: 2021.05.12 15:35:27 
+05'30'



   

 

          

 

FIR No.  108/2020 

PS Sagarpur 
U/s 307/506/120B/34 IPC and 25/27/54/59 Arms Act 

State Vs. Rohit 
 

12.05.2021 

 

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

  Sh. Santosh Kumar, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused 

through VC.  

  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 of 90 days on the ground 

that his case is squarely covered under the guidelines of High Power 

Committee.  

  Ld. Addl. PP has vehemently opposed the bail 

application  arguing that allegations are very serious in nature in the 

instant matter. However, it is fairly conceded that there is no previous 

involvement of the applicant/accused except the present case.  

  There is no previous involvement of the 

applicant/accused, the case of applicant/accused is squarely covered 

under the guidelines of the High Powered Committee. In view of the 

same, the applicant/accused Rohit is admitted to interim bail for a 

period of 90 days from the date of his release on his furnishing 

Personal Bond in the sum of Rs.20,000/- subject to the satisfaction of 

the Jail Superintendent.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.  

  Copy of this order be also sent to the applicant/accused 

through the Jail Superintendent. 

  Copy of this order be sent to Jail Superintendent for 

necessary information and compliance.  

        (Dharmender Rana)   
             ASJ-02, NDD/PHC/New Delhi 
                                                                                      12.05.2021 

DHARMENDER 
RANA

Digitally signed by DHARMENDER 
RANA 
Date: 2021.05.12 15:35:40 +05'30'



   

 

          

State v  Dharamvir @ Kalu & ors 

FIR No. 57/2020 

PS Kishangarh 

U/s 302/307/120B/34 IPC & 25/27 Arms Act 
 

12.05.2021 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for State through VC.  
  Sh. S. P. Kaushal, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused 
through VC.  
  SHO Kishangarh, present through VC. 
  Sh. Vijay Aggarwal, Ld. counsel for complainant through 
VC. 
  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 of one month on the 

grounds of illness of his wife who is found to  be covid positive. It is 

submitted that there is no elderly member in the family to look after 

her . It is submitted that presence of applicant/accused is very much 

required to look after his ailing wife.  

  Ld. Addl. PP has vehemently opposed the bail 

application arguing that allegations are very serious in nature as it 

involves the charges of murder punishable u/s 302 IPC.  

  Applicant/accused is reported to be involved in a 

gruesome murder. The allegations against him are serious in nature. 

Mere illness of wife of applicant/accused cannot be considered to be 

a sufficient ground for releasing him on interim bail.    

  Reliance is placed upon the observations made by 

Hon'ble Delhi High Court in the matter of Ather Parvez v. State (Crl. 

Ref. No. 01/2015 Date of decision 26.02.2016) wherein it has been 

held as under: 

“…The trial or the appellate courts after conviction are entitled 

to grant “interim bail” to the accused/convict when 

exceptional and extra-ordinary circumstances would justify 

this indulgence. The power is to be sparingly used, when 

intolerable grief and suffering in the given facts may justify 

temporary release…” 

   



   

 

          

    

  It is a settled principle of law that interim bail can only be 

granted in exceptional circumstances. In the instant application, there 

are no exceptional circumstances to release the applicant/accused on 

interim bail. 

  In view of the above, I am not inclined to release the 

applicant/accused on interim bail. His bail application is accordingly 

dismissed.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.  

 

        (Dharmender Rana)   
             ASJ-02, NDD/PHC/New Delhi 
                                                                                      12.05.2021 

 

 

   

 

  

DHARMEN
DER RANA

Digitally signed by 
DHARMENDER RANA 
Date: 2021.05.12 
15:35:56 +05'30'



   

 

          

 

State v. Shambhu Nath 
FIR no. 171/2018 

PS Naraina 
U/s 392/395/397/412/414/120B/34 IPC 

 
12.05.2021 

 

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

  Sh. Praveen Aggarwal, Ld. counsel for 

applicant/accused through VC. 

  
  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 Shambhu Nath seeking interim bail. It is submitted 

that applicant/accused was the driver of the complainant for a period 

of 4/5 years on a monthly salary of Rs.16,000/- per month and he used 

to transit with money several times alone as per the directions of the 

complainant. It is submitted that applicant/accused has been falsely 

implicated in the present case on the false allegations that he received 

Rs.1.0 lakh as commission for being the informer and infact he has 

nothing to do with the alleged offence nor he has any connection with 

other accused persons. It is submitted that charge-sheet in the instant 

matter has already been filed and the case is at the stage of recording 

prosecution evidence and for the last 4-5 days, the complainant is not 

appearing for recording his evidence for the reasons best known to 

him.   

  It is submitted that case of applicant/accused is squarely 

covered under the guidelines of High Powered Committee as 

applicant/accused has not been charged with for the offence 

punishable u/s 395 IPC; he is not previously involved in any other case 

and he is languishing in j.c for the last about 2 ½  years. It is thus 

prayed that he may be released on interim bail.  

  Ld. Addl. PP has vehemently opposed the application 

arguing that present is a case of looting Rs.70.0 lacs from the 



   

 

          

complainant in broad day light. It is submitted that applicant/accused 

Shambhu Nath conspired the plan of robbery with another driver 

Sandeep with the help of other co-accused persons; he supplied all 

the information of the complainant to co-accused Sandeep; he then 

switched off his mobile phone and used the mobile phone of his wife 

to communicate with co-accused Sandeep and Rs.1.0 lakh has been 

recovered from his possession. It is further submitted that if 

applicant/accused is released on bail, there is every likelihood that he 

may hamper the fair course of trial or may try to threaten the witnesses.  

  It is submitted that charge for the offence punishable u/s 

395 IPC has been framed against the applicant/accused and hence, 

the case of applicant/accused is not covered under the HPC 

guidelines.  

  The applicant/accused has moved the interim bail 

application on the ground that his case is covered under the 

guidelines of High Powered Committee. However, it is rightly pointed 

out by Ld. Addl. PP that the instant case involves the commission of 

offence punishable u/s 395 IPC which, admittedly, is not covered 

under the HPC guidelines. Consequently, the application is bereft of 

any merits and the same is accordingly dismissed.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.  

  Instant order be uploaded on the court website 

immediately. 

        (Dharmender Rana)   
             ASJ-02, NDD/PHC/New Delhi 
                                                                                      12.05.2021 

 

  

DHARMEND
ER RANA

Digitally signed by 
DHARMENDER RANA 
Date: 2021.05.12 
15:36:13 +05'30'



   

 

          

State v  Santosh Kumar Shah 

FIR No. 38/2020 

PS Tuglak Road 

U/s 498A/306/34 IPC 

 
12.05.2021 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for State through VC.  
  Sh. R. S. Mishra, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused 
through VC.     
  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 Santosh Kumar Shah for grant of interim bail as per 

the guidelines of High Power Committee as his case is squarely 

covered under the guidelines of High Power Committee.  

  Ld. Addl. PP has vehemently opposed the bail 

application arguing that allegations are very serious in nature. 

However, it has been fairly conceded by Ld. Addl. PP that the case of 

applicant/accused is squarely covered under the HPC guidelines  and 

the applicant/accused has no previous involvement.  

  There is no previous involvement of the 

applicant/accused, the case of applicant/accused is squarely covered 

under the guidelines of the High Powered Committee. In view of the 

same,, applicant/accused Santosh Kumar Shah is admitted to interim 

bail for a period of 90 days from the date of his release on his 

furnishing Personal Bond in the sum of Rs.50,000/- subject to the 

satisfaction of the Jail Superintendent.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.  

  Copy of this order be also sent to the applicant/accused 

person through the Jail Superintendent. 

  Copy of this order be sent to Jail Superintendent for 

necessary information and compliance. 

   

        (Dharmender Rana)   
             ASJ-02, NDD/PHC/New Delhi 
                                                                                      12.05.2021 

  

DHARMEN
DER RANA

Digitally signed by 
DHARMENDER RANA 
Date: 2021.05.12 
15:36:25 +05'30'



   

 

          

State v. Suresh Patil 
FIR no. 114/2020 

PS EOW 
U/s 419/420/406/409/120B IPC 

 
12.05.2021 

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

  Sh Amit Sharma, Ld. Senior Advocate with Sh. Abhir 

Dutt and Ms. Malvika Awasthi, Ld. counsel for applicant through VC. 

  IO SI Shikhar present through VC.  

    

  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 

Suresh Patil seeking anticipatory bail. 

  During the course of arguments, it is proposed by Ld. 

defence counsel that he is inclined to withdraw the instant bail 

application subject to the condition that in case if the arrest of the 

applicant seems to be imminent and unavoidable, then, advance 

seven days notice shall be served upon the applicant so that he can 

exercise his legal remedy available to him. It is further submitted by 

Ld. defence counsel that applicant shall cooperate with the IO in the 

ongoing investigations.  

  Ld. Addl. PP for State and IO has fairly conceded to the 

same.  

  In view of the same, the instant bail application stands 

disposed of as withdrawn with directions to the IO that in case if during 

the course of investigation, the arrest of the applicant is found 

imminent, the applicant Suresh Patil be given advance seven days 

notice so that he can avail his legal remedies available to him. The 

applicant shall continue to cooperate in the ongoing investigation. 

  Application is disposed off accordingly. 

  Instant order be uploaded on the court website 

immediately. 

        (Dharmender Rana)   
             ASJ-02, NDD/PHC/New Delhi 

DHARMENDER RANA
Digitally signed by DHARMENDER 
RANA 
Date: 2021.05.12 15:36:43 +05'30'



   

 

          

                                                                                      12.05.2021 

 

State v. Harish Chand Girish 
FIR No. 301/2020 

PS Special Cell 
U/s 419/420/466/467/468/471/473/474/201/120B IPC & 66C/66D IT 

Act  
 

12.05.2021 

 

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

  Sh. Ankur Gogia, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused 

through VC.  

    

  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.  

  Ld. counsel for applicant/accused submits that main 

arguing counsel is down with covid-19 and has been home 

quarantined.  

  As prayed by Ld. defence counsel, list the bail 

application for arguments on 27.05.2021.  

    

 

        (Dharmender Rana)   
             ASJ-02, NDD/PHC/New Delhi 
                                                                                      12.05.2021 

  

DHARMEN
DER RANA

Digitally signed by 
DHARMENDER RANA 
Date: 2021.05.12 
15:36:55 +05'30'



   

 

          

State v. Vikas @ Bablu @ Shaka 

FIR No.:  688/2014 

PS: Delhi Cantt 
U/s  302/307/120B/201/34 IPC 

 

12.05.2021 

 

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

Sh. Ravi Drall, 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 interim bail of 30 days. It is submitted 

that applicant/accused has been falsely implicated in the present case. 

It is submitted that as per the case of the prosecution, there was 

previous enmity between the co-accused persons and the family of 

the deceased but applicant/accused does not know the family of the 

deceased and he has no motive to commit the present offence. It is 

submitted all the public witnesses have already been examined and 

they have not deposed anything incriminating against the 

applicant/accused. It is submitted that there is no incriminating 

evidence to show that the applicant/accused was in conspiracy with 

other accused persons or was in touch with them. It is submitted that 

applicant/accused is suffering from piles but due to prevalent situation 

of covid-19, the jail authorities are unable to operate him and to get 

himself medically treated, it is prayed that applicant/accused may be 

released on interim bail for a period of 30 days.  

   Ld. Addl. PP has vehemently opposed the bail 

application submitting that the allegations against the 

applicant/accused are serious in nature. It is submitted that the eye 

witness PW15 Praveen has levelled specific allegations against the 

applicant/accused that he was part of the group of assailants. It is 

forcefully argued that the application deserves to be dismissed  as the 

applicant/accused was very much a part of the group which committed 

the murder of deceased Rakesh @ Kalu. It is submitted that he is not 



   

 

          

only involved in the murder but even evaded the process of law by 

evading trial for almost 3-4 years.  

  In the instant matter, the allegations are serious in 

nature against the applicant/accused. So far as the treatment of 

applicant/accused is concerned, it has been reported by the Jail 

Superintendent that the applicant/accused has been provided with all 

necessary medication. 

  Reliance is placed upon the observations made by 

Hon'ble Delhi High Court in the matter of Ather Parvez v. State (Crl. 

Ref. No. 01/2015 Date of decision 26.02.2016) wherein it has been 

held as under: 

“…The trial or the appellate courts after conviction are entitled 

to grant “interim bail” to the accused/convict when 

exceptional and extra-ordinary circumstances would justify 

this indulgence. The power is to be sparingly used, when 

intolerable grief and suffering in the given facts may justify 

temporary release…” 

   

   It is a settled principle of law that interim bail can only be 

granted in exceptional circumstances. In the instant application, there 

are no exceptional circumstances to release the applicant/accused on 

interim bail. 

  In view of the above, I am not inclined to release the 

applicant/accused on interim bail. His bail application is accordingly 

dismissed.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.  

 

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

                                                 12.05.2021 

  

DHARMEND
ER RANA

Digitally signed by 
DHARMENDER RANA 
Date: 2021.05.12 15:37:10 
+05'30'



   

 

          

State v. Sachin @ Mukesh Kumar @ Golu  
FIR No. 169/2020 
PS Special Cell 
U/s 186/353/307 IPC & 25/27 Arms Act  
 
12.05.2020 

 

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

Sh. M M Khan, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused 
through VC. 

   

  Proceedings done through video conferencing. 

   It is certified that link was working properly and no 

grievance was agitated by either of the parties.  

  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 as 

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

has been recovered from the possession of applicant/accused and 

charge-sheet in the instant matter has already been filed and trial in 

the instant matter is likely to consume considerable time. It is thus 

prayed  that applicant/accused be granted bail.  

  Ld. Addl. PP has vehemently opposed the bail 

application arguing that he is a desperate criminal and is found to be 

involved in six other cases. It is submitted that applicant/accused not 

only tried to escape from the spot  but also fired upon the police 

officials. It is submitted that motorcycle used by the applicant/accused 

is found to be stolen one. It is submitted that illegal weapon has also 

been recovered from his possession. During investigation, one of the 

source of weapon namely Yogender has been apprehended at the 

instance of applicant/accused from whose possession illegal weapon 

has been recovered for which case FIR No. 322/2020 has also been 

registered at PS Jyoti Nagar u/s 25 Act. It is submitted that if 

applicant/accused is released on bail, he may jump the bail and try to 

hamper the fair course of trial.  

  Heard.  

  In the instant matter, the applicant has not only resisted 

his apprehension but he also had the audacity to fire upon the police 



   

 

          

officials. Considering the seriousness of allegations and the fact that 

he is found to be involved in six other cases, I am not inclined to 

release the applicant/accused on bail, his bail application stands 

rejected.  

   Application is disposed off accordingly.  

  Copy of the instant order be uploaded on the court 

website immediately.  

 

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

                                                 12.05.2021 

  

DHARMENDER 
RANA

Digitally signed by DHARMENDER 
RANA 
Date: 2021.05.12 15:37:23 +05'30'



   

 

          

FIR No.42/2021 

PS. Inder Puri 
U/s 376/354/354D/323/506/509/34 IPC 

State Vs. Vijay Kumar 

 
12.05.2021 

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

  Sh. Rizwan Khan, Ld. counsel for  applicant/accused 

Shubham Girdhar through VC. 

  IO SI Richa Sharma 

   

  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 Vijay Kumar for grant of bail.  

  IO seeks some more time to comply with the court 

directions.  

  At request, put up for further proceedings in the matter 

on 19.05.2021. 

 

        (Dharmender Rana)   
             ASJ-02, NDD/PHC/New Delhi 
                                                                                      12.05.2021 

 

 

 

 

  

DHARMENDER RANA
Digitally signed by DHARMENDER 
RANA 
Date: 2021.05.12 15:37:36 +05'30'



   

 

          

State v. Mohd. Afroz and Mohd. Ali Khan Yaser 
FIR No. 527/2020  

PS Inderpuri  
U/s 420/34 IPC  

 
12.05.2021 
  
Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for State through VC.  
  Sh. S. K. Verma, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused 
through VC.  
      

  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 are two separate applications moved on behalf 

of applicants/accused persons, namely Mohd. Afroz and Mohd. Ali 

Khan Yaser for grant of interim bail of 90 days. It is submitted that the 

case of applicants/accused persons is squarely covered under the 

guidelines of High Power Committee. 

  Ld. Addl. PP has fairly conceded that there is no 

previous involvement of the applicants/accused persons. 

  There is no reported previous involvement of the 

applicant/accused persons, the case of applicant/accused persons is 

squarely covered under the guidelines of the High Powered 

Committee. In view of the same,, the applicant/accused Mohd. Afroz 

and Mohd. Ali Khan Yaser are admitted to interim bail for a period of 

90 days from the date of their release on their furnishing Personal 

Bonds in the sum of Rs.1,00,000/- (Rupees One Lakh only) each  

subject to the satisfaction of the Jail Superintendent.  

  Applications are disposed off accordingly.  

  Copy of this order be also sent to the 

applicants/accused person through the Jail Superintendent. 

  Copy of this order be sent to Jail Superintendent for 

necessary information and compliance.   

   

        (Dharmender Rana)   
             ASJ-02, NDD/PHC/New Delhi 
                                                                                      12.05.2021 

  

DHARMEND
ER RANA

Digitally signed by 
DHARMENDER RANA 
Date: 2021.05.12 15:37:49 
+05'30'



   

 

          

State v. Deepak Narang 
FIR No. 219/2021 

PS Special Cell  
U/s 420/188/120B IPC & 3/7 Essential Commodities Act, Section 3 

of Epidemic Diseases Act  
 

12.05.2021 

  

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

  Sh. Ashish Upadhyay, Ld. counsel for 

applicant/accused through VC.  

  IO ASI Krishan present through VC.    

  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 Deepak Narang for grant of regular bail.  

  IO seeks some more time to file a comprehensive reply 

in the instant matter.  

  As prayed, list the bail application for reply and 

arguments on 15.05.2021.  

  IO is directed to supply the copy of reply in advance to 

the Ld. defence counsel through email.  

 

        (Dharmender Rana)   
             ASJ-02, NDD/PHC/New Delhi 
                                                                                      12.05.2021 

  

DHARMENDER RANA
Digitally signed by 
DHARMENDER RANA 
Date: 2021.05.12 15:38:01 +05'30'



   

 

          

State v. Aman @ Sonu 
FIR No. 888/2020  

PS Sagarpur  
U/s 392/34 IPC  

 
12.05.2021 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for State through VC.  
  Sh. Sanjay Kumar, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused through 
VC.  
  IO PSI Ravi Beniwal present through VC. 
    

  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 after he was granted bail in case 

FIR No. 889/2020 on 16.03.2021. It is submitted that charge-sheet in the 

instant matter has already been filed and no fruitful purpose would be served 

by keeping him behind the bars. It is submitted that the complainant has not 

identified him during the TIP proceedings and nothing has been recovered 

from his possession or at his instance. It is thus prayed that he may be 

released on bail. 

  Ld. Addl. PP has vehemently opposed the bail application. 

However, it is fairly conceded by the IO that complainant has not identified 

the applicant/accused in the TIP proceedings. 

  Admittedly, in the instant case, the complainant has failed to 

identify the applicant/accused as perpetrator of offence in the TIP 

proceedings.  

  Considering the totality of circumstances, the 

applicant/accused Aman @ Sonu is admitted to bail on his furnishing bail 

bond in the sum of Rs.25,000/- with two sureties each in the like amount 

subject to the satisfaction of Ld. MM/Duty MM/Link MM.  

  Copy of this order be sent to applicant/accused through Jail 

Superintendent for necessary information and compliance.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.   

   

        (Dharmender Rana)   
             ASJ-02, NDD/PHC/New Delhi 

                                                                                      12.05.2021 

  

DHARMENDE
R RANA

Digitally signed by 
DHARMENDER RANA 
Date: 2021.05.12 15:38:16 
+05'30'



   

 

          

State v. Piyush Gopal Bandopadhyay 
FIR No. 114/2020  

PS EOW Mandir Marg  
  
 

12.05.2021 

  

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

  Sh. Amit Khanna, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused 

through VC. 

    

  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 on the grounds of illness of 

applicant/accused himself.  

  At this stage, Ld. counsel for applicant/accused seeks 

permission to withdraw the instant bail application.  

  In view of the submissions made, the instant bail 

application is dismissed as withdrawn.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.  

 

        (Dharmender Rana)   
             ASJ-02, NDD/PHC/New Delhi 
                                                                                      12.05.2021 

 

  

DHARMEND
ER RANA

Digitally signed by 
DHARMENDER RANA 
Date: 2021.05.12 
15:38:32 +05'30'



   

 

          

State v. Satish  
FIR No. 150/2020  

PS Special Cell  
U/s 186/353/307 IPC & 25/27 Arms Act  

 
12.05.2021  

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for State through VC.  
  Ms. Megha Mittal, proxy for Sh. Umakant Kataria, Ld. 
Remand Advocate for applicant/accused through VC.  
    
  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 releasing him on personal bond. It is submitted that 

applicant/accused has been granted bail vide order dated 24.02.2021. It 

is submitted that applicant/accused belongs to a very poor family and 

due to prevalent situation of Covid-19, his family is not able to arrange 

the surety.  

  In the instant matter, on 24.02.2021, the applicant/accused 

was ordered to be released on bail but due to prevalent pandemic Covid-

19, the applicant/accused could not arrange the surety bond and till date, 

he is in jail. Keeping in view the entire facts and circumstances, the 

accused shall not be deprived of his liberty simply on account of penury. 

Reliance is placed upon the judgment in the matter of Moti Ram & ors v. 

State of M.P 1979 SCR (1) 335 and Shankara & Ors v. State (Delhi 

Administration)1996 CriLJ 43. Accordingly, the order dated 24.02.2020 

stands modified to the extent that applicant/accused be released on 

furnishing Personal Bond in the sum of Rs.20,000/- subject to the 

satisfaction of the Jail Superintendent. The condition of furnishing the 

surety bond stands dispensed with.  

  With these observations, application stands disposed off 

accordingly.  

  Copy of the order be sent to the concerned Jail 

Superintendent as necessary information and for compliance.  

 

       (Dharmender Rana)   
             ASJ-02, NDD/PHC/New Delhi 

                                                                                      12.05.2021 

 

DHARMEND
ER RANA

Digitally signed by 
DHARMENDER RANA 
Date: 2021.05.12 
15:38:45 +05'30'



Bail applications in  

State Vs. (1) Bhushan, (2) Meenakshi and (3) Urmila Sharma 

FIR No.14/2021 

PS: Kishangarh 

u/s 323/354A/354B/506/34 IPC & 10 POCSO Act 

 

 

12.05.2021 

  Ld. Presiding Officer is suffering from Post Covid Chest Infection and 

therefore, he shall not able to attend court hearings from 10.05.2021 to 12.05.2021.  

 

  These are three applications u/s 438 Cr.P.C. for grant of anticipatory bail 

moved on behalf of the applicants/accused. 

 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for State through video conferencing. 

  Sh. Mohd. Idrish, Ld. Counsel for the applicants/accused through video  

  conferencing.  
     

  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.  

  E-replies of the bail applications have been filed.  

  At the request of Ld. Counsel for applicants/accused,  list the aforesaid 

anticipatory bail applications on 19.05.2021.  Interim order to continue till NDOH.  

   

         (Dharmender Rana) 

                      Link Roster Judge-01/ASJ-02 

           NDD/PHC/New Delhi 

                12.05.2021 

 

DHARMENDER RANA
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Bail applications in  

State Vs. (1) Bhushan, (2) Meenakshi and (3) Urmila Sharma 

FIR No.14/2021 

PS: Kishangarh 

u/s 323/354A/354B/506/34 IPC & 10 POCSO Act 

 

 

12.05.2021 

  Ld. Presiding Officer is suffering from Post Covid Chest Infection and 

therefore, he shall not able to attend court hearings from 10.05.2021 to 12.05.2021.  

 

  These are three applications u/s 438 Cr.P.C. for grant of anticipatory bail 

moved on behalf of the applicants/accused. 

 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for State through video conferencing. 

  Sh. Mohd. Idrish, Ld. Counsel for the applicants/accused through video  

  conferencing.  
     

  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.  

  E-replies of the bail applications have been filed.  

  At the request of Ld. Counsel for applicants/accused,  list the aforesaid 

anticipatory bail applications on 19.05.2021.  Interim order to continue till NDOH.  

   

         (Dharmender Rana) 

                      Link Roster Judge-01/ASJ-02 

           NDD/PHC/New Delhi 

                12.05.2021 

 

DHARMENDER RANA
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Bail applications in  

State Vs. (1) Bhushan, (2) Meenakshi and (3) Urmila Sharma 

FIR No.14/2021 

PS: Kishangarh 

u/s 323/354A/354B/506/34 IPC & 10 POCSO Act 

 

 

12.05.2021 

  Ld. Presiding Officer is suffering from Post Covid Chest Infection and 

therefore, he shall not able to attend court hearings from 10.05.2021 to 12.05.2021.  

 

  These are three applications u/s 438 Cr.P.C. for grant of anticipatory bail 

moved on behalf of the applicants/accused. 

 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for State through video conferencing. 

  Sh. Mohd. Idrish, Ld. Counsel for the applicants/accused through video  

  conferencing.  
     

  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.  

  E-replies of the bail applications have been filed.  

  At the request of Ld. Counsel for applicants/accused,  list the aforesaid 

anticipatory bail applications on 19.05.2021.  Interim order to continue till NDOH.  

   

         (Dharmender Rana) 

                      Link Roster Judge-01/ASJ-02 

           NDD/PHC/New Delhi 

                12.05.2021 

 

 

DHARMENDER 
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Bail application in  

State Vs. Tarun Kumar Sharma 

FIR No.14/2021 

PS: Kishangarh 

u/s 323/354A/354B/506/34 IPC & 10 POCSO Act 

 

 

12.05.2021 

  Ld. Presiding Officer is suffering from Post Covid Chest Infection and 

therefore, he shall not able to attend court hearings from 10.05.2021 to 12.05.2021.  

 

  This is an application u/s 439 Cr.P.C. for grant of bail moved on behalf of 

the applicant/accused Tarun Kumar Sharma.  

 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for State through video conferencing. 

  Sh. Mohd. Idrish, Ld. Counsel for the applicant/accused through video  

  conferencing.  
     

  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.  

  E-reply of the bail application has been filed.  

  At the request of Ld. Counsel for applicant/accused,  list the aforesaid bail 

application on 19.05.2021.  Interim order to continue till NDOH.  

   

         (Dharmender Rana) 

                      Link Roster Judge-01/ASJ-02 

           NDD/PHC/New Delhi 

                12.05.2021 

 
   

         

DHARMENDER 
RANA

Digitally signed by 
DHARMENDER RANA 
Date: 2021.05.12 15:15:16 
+05'30'



State Vs. Md. Anzar 

FIR No.371/2019 

PS: Naraina 

u/s 376/363 IPC & 6 POCSO Act 

 

 

12.05.2021 

  Ld. Presiding Officer is suffering from Post Covid Chest Infection and 

therefore, he shall not able to attend court hearings from 10.05.2021 to 12.05.2021.  

 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for State through video conferencing. 

  Sh. Kuldeep Singh, Ld. Counsel for the applicant/accused through video  

  conferencing.  

  WSI Rajani on behalf of the SHO concerned through video conferencing. 
   

   

  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.  

  E-reply of the bail application has been filed.  

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

application on 21.05.2021. 

   

          (Dharmender Rana) 

                         Link Roster Judge-02/ASJ-02 

           NDD/PHC/New Delhi 

                12.05.2021

DHARMEN
DER RANA

Digitally signed by 
DHARMENDER RANA 
Date: 2021.05.12 
15:15:28 +05'30'



State Vs. Pradeep 

FIR No.753/20 

PS: Sagarpur 

u/s 363/376 IPC & 6 POCSO Act 

 

 

12.05.2021 

  Ld. Presiding Officer is suffering from Post Covid Chest Infection and 

therefore, he shall not able to attend court hearings from 10.05.2021 to 12.05.2021.  

 

Present: Sh. Irfan Ahmed, Ld. Addl. PP for State through video conferencing. 

  Sh. Umar Chaudhary, Ld. Counsel for the applicant/accused through video 

  conferencing. 

  Mother of the victim pursuant to service of notice as per Annexxure ‘A’ along 

  with WPSI Archana on behalf of SHO concerned through video conferencing. 
  

   

  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.  

  E-reply of the bail application has been filed.  

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

application on 21.05.2021. 

   

   

         (Dharmender Rana) 

                         Link Roster Judge/ASJ-02 

           NDD/PHC/New Delhi 

                12.05.2021 

DHARMEN
DER RANA

Digitally signed by 
DHARMENDER RANA 
Date: 2021.05.12 
15:15:42 +05'30'



   

 

          

State v Rajesh Goyal @ Ratan Aggarwal @ Harbans Singh Kapoor 

FIR No. 67/2019 

PS EOW 

U/s 419/420/467/468/471/120B IPC & 82 Registration Act 

 
12.05.2021 

 

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

  Ms Seema Gupta, Ld. counsel for applicants/accused 

persons through VC.  

  IO SI Shikhar present through VC. 

    

  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. It is submitted that 

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

he has nothing to do with the alleged offence. It is submitted that 

charge-sheet in the present case has already been filed and no fruitful 

purpose would be served by keeping him behind the bars. It is 

submitted that applicant/accused is not a previous convict. It is 

submitted that co-accused Leena Aggarwal and Harish Aggarwal 

have been granted interim bail of three months for settlement of 

disputes with complainant bank. It is submitted that applicant/accused 

is also ready and willing to settle the matter with the complainant bank, 

it is thus prayed that he may also be granted interim bail to arrange 

settlement amount.  

  Ld. Addl. PP has vehemently opposed the bail 

application arguing that applicant/accused is the master mind in the 

commission of the present offence as he alongwith other accused 

persons forged  the sale deed of ground floor and first floor of 

premises in question belonging to the complainant; the accused 

persons took loan from Axis Bank and cheated the bank for a sum of 

Rs.2.7 crores; the applicant/accused opened the bank account in the 

name of the complainant upon the strength of forged documents; out 

of the total cheated amount, Rs.1.71 crores were deposited in the fake 



   

 

          

account of applicant/accused in HDFC bank and he  misappropriated 

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

released on bail.  

  The allegations against the applicant/accused are 

serious in nature. The case, inter alia, involves commission of offence 

punishable u/s 467 IPC, which admittedly is a non-compoundable 

case, therefore, I do not find any palpable reasons to release the 

applicant/accused on interim bail for the purpose of settlement with 

the complainant.  

  Reliance is placed upon the observations made by 

Hon'ble Delhi High Court in the matter of Ather Parvez v. State (Crl. 

Ref. No. 01/2015 Date of decision 26.02.2016) wherein it has been 

held as under: 

“…The trial or the appellate courts after conviction are entitled 

to grant “interim bail” to the accused/convict when 

exceptional and extra-ordinary circumstances would justify 

this indulgence. The power is to be sparingly used, when 

intolerable grief and suffering in the given facts may justify 

temporary release…” 

   

   It is a settled principle of law that interim bail can only be 

granted in exceptional circumstances. In the instant application, there 

are no exceptional circumstances to release the applicant/accused on 

interim bail. 

  In view of the above, I am not inclined to release the 

applicant/accused on interim bail. His bail application is accordingly 

dismissed.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.  

   

        (Dharmender Rana)   
             ASJ-02, NDD/PHC/New Delhi 
                                                                                      12.05.2021 

 

  

DHARMENDER 
RANA

Digitally signed by DHARMENDER 
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State v. Madhu Singh 
FIR no. 78/2015 

PS EOW 
U/s 420/468/471 IPC 

 
12.05.2021 

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

  Sh. V. K. Dubey with Sh. Vedant Singh, Ld. counsel for 

applicant through VC. 

  Sh. D. S. Kohli, Ld. counsel for complainant through VC.  

  SI Suresh Kumar present through VC 

  
  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 

Madhu Singh, aged about 55 years, seeking anticipatory bail. It is 

submitted that applicant has been falsely implicated in the present 

case; applicant has no role to play in the alleged offence; she was the 

erstwhile director in the alleged company i.e. AJS Builders Pvt Ltd but 

despite being the director, she was not involved in the day to day 

affairs of the company but after the death of her husband, she had no 

option but to take charge of the said company. It is submitted that 

complainant came into the contact of alleged complainant in 2007 

when he booked a property in their Gurgaon project as an investor. It 

is submitted that complainant portrayed himself as liaisoner and 

started helping the applicant/accused in resolving the business 

disputes and misguided her that if she wants the property not to be 

attached by the EOW, she should register all her properties and 

assets in his name and he accordingly got the office space situated at 

8 Shaheed Bhagat Singh Marg, New Delhi registered in his favour 

vide sale deed dated 15.12.2009. It is submitted that though the sale 

deed was executed in his favour but the actual possession and 

original title documents were never handed over to him and were with 

Allahabad Bank as collateral security against the loan advanced to 

the company and the said factum was well within the knowledge of 



   

 

          

the complainant and later on, applicant filed a suit for cancellation of 

sale deed  dated 15.12.2009. It is submitted that complainant was also 

made equity partner in M/s AJS Builders Pvt. Ltd but it was only a 

paper transaction and infact the complainant had not paid a single 

penny for such equity participation. It is submitted that the 

complainant taking advantage of the situation fraudulently took the 

possession of the property and management of the company and he 

also provoked the investors to register further complaints against the 

applicant. It is submitted that during the investigation of case FIR No. 

56/2009, which is the principal FIR, the investigating agency has 

seized all the documents including laptop, computers etc and 

applicant also provided all relevant information to them  which is 

relevant for the present case also  and hence, the custodial 

interrogation of applicant is not required. It is submitted that applicant 

has filed complaints against complainant but no action has been taken 

by the police and the applicant has apprehension that she might be 

arrested in the present case. 

  Ld. Addl. PP has vehemently opposed the bail 

application arguing that applicant alongwith other accused persons 

allured the complainant to  purchase a property of M/s AJS and also 

promised that the said property is unencumbered property of the 

company; the total sale consideration of the property in question was 

agreed to be Rs.2.25 crores; after receipt of Rs.1.0 crores, the 

possession of the said property was handed over to the complainant 

but the applicant delayed the registration of sale deed on one pretext 

or the other and the first floor of the property was rented out to the 

complainant’s company M/s paradise Towers Pvt Ltd. It is submitted 

that accused persons also sold 50% shares of M/s AJS on the basis 

of rosy pictures and balance sheets. It is submitted that during 

investigation, it has been revealed that applicant alongwith other 

accused persons had mortgaged the property in question with the 

bank and they concealed this fact from the complainant and sold the 

premises in question for a total sum of Rs.2.25 crores. It is submitted 

that after great difficulty, the complainant has been handed over the 

title documents by the bank. It is submitted that applicant was 



   

 

          

absconding for more than two years and was declared PO in many 

cases. It is submitted that custodial interrogation of applicant is 

required to unearth the whole conspiracy and money trail of cheated 

amount is to be traced from the land purchased/sold from the 

complainant company; applicant was not having any authority to sell 

the property while it was mortgaged with Allahabad Bank; she is a 

habitual offender and is previously reported to be involved in 21 

similar cases.  

  It is pointed out by Ld. Addl. PP that there was a 

stipulation in Sale Deed dated 15.12.2009 wherein applicant has 

claimed that the property in question was free from all encumbrances 

whereas it was found to be mortgaged with Allahabad Bank. I concur 

with the Ld. Addl. PP that for the recovery of the cheated amount and 

for unraveling the hitherto unknown modus operandi of the offence, 

custodial interrogation of applicant is required. 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  

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…" 

https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1331755/


   

 

          

                        

                        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 

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…” 

  
 

   Reliance has also been placed upon the judgment 

passed by Hon’ble Apex Court in State of Gujarat v. Mohan Lal 

Jitamalji Porwal & Ors (1987) 2 SCC 364 wherein it has been 

observed 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…” 

 

                        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. 

  Considering the seriousness of allegations and enormity 

of charge, I am of the considered opinion that the instant bail 

application is bereft of any merits and the same is accordingly 

dismissed.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.  

  Copy of the instant order be uploaded on the court 

website immediately.    

   

        (Dharmender Rana)   
             ASJ-02, NDD/PHC/New Delhi 
                                                                                      12.05.2021 
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State v. Madhu Singh 
FIR no. 84/2015 

PS EOW 
U/s 406/409/420/467/471 IPC 

 
12.05.2021 

 

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

  Sh. Vedant Singh, Ld. counsel for applicant through VC. 

  Sh. D. S. Kohli, Ld. counsel for complainant through VC.  

  SI Suresh Kumar present through VC 

  
  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 

Madhu Singh, aged about 55 years, seeking anticipatory bail. It is 

submitted that applicant has been falsely implicated in the present 

case; applicant has no role to play in the alleged offence; she was the 

erstwhile director in the alleged company i.e. AJS Builders Pvt Ltd but 

despite being the director, she was not involved in the day to day 

affairs of the company but after the death of her husband, she had no 

option but to take charge of the said company. It is submitted that 

complainant came in contact of alleged complainant in 2007 when he 

booked a property in their Gurgaon project as an investor. It is 

submitted that complainant portrayed himself as liaisoner and started 

helping the applicant/accused in resolving the business disputes and 

misguided her that if she wants the property not to be attached by the 

EOW, she should register all her properties and assets in his name 

and he accordingly got the office space situated at 8 Shaheed Bhagat 

Singh Marg, New Delhi registered in his favour vide sale deed dated 

15.12.2009. It is submitted that though the sale deed was executed in 

his favour but the actual possession and original title documents were 

never handed over to him and were with Allahabad Bank as collateral 

security against the loan advanced to the company and the said 

factum was well within the knowledge of the complainant and later on, 

applicant filed a suit for cancellation of sale deed  dated 15.12.2009. 



   

 

          

It is submitted that complainant was also made equity partner in M/s 

AJS Builders Pvt. Ltd but it was only a paper transaction and infact 

the complainant had not paid a single penny for such equity 

participation. It is submitted that the complainant taking advantage of 

the situation fraudulently took the possession of the property and 

management of the company and he also provoked the investors to 

register further complaints against the applicant. It is submitted that 

the allegations raised in the present FIR have already been 

investigated during the investigation of case FIR No. 56/2009, which 

is the principal FIR and the collaborator of the Gurgaon project M/s 

Best Realtech (India) Pvt Ltd has already furnished all the information 

in the said FIR; further the funds which were provided in the form of 

loan by M/s Eagle Buildcon Pvt. Ltd, a sister concern of M/s Best 

Realtech (India) Pvt Ltd so as to arrange FDR in the year 2011 and 

the said FDR was furnished by M/s Eagle Buildcon Pvt Ltd.. It is 

submitted that  the investigating agency has seized all the documents 

including laptop, computers etc in case FIR No. 56/2009 and applicant 

also provided all relevant information to them which is relevant for the 

present FIR also and hence, the custodial interrogation of applicant is 

not required. It is submitted that applicant has filed complaints against 

complainant but no action has been taken by the police and the 

applicant has apprehension that she might be arrested in the present 

case. 

  Ld. Addl. PP has vehemently opposed the bail 

application arguing that applicant alongwith other accused persons 

induced the complainant to make investment in the upcoming projects 

of M/s AJS Builders Pvt Ltd at Gurgaon with assurance of high returns 

and timely completion. It is submitted that applicant in connivance with 

other accused persons induced the complainant to purchase 50% 

equity shares of the company; the complainant invested in 50% equity 

and paid a sum of Rs.4,10,53,260/- but later he came to know that 

applicant has suppressed the actual liability of the company. It is 

submitted that applicant also told complainant in 2011 that M/s Best 

Realtech India Ltd has proposed to develop the Gurgaon project by 

paying Rs.110 crores to the applicant company besides the 



   

 

          

responsibility of developing the whole project (the fact which he came 

to know later on); the directors of M/s Best Realtech India Ltd 

approached the complainant and apprised him  of their collaboration 

with the applicant. It is submitted that it has been revealed later on 

that applicant mischievously concealed the factum of availability of 

funds to deprive the investors from their legal dues; M/s Eagle 

Buildcon Pvt Ltd was mischievously portrayed as a proposed strategic 

buyer of the project in question for only Rs.2.0 crores; the applicant 

intentionally concealed the agreement with M/s Best Realtech India 

Ltd and funds received from the agreement before the court and by 

this time, the applicant company has misappropriated Rs.45 crores. It 

is submitted that during further investigation, it has also been revealed 

that M/s AJS Builders got licence in 2008 with respect to land in 

question but applicant started taking payment from July, 2007 without 

having any licence for the project and approved plan for the project. It 

is submitted that applicant was absconding for more than two years 

and was declared PO in many cases. It is submitted that custodial 

interrogation of applicant is required to unearth the whole conspiracy 

and money trail of cheated amount is to be traced from the land 

purchased/sold from the complainant company. It is submitted that 

applicant is a habitual offender and she is previously reported to be 

involved in 21 similar cases.  

   The complainant was deceived by the applicant to 

purchase flats in Gurgaon even without procuring the necessary 

sanctions from the authorities. The applicant further sold off 50% 

equity shares of M/s AJS Builders Pvt Ltd by fabricating the accounts.  

The applicant contrived a sham transaction with M/s Eagle Buildcon 

Pvt Ltd and proposed to sell off its assets for merely Rs.2.0 crores, 

concealing the fact that the accused persons have already received a 

sum of Rs.110 crores from M/s Best Realtech India Ltd., to the 

prejudice of the investors and to defeat their rights. It has been pointed 

out by Ld. Addl. PP at bar that the allegations in the instant matter, 

though having some connection with the investigations carried out in 

case FIR No. 56/2009, have never been investigated by the 

authorities. The applicant herself admits that she entered into 



   

 

          

fraudulent ransaction with the complainant to defeat the rights of the 

investors and to prevent the attachment of properties by entering 

fraudulent transactions as a façade. I concur with Ld. Addl. PP that for 

tracing the money trail of the cheated amount and to unearth the entire 

conspiracy and to unravel the maze of intriguing facts, custodial 

interrogation of applicant is required. 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  

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 

https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1331755/


   

 

          

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 

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…” 

  
 

   Reliance has also been placed upon the judgment 

passed by Hon’ble Apex Court in State of Gujarat v. Mohan Lal 

Jitamalji Porwal & Ors (1987) 2 SCC 364 wherein it has been 

observed 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…” 

 

                        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. 

  Considering the seriousness of allegations and enormity 

of charge, I am of the considered opinion that the instant bail 

application is bereft of any merits and the same is accordingly 

dismissed.  

  Application is disposed off accordingly.  

  Copy of the instant order be uploaded on the court 

website immediately. 

 

       (Dharmender Rana)   
             ASJ-02, NDD/PHC/New Delhi 
                                                                                      12.05.2021 
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