
FIR No. 8/2021
State  vs   Vikram

U/s 356/379/34 IPC
PS Prashant Vihar

06.08.2021

Matter is taken up through video-conferencing.

Keeping  in  view  of  the  emergent  situation  due  to  COVID-19

pandemic, the Hon’ble High Court has issued directions vide order bearing no.

438/RG/DHC  dated  22.07.2021  that  all  the  matters  are  to  be  taken  up

through VC.

This  is  an  application  u/s  437  CrPC  for  grant  of  bail  to

accused Vikram S/o Sh. Mahesh Kumar.

Present: Ld. APP for the State.

Ld. Counsel for accused. 

Report received from the Jail Superintendent concerned.  It is

submitted that the accused is not in custody in FIR No. 8/2021 and 9/2021.

In light of the same, the present bail application concerning

the aforementioned FIR is dismissed as infructuous.

Copy of this order and status report be sent to Ld. Counsel for

accused through electronic mode.

    (KAUTUK)
MM-04 (North) Rohini Courts

Delhi/06.08.2021



FIR No. 9/2021
State  vs   Vikram

U/s 356/379/34 IPC
PS Prashant Vihar

06.08.2021

Matter is taken up through video-conferencing.

Keeping  in  view  of  the  emergent  situation  due  to  COVID-19

pandemic, the Hon’ble High Court has issued directions vide order bearing no.

438/RG/DHC  dated  22.07.2021  that  all  the  matters  are  to  be  taken  up

through VC.

This  is  an  application  u/s  437  CrPC  for  grant  of  bail  to

accused Vikram S/o Sh. Mahesh Kumar.

Present: Ld. APP for the State.

Ld. Counsel for accused. 

Report received from the Jail Superintendent concerned.  It is

submitted that the accused is not in custody in FIR No. 8/2021 and 9/2021.

In light of the same, the present bail application concerning

the aforementioned FIR is dismissed as infructuous.

Copy of this order and status report be sent to Ld. Counsel for

accused through electronic mode.

    (KAUTUK)
MM-04 (North) Rohini Courts

Delhi/06.08.2021



FIR No. 384/2021
State  vs   Rohit

U/s 379/411/356/34 IPC
PS Prashant Vihar

06.08.2021

Matter is taken up through video-conferencing.

Keeping  in  view  of  the  emergent  situation  due  to  COVID-19

pandemic, the Hon’ble High Court has issued directions vide order bearing no.

438/RG/DHC  dated  22.07.2021  that  all  the  matters  are  to  be  taken  up

through VC.

This in an application seeking released of accused Rohit on
personal bond.

Present: Ld. APP for the State.

Ld. Counsel for accused Rohit.

Application perused.  Record perused.

Counsel for applicant/accused submits that accused is a poor

person and is not able to arrange surety.  He submits that accused was

enlarged on bail on 20/07/2021 and even lapse of around 15 days, he is not

able to arrange surety.  

Status report filed by the IO, perused.

In light of the mandate of Hon'ble Delhi High Court in the case

of Ajay Verma Vs. State and keeping in view of the submission made, the

application is  allowed.   Accused  Rohit be released on bail on furnishing

personal bond in a sum of Rs. 15,000/-. 

Application stands disposed off. 

Copy of this order be sent to Ld. Counsel for the accused through

e-mode.

    (KAUTUK)
MM-04 (North) Rohini Courts

Delhi/06.08.2021



-1-
FIR No. 225/2021

State  vs   Pankaj Kumar Mrigwani
U/s 365/34 IPC

PS Prashant Vihar

06.08.2021

Matter is taken up through video-conferencing.

Keeping  in  view  of  the  emergent  situation  due  to  COVID-19

pandemic, the Hon’ble High Court has issued directions vide order bearing no.

438/RG/DHC dated 22.07.2021 that all the matters are to be taken up through

VC.

This is an application u/s 437 CrPC for grant of bail to accused

Pankaj Kumar Mrigwani.

Present: Ld. APP for the State.

Ld. Counsel for accused Pankaj Kumar Mrigwani.

Ld. Counsel for accused submits that the present FIR was lodged

due to the confusion on the part of the father of the victim.  The victim in the

present matter is stated to be acquainted with the accused persons and had

voluntarily  gone  with  them  to  Gorakhpur.   Ld.  Counsel  has  relied  on  the

affidavit  filed  by  the  victim  and  the  application  filed  by  the  informant

(victim's father) before the IO.  

Per-contra,  Ld.  APP  for  the  State  has  pointed  out  that  the

affidavit relied upon by the applicant has no evidentiary value at this stage of

the trial.   It is submitted that the victim in the present matter has already

identified the accused and Ld. APP has further pointed out that the victim

was  traced  back  with  the  accused  persons  only  after  using  technical

surveillance.  It is further pointed out that the victim's phone was switched

off since the date of the incident.  It is submitted that all these sequence of

events indicates towards the commission of an offence mentioned in FIR.  It is

finally  submitted  that  one  of  the  offences  imputed  against  the  accused

persons ie Sec. 364-A IPC is sessions triable and thus bail should not be given

in the present matter.

Heard.  Record perused.  Contd...



-2- FIR No. 225/2021

At the outset, it is pertinent to record that the offences imputed

against the accused persons, inter alia,  includes allegation u/s 364-A IPC, the

said offence is  sessions triable.   The law regarding bail  in sessions triable

offences has been settled by the Hon’ble Apex Court in  Prahlad Singh Bhati

vs. NCT, Delhi (2001) 4 SCC 280.  The relevant excerpt from the judgment is

reproduced below:-  

“6.  Even  though  there  is  no  legal  bar  for  a  Magistrate  to

consider an application for grant of bail  to a person who is

arrested  for  an  offence  exclusively  triable  by  a  Court  of

Session yet it would be proper and appropriate that in such a

case the Magistrate directs the accused person to approach

the Court of Session for the purposes of getting the relief of

bail.  Even in a  case where any Magistrate opts to make an

adventure of exercising the powers under Section 437 of the

Code  in  respect  of  a  person  who  is  suspected  of  the

commission of such an offence, arrested and detained in that

connection,  such  Magistrate  has  to  specifically  negate  the

existence  of  reasonable  ground  for  believing  that  such  an

accused is guilty of an offence punishable with the sentence

of  death  or  imprisonment  for  life.  In  a  case  where  the

Magistrate  has  no occasion and in  fact  does  not  find,  that

there were no reasonable grounds to believe that the accused

had  not  committed  the  offence  punishable  with  death  or

imprisonment for  life,  he shall  be deemed to be having no

jurisdiction to enlarge the accused on bail”.

This being the legal position, the limited issue to be deliberated

upon for effective disposal of the present application is whether a prima facie

case / reasonable ground is made out against the accused person. Ld counsel

for the applicant has relied upon the affidavit filed by the victim before the

IO, wherein it has been stated that the FIR has been lodged by the victim’s

father due to a misunderstanding and the victim had gone along with the

accused persons on 

Contd...



-3- FIR No. 225/2021

his own will. Further, an application/letter envisaging similar content has also

been filed by the complainant before the IO/SHO. 

Now, the perusal of the case diary unfolds a completely different

narrative in contradistinction to the averments made in the affidavit and the

application, by the victim and the complainant, respectively. It emerges from

the record that the victim is stated to have been abducted on 23/04/2021 and

ransom  demand  was  made  to  the  complainant.  The  complainant  later

received death threats vis-a-vis his son, from the accused persons in order to

extort ransom, based on this  supplementary statement of the complainant

charges u/s.364A was added in the FIR. The victim could be traced out only

after resorting to technical surveillance and CAF obtained from  the service

providers. In his statement u/s.161 CrPC, the victim has stated that he was

forcefully taken to Gorakhpur by the accused persons.

The  afore  discussed  sequence  of  events,  statements  u/s.161

CrPC and the material placed on record  poses serious doubt on the veracity

of  the  material  cited  by  the  Ld.  Counsel  for  the  applicant/accused and  is

suggestive of the likelihood of the witness having been influenced/won over.

Criminal  law  once  set  into  motion  cannot  be  derailed  at  the  whims  and

fancies of the parties and is subject to the procedure established by law. As

such,  it  cannot be said  that the no reasonable ground is  made out in the

factual matrix emerging from the record. 

This being the case, the dictum of Prahlad Bhati (supra) would

apply and the present bail application is dismissed.

It would be apposite to clarify, that the observation made in the

present order shall have no bearing on the merits of the case. 

Copy  of  this  order  be  sent  to  Ld.  Counsel  for  accused  through

electronic mode.

    (KAUTUK)
MM-04 (North) Rohini Courts

Delhi/06.08.2021



FIR No. 225/2021
State  vs   Ved Prakash Tripathi

U/s 365/34 IPC
PS Prashant Vihar

06.08.2021

Matter is taken up through video-conferencing.

Keeping  in  view  of  the  emergent  situation  due  to  COVID-19

pandemic, the Hon’ble High Court has issued directions vide order bearing no.

438/RG/DHC  dated  22.07.2021  that  all  the  matters  are  to  be  taken  up

through VC.

This  is  an  application  u/s  437  CrPC  for  grant  of  bail  to

accused Ved Prakash Tripathi.

Present: Ld. APP for the State.

Ld. Counsel for accused Ved Prakash Tripathi.

Ld. Counsel for accused submits that the present FIR was lodged

due to the confusion on the part of the father of the victim.  The victim in the

present matter is stated to be acquainted with the accused persons and had

voluntarily  gone  with  them  to  Gorakhpur.   Ld.  Counsel  has  relied  on  the

affidavit  filed  by  the  victim  and  the  application  filed  by  the  informant

(victim's father) before the IO.  

Per-contra,  Ld.  APP  for  the  State  has  pointed  out  that  the

affidavit relied upon by the applicant has no evidentiary value at this stage of

the trial.   It is submitted that the victim in the present matter has already

identified the accused and Ld. APP has further pointed out that the victim

was  traced  back  with  the  accused  persons  only  after  using  technical

surveillance.  It is further pointed out that the victim's phone was switched

off since the date of the incident.  It is submitted that all these sequence of

events indicates towards the commission of an offence mentioned in FIR.  It is

finally  submitted  that  one  of  the  offences  imputed  against  the  accused

persons ie Sec. 364-A IPC is sessions triable and thus bail should not be given

in the present matter.

Heard.  Record perused.  Contd...



-2- FIR No. 225/2021

At the outset, it is pertinent to record that the offences imputed

against the accused persons, inter alia,  includes allegation u/s 364-A IPC, the

said offence is  sessions triable.   The law regarding bail  in sessions triable

offences has been settled by the Hon’ble Apex Court in  Prahlad Singh Bhati

vs. NCT, Delhi (2001) 4 SCC 280.  The relevant excerpt from the judgment is

reproduced below:-  

“6.  Even  though  there  is  no  legal  bar  for  a  Magistrate  to

consider an application for grant of bail  to a person who is

arrested  for  an  offence  exclusively  triable  by  a  Court  of

Session yet it would be proper and appropriate that in such a

case the Magistrate directs the accused person to approach

the Court of Session for the purposes of getting the relief of

bail.  Even in a  case where any Magistrate opts to make an

adventure of exercising the powers under Section 437 of the

Code  in  respect  of  a  person  who  is  suspected  of  the

commission of such an offence, arrested and detained in that

connection,  such  Magistrate  has  to  specifically  negate  the

existence  of  reasonable  ground  for  believing  that  such  an

accused is guilty of an offence punishable with the sentence

of  death  or  imprisonment  for  life.  In  a  case  where  the

Magistrate  has  no occasion and in  fact  does  not  find,  that

there were no reasonable grounds to believe that the accused

had  not  committed  the  offence  punishable  with  death  or

imprisonment for  life,  he shall  be deemed to be having no

jurisdiction to enlarge the accused on bail”.

This being the legal position, the limited issue to be deliberated

upon for effective disposal of the present application is whether a prima facie

case / reasonable ground is made out against the accused person. Ld counsel

for the applicant has relied upon the affidavit filed by the victim before the

IO, wherein it has been stated that the FIR has been lodged by the victim’s

father due to a misunderstanding and the victim had gone along with the

accused persons on 

Contd...



-3- FIR No. 225/2021

his own will. Further, an application/letter envisaging similar content has also

been filed by the complainant before the IO/SHO. 

Now, the perusal of the case diary unfolds a completely different

narrative in contradistinction to the averments made in the affidavit and the

application, by the victim and the complainant, respectively. It emerges from

the record that the victim is stated to have been abducted on 23/04/2021 and

ransom  demand  was  made  to  the  complainant.  The  complainant  later

received death threats vis-a-vis his son, from the accused persons in order to

extort ransom, based on this  supplementary statement of the complainant

charges u/s.364A was added in the FIR. The victim could be traced out only

after resorting to technical surveillance and CAF obtained from  the service

providers. In his statement u/s.161 CrPC, the victim has stated that he was

forcefully taken to Gorakhpur by the accused persons.

The  afore  discussed  sequence  of  events,  statements  u/s.161

CrPC and the material placed on record  poses serious doubt on the veracity

of  the  material  cited  by  the  Ld.  Counsel  for  the  applicant/accused and  is

suggestive of the likelihood of the witness having been influenced/won over.

Criminal  law  once  set  into  motion  cannot  be  derailed  at  the  whims  and

fancies of the parties and is subject to the procedure established by law. As

such,  it  cannot be said  that the no reasonable ground is  made out in the

factual matrix emerging from the record. 

This being the case, the dictum of Prahlad Bhati (supra) would

apply and the present bail application is dismissed.

It would be apposite to clarify, that the observation made in the

present order shall have no bearing on the merits of the case. 

Copy  of  this  order  be  sent  to  Ld.  Counsel  for  accused  through

electronic mode.

    (KAUTUK)
MM-04 (North) Rohini Courts

Delhi/06.08.2021



FIR No. 0466/2021
State  vs  Sumit

U/s 392/397/411/34 IPC
PS Prashant Vihar

06.08.2021

Matter is taken up through video-conferencing.

Keeping  in  view  of  the  emergent  situation  due  to  COVID-19

pandemic, the Hon’ble High Court has issued directions vide order bearing no.

438/RG/DHC  dated  22.07.2021  that  all  the  matters  are  to  be  taken  up

through VC.

This is an application for calling status report regarding age

of accused.

Present: Ld. APP for the State.

Ld. Counsel for applicant/CCL Sumit.

IO  has  filed  the  reply  along  with  the  relevant  record.  It  is

submitted that  the age of  the CCL Sumit  was verified from the school

record and DOB is found to be 20/03/2005.  In this regard, IO has filed

school  leaving  certificate  dated  01/04/2015  signed  by  the  principal  of

concerned school.

As per record, accused appears to be juvenile on the date of

commission of offence.

The  IO is  directed  to  produce  the  accused  before  Incharge

JJB-I, Kingsway Camp, Delhi on 07/08/2021 at 02.00 pm.

Concerned Ahlmad is directed to hand over all miscellaneous

papers to IO today itself related to present case.

Copy of order be sent to Place of Safety, Majnu Ka Tilla, Delhi

and Incharge JJB-I, Kingsway Camp, Delhi through IO.  

Order dasti to IO and Ld. Counsel for CCL.

Application stands disposed off.

    (KAUTUK)
MM-04 (North) Rohini Courts

Delhi/06.08.2021



FIR No. 871/2005
State  vs   Sukhvinder Singh

U/s 12/9/55 Gambling Act
PS Prashant Vihar

06.08.2021

Matter is taken up through video-conferencing.

Keeping  in  view  of  the  emergent  situation  due  to  COVID-19

pandemic, the Hon’ble High Court has issued directions vide order bearing no.

438/RG/DHC  dated  22.07.2021  that  all  the  matters  are  to  be  taken  up

through VC.

This  is  an  application  moved  on  behalf  of  applicant  for
release of FDR.

Present: Applicant/surety Charanjeet Singh alongwith Ld. Counsel.

Case file is not received from Record Room.

Same be called for 11/08/2021.

    (KAUTUK)
MM-04 (North) Rohini Courts

Delhi/06.08.2021



FIR No. 871/2005
State  vs   Ramniwas

U/s 12/9/55 Gambling Act
PS Prashant Vihar

06.08.2021

Matter is taken up through video-conferencing.

Keeping  in  view  of  the  emergent  situation  due  to  COVID-19

pandemic, the Hon’ble High Court has issued directions vide order bearing no.

438/RG/DHC  dated  22.07.2021  that  all  the  matters  are  to  be  taken  up

through VC.

This is an application moved on behalf of applicant/surety
for release of FDR.

Present: Applicant/Surety Sukesh Nagpal alongwith counsel.

Case file is not received from Record Room.

Same be called for 11/08/2021.

    (KAUTUK)
MM-04 (North) Rohini Courts

Delhi/06.08.2021



eFIR No. 003382/2021
State  vs   DL 1RP 3443

PS Prashant Vihar
06.08.2021

Matter is taken up through video-conferencing.

Keeping in view of the emergent situation due to COVID-19 pandemic,

the Hon’ble High Court has issued directions vide order bearing no. 438/RG/DHC

dated 22.07.2021 that all the matters are to be taken up through VC.

This is an application for releasing of vehicle bearing registration

number DL 1RP 3443 on superdari.

Present: Ld. APP for the State.

Applicant/Owner Mukesh with Ld. Counsel.

Report received from IO perused, wherein it has been submitted

that he has no objection if vehicle is released on superdari.

Instead of releasing the vehicle on superdari  this  court is  of the

view that the vehicle has to be released as per directions of Hon'ble High Court

of Delhi in matter of “Manjit Singh Vs. State” in Crl. M.C. No. 4485/2013 dated

10.09.2014.

Considering the facts and circumstances and laid down by Hon'ble

High Court of Delhi,  vehicle  in  question bearing registration number  DL 1RP

3443 be released to the registered owner by IO on furnishing security bond as

per the valuation report of vehicle on following conditions :- 

1. IO shall  verify  the ownership of  vehicle  from concerned Transport

Authority before releasing the same.

2. IO  shall  prepare  detailed  panchnama  also  mentioning  the  colour,

appearance, make and other necessary details of the vehicle. 

3. IO shall take the colour photographs of the vehicle from the different

angles and also of the engine no. and the chasis no. of the vehicle.

4. The  photographs  should  be  attested  and  counter  signed  by  the

complainant, accused or the applicant as the case may be. 

Application stands disposed off accordingly. 

Copy of this order be sent to applicant through electronic mode.

    (KAUTUK)
MM-04 (North) Rohini Courts

Delhi/06.08.2021



E-FIR No. 026797/2020
State  vs   Ravi Jaiswal

U/s 379/411/34 IPC
PS Prashant Vihar

06.08.2021

Matter is taken up through video-conferencing.

Keeping  in  view  of  the  emergent  situation  due  to  COVID-19

pandemic, the Hon’ble High Court has issued directions vide order bearing no.

438/RG/DHC  dated  22.07.2021  that  all  the  matters  are  to  be  taken  up

through VC.

Present: Ld. APP for the State.

Bail  bond  verification  report  received.   Surety  found  to  be

sound, address stands verified.  Accordingly, bail bond and surety bond is

accepted.   Release  warrants  of  accused  Ravi  Jaiswal be  prepared

immediately.

    (KAUTUK)
MM-04 (North) Rohini Courts

Delhi/06.08.2021


