
FIR No.310/2021
PS Alipur
U/s 279/337 IPC
Vehicle no. DL-8S BZ-7615

15.05.2021

In the scenerio of COVID-19 pandemic, matter is taken

up through video conferencing hearing in  compliance of  the

directions of Hon'ble High Court of Delhi and directions of Ld.

Principal  District  &  Sessions  Judge,  North  District,  Rohini

Courts, Delhi.

Pr: Dr. Sharwan Kumar Bishnoi, Ld. APP for State.
Ld. Counsel for the applicant

Heard. Perused. 

This is an application for release of case property vehicle

bearing no. DL-8S BZ-7615 moved by the applicant/registered

owner Dev Kumar. 

Report of IO gone through.  

As per report of IO, mechanical inspection of the vehicle

has not yet been conducted. IO seeks time for the mechanical

inspection of the vehicle in question. 

At this Ld. Counsel for the applicant seeks permission to

withdraw the present application with liberty to file afresh.

Considering  the  submissions  and  facts  of  the  case,

present  application  is  dismissed  as  withdrawn.  However,

applicant is at liberty to move fresh application, as per rules.



IO is also directed to get the mechanical inspection of the

vehicle at the earliest.

Copy of the order be given dasti, as prayed for. 

(SATVIR SINGH LAMBA)
CMM (North District)

Rohini Court/15.05.2021



FIR No.344/2019
PS Crime Branch
U/s 420/468/471/474/120-B IPC
State Vs. Zahangir Alam

15.05.2021

In the scenerio of COVID-19 pandemic, matter is taken

up through video conferencing hearing in  compliance of  the

directions of Hon'ble High Court of Delhi and directions of Ld.

Principal  District  &  Sessions  Judge,  North  District,  Rohini

Courts, Delhi.

Pr: Dr. Sharwan Kumar Bishnoi, Ld. APP for State.
Ld. Counsel for the applicant

Heard. Perused.

This is an application for grant of bail u/s 437 Cr. PC filed

on behalf of the applicant/accused Zahangir Alam.

Reply to the application also filed by the IO. Let copy of

same be supplied to the Ld. Counsel for the applicant.

It is submitted by the Ld. Counsel that applicant/accused

is innocent and is falsely implicated in the present case. It is

further  submitted that  accused is in JC in the present  since

03.12.2019.  It  is  further  submitted  that  IO  has  filed  the

chargesheet without disclosing the offences committed by the

applicant/accused. It  is  further  stated  that  the  further

investigation in the present case is yet to be completed and

despite directions of the court, no supplementary chargesheet

has been filed till date. With these submissions, Ld. Counsel

for the applicant/accused prays for the grant of regular bail. Ld.



Counsel for applicant/accused also prays for grant of interim

relief,  in case of  refusal of regular bail,  in view of the latest

judgment  of  Hon'ble Superme Court  and the advisory dated

04.05.2021  of  Hon'ble  High  Court  of  Delhi  regarding  the

current situation of pandemic COVID-19.

Ld.  APP has strongly opposed the bail  application and

prays for the dismissal of the same. Ld. APP further argued

that seven bail applications of the accused have already been

dismissed.  Ld.  APP further  argued that  accused/applicant  is

neither entiled for regular bail nor for interim bail in view of the

guidelines of  Hon'ble Superme Court and the advisory dated

04.05.2021  of  Hon'ble  High  Court  of  Delhi  regarding  the

current situation of pandemic COVID-19.  

Admittedly,  number  of  bail  applications  preferred  on

behalf  of  applicant/accused  have  already  been  dismissed.

Record  reveals  that  the  previous  bail  applications  of  the

accused  were  dismissed  on  earlier  occassions  i.e.22.02.20,

17.05.20, 28.10.20 and 28.11.20. Moreover, the bail application

of the accused Zahangir Alam was dismissed by the Ld. ASJ-

02,  North  District  Rohini  Court  on  19.08.2020  and  by  the

Hon'ble  High  Court  on  22.09.2020.  Thereafter,  the  bail

applications  of  the  accused  Zahangir  Alam  were  also

dismissed on 06.01.2021 and 20.03.2021.

As  per  the  guidelines  of High  Powered  Committee

passed  by  Hon'ble  High  Court  of  Delhi  on  04.05.2021  and

11.05.2021,  some  matter  have  been  excluded  for  the



consideration  on  interim  bails.  Importantly,  as  per  the

abovesaid  guidelines  of  Hon'ble  High Court  of  Delhi,  all  the

matters investigated by the Crime Branch are excluded from

the categories of the UTP for the consideration on interim bails.

The present matter is being investigated by the Crime Branch

Police. 

The allegations against the accused are very serious in

nature. There is no material change in the circumstances of the

present  case  after  the  dismissal  of  the  previous  bail

application, except the passing of few days in judicial custody.

Hence, considering the facts of the case no ground is made

out  either  for  grant  of  regular  bail  or  the  interim bail  to  the

accused. Accordingly, the present application is dismissed. 

 Copy of the order be given dasti, as prayed for.

(SATVIR SINGH LAMBA)
CMM (North District)

Rohini Court/15.05.2021



FIR No.0273/2021
PS Alipur
Vehicle no. DL-01-RTC-1473

15.05.2021

In the scenerio of COVID-19 pandemic, matter is taken

up through video conferencing hearing in  compliance of  the

directions of Hon'ble High Court of Delhi and directions of Ld.

Principal  District  &  Sessions  Judge,  North  District,  Rohini

Courts, Delhi.

Pr: Dr. Sharwan Kumar Bishnoi, Ld. APP for State.
Ld. Counsel for the applicant

Heard. Perused. 

This is an application for release of case property vehicle

bearing  no.  DL-01-RTC-1473  moved  by  the  applicant/

registered owner Manish Jha.

Heard and perused the reply filed by the IO. 

As per the reply of IO he has no objection for release of

aforesaid case property to the rightful claimant. 

Directions regarding release of case property vehicle 

The aforesaid vehicle be released by the SHO/IO to the

registered owner on the following conditions:

i. SHO/IO should verify the particulars of the ownership

of  the  case  property  vehicle  and  identity  of  the

applicant. 



ii. Vehicle can also be released to the AR of the owner of

the case property on showing of the authority letter on

a properly stamped paper. 

iii. Photographs  from  all  angles  of  the  case  property

should  be  taken  including  the  engine  and  chasis

number and such photographs should be filed in the

police report in the court. 

iv. Such photographs should be attested under signatures

by all concerned parties. 

v. A Panchnama as per law should be prepared detailing

the proceedings of the release of the case property in

favour of a party. 

(Such photographs and panchnama should suffice

for  the  purpose  of  evidence  during  the  trial

proceedings as a secondary evidence admissible

in  law  if  in  the  event  the  original  of  the  case

property is not produced during the evidence). 

vi. An indemnity bond should be taken from the party in

whose  favour  the  property  is  released  as  per  the

valuation  of  the  case  property  mentioning  the

undertaking to indemnify any other  person in  whose

favour  any  claim  relating  to  case  property  is

determined by any legally competent forum. 

vii. Mechanical inspection of the vehicle should be done

before releasing the vehicle if it is a case of accident. 



viii. In  case  vehicle  is  insured,  the  applicant  will  also

furnish  an  affidavit  to  the  SHO/IO  in  support  of  the

application  for  release  of  vehicle  that  he  has  not

claimed insurance money from the insurance company

pertaining  to  the  occurrence  of  accident  in  above

mentioned FIR. 

ix. With  these  directions,  the  present  application  is

disposed  off.  However,  if  there  is  any  objection  to

release  of  case  property,  objections  will  be  sent  in

writing  on  next  working  day  before  concerned

court/concerned Duty MM.

Copy of the order be given dasti. 

(SATVIR SINGH LAMBA)
CMM (North District)

Rohini Court/15.05.2021



FIR No.193/2020
PS EOW
U/s 406/419/420/468/471/120-B IPC
State Vs. Vikram Saxena

15.05.2021

In the scenerio of COVID-19 pandemic, matter is taken

up through video conferencing hearing in  compliance of  the

directions of Hon'ble High Court of Delhi and directions of Ld.

Principal  District  &  Sessions  Judge,  North  District,  Rohini

Courts, Delhi.

Pr: Dr. Sharwan Kumar Bishnoi, Ld. APP for State.
Sh. Prateek Mehta, Ld. Counsel for the applicant
Sh. Pankaj Tomar and Ms. Meenal Duggal, Ld. Counsels 
for the victims

Heard. Perused. 

This is an application for grant of default bail u/s 167(2)

Cr.  P.C.  filed  on  behalf  of  the  applicant/accused  Vikram

Saxena.

Reply to the application also filed by the IO. Let copy of

same be supplied to the Ld. Counsel for the applicant.

It  is  submitted  by  the  Ld.  Counsel  that  accused  is

innocent and has been falsely implicated in the present case.

Ld. Counsel further submitted that accused has nothing to do

with the alleged offences and has been framed in the present

case to cause him social disrepute and undue harassment.  It

is  further  argued  that  co-accused  are  already  on  bail.  It  is

further submitted that that accused was arrested in the present



case  on  13.03.2021  and  since  then  he  is  lying  in  JC.  It  is

further submitted that in the present case chargesheet has not

been filed by the Investigating agency within stipulated time of

60 days, hence further judicial custody of the applicant is illegal

and  the  applicant/accused  is  entitled  for  default  bail.  It  is

argued  that  the  version  of  the  prosecution  for  the  alleged

offence  that  same  is  grave  and  serious  and  several  other

criminal cases are pending against the accused, is no ground

for refusal of default bail of the accused in the present case.  It

is further stated that the applicant/accused has deep roots in

society, so there is no likelyhood of fleeing away. It is further

stated that accused is ready to furnish bail bond/surety bond.

Ld. Counsel the applicant has also relied upon the case laws

CBI  Vs.  Anupam J.  Kulkarni  (1992)  3  SCC 141,  Prabhakar

Tiwari Vs. State of UP and Ors. 2020 (1) RCR (Criminal) 831,

Ashok Sagar Vs. State (NCT of Delhi) 2018 VI AD (Delhi) 21,

M. Ravindran Vs. Intelligence Officer, Directorate of Revenue

Intelligence  (2021)  SCC  485,  S.  Kasi  Vs.  State

MANU/SC/0491/2020   and  Maulana Mohd. Amit Rashadi Vs.

State  of  UP  and  Ors.,  2012  2  SCC  382.  With  these

submissions, prayer is made for the grant of default bail for the

accused.

Ld.  APP as well  as Ld.  Counsels for  the complainants

have strongly opposed the bail application and argued that the

prayer  of  the  applicant  is  not  maintainable.  Ld.  APP  has

submitted that the chargesheet has already been filed by the



Investigating  Agency  well  within  the  stipulated  time,  as  per

rules.  Ld. APP and Ld.counsel for the complainant relied upon

the  judgment   titled  as  Kapil  Wadhawan  Vs.  CBI  bail

application  no.  522/2020,  Dheeraj  Wadhawan  Vs.  CBI  bail

application no. 523/2020, Sanjay Dutt Vs. CBI SLP (Crl.) nos.

1834-35 of  1994 and Suresh  Kumar  Bhikamchand Jain  Vs.

State of Maharashtra & Anr. SLP (Crl.) no. 147 of 2013. With

these  submissions,  prayer  is  made  for  the  dismissal  of  the

same.

The present bail application is filed on behalf of accused/

applicant  for  grant  of  default/statutory bail.  It  is  pertinent  to

mention here the relevant provisions of section 167 (2) Cr. P.C.

and same reads as follows:

The Magistrate to whom an accused person is forwarded

under  this  section  may,  whether  he  has  or  has  not

jurisdiction to try the case, from time to time, authorise the

detention  of  the  accused  in  such  custody  as  such

Magistrate thinks fit, for a term not exceeding fifteen days

in the whole; and if he has no jurisdiction to try the case or

commit  it  for  trial,  and  considers  further  detention

unnecessary, he may order the accused to be forwarded to

a Magistrate having such jurisdiction: Provided that-

(a) the Magistrate may authorise the detention of the

accused person, otherwise than in the custody of the

police,  beyond  the  period  of  fifteen  days;  if  he  is

satisfied  that  adequate  grounds exist  for  doing  so,

but no Magistrate shall authorise the detention of the

accused person in custody under this paragraph for a

total period exceeding:



(i) ninety days, where the investigation relates

to  an  offence  punishable  with  death,

imprisonment for life or imprisonment for a term

of not less than ten years;

(ii) sixty days, where the investigation relates to

any  other  offence,  and,  on  the  expiry  of  the

said period of ninety days, or sixty days, as the

case  may  be,  the  accused  person  shall  be

released on bail if he is prepared to and does

furnish bail, and every person released on bail

under this sub- section shall be deemed to be

so  released  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter

XXXIII for the purposes of that Chapter;]

(b)  no  Magistrate  shall  authorise  detention  in  any

custody  under  this  section  unless  the  accused  is

produced before him;

(c) no Magistrate of the second class, not specially

empowered in  this  behalf  by  the  High  Court,  shall

authorise detention in the custody of the police.

In  the present  application,  the accused is  claiming the

statutory  right  of  his  bail.  The  accused  has  shown  his

willingness and readiness to furnish the bail bonds and surety

bonds  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court.  From the  abovesaid

judgments relied by both the parties, it is well settled law that

right  of  statutory  bail/default  bail  can  be  claimed  by  the

accused till the time of non-filing of the charge-sheet/challan by

the  investigating  agency  within  stipulated  time  as  per  the



provisions of section 167 Cr. P.C. Meaning thereby, the right of

statutory  bail/default  bail  comes  to  an  end  on  the  filing  of

chargesheet/challan  by  the  investigating  agency  within  the

stipulated time. 

In  the present  case,  the accused is  in  judicial  custody

since 13.03.2021. As per the reply filed on behalf of the IO and

submissions of Ld. APP, after completion of investigation the

chargesheet  has  already been  filed  in  the  present  case  on

12.05.2021, as per rules. Therefore, considering the facts and

circumstance of the case, it is clear that the charge-sheet has

already been filed by the investigating agency in the present

case  within  the  stipulated  time,  well  before  the  claiming  of

statutory right of bail on behalf of the accused by way of filing

of  the present  application.  Hence,  considering the totality of

facts,  the present application for grant of default/statutory bail

is not maintainable and is dismissed accordingly.

Copy of the order be given dasti as prayed for. 

(SATVIR SINGH LAMBA)
CMM (North District)

Rohini Court/15.05.2021



FIR No.193/2020
PS EOW
U/s 406/419/420/468/471/120-B IPC
State Vs. Mithun Bhatnagar

15.05.2021

In the scenerio of COVID-19 pandemic, matter is taken

up through video conferencing hearing in  compliance of  the

directions of Hon'ble High Court of Delhi and directions of Ld.

Principal  District  &  Sessions  Judge,  North  District,  Rohini

Courts, Delhi.

Pr: Dr. Sharwan Kumar Bishnoi, Ld. APP for State.
Sh. Tarun Khanna, Ld. Counsel for the applicant
Sh. Pankaj Tomar and Ms. Meenal Duggal, Ld. Counsels 
for the victims

Heard. Perused. 

This is an application for grant of bail u/s 167(2) Cr. PC

filed on behalf of the applicant/accused Mithun Bhatnagar.

Heard. Perused.

It is submitted by the Ld. Counsel for the accused that

accused is in JC in the present case since 13.03.2021.  It  is

submitted by the Ld. Counsel that accused is innocent and has

been falsely implicated in the present case.  It is further stated

that  the  applicant/accused  was  got  arrested  in  the  present

case, as he was falsely arrested in the other cases bearing FIR

no.  45/2020 and 46/2020 PS Connaught  Place.  It  is  further

submitted  that  co-acused  persons  hatched  a  criminal

conspiracy and stated themselves as officials of DSIIDC and



cheated the various person with the assurance to allot them

Industrial plot.  It  is further argued that  accused is sole bread

earner of his family and his presence is necessary for looking

after his wife, minor children and old aged parents.  It is further

argued  that  co-accused  are  already  on  bail.  It  is  further

submitted that in the present case chargesheet has not been

filed by the Investigating agency within stipulated time of  60

days, hence further judicial custody of the applicant is illegal

and  the  applicant/accused  is  entitled  for  default  bail.  It  is

argued  that  the  version  of  the  prosecution  for  the  alleged

offence  that  same  is  grave  and  serious  and  several  other

criminal cases are pending against the accused, is no ground

for refusal of default bail of the accused in the present case.  It

is further stated that the applicant/accused has deep roots in

society, so there is no likelyhood of fleeing away. It is further

stated that accused is ready to furnish bail bond/surety bond.

Ld. Counsel the applicant has also relied upon the case laws

CBI  Vs.  Anupam J.  Kulkarni  (1992)  3  SCC 141,  Prabhakar

Tiwari Vs. State of UP and Ors. 2020 (1) RCR (Criminal) 831,

Ashok Sagar Vs. State (NCT of Delhi) 2018 VI AD (Delhi) 21,

M. Ravindran Vs. Intelligence Officer, Directorate of Revenue

Intelligence  (2021)  SCC  485,  S.  Kasi  Vs.  State

MANU/SC/0491/2020   and  Maulana Mohd. Amit Rashadi Vs.

State  of  UP  and  Ors.,  2012  2  SCC  382.  With  these

submissions, prayer is made for the grant of default bail for the

accused.



Ld.  APP as well  as Ld.  Counsels for  the complainants

have strongly opposed the bail application and argued that the

prayer  of  the  applicant  is  not  maintainable.  Ld.  APP  has

submitted that the chargesheet has already been filed by the

Investigating  Agency  well  within  the  stipulated  time,  as  per

rules.  Ld. APP and Ld.counsel for the complainant relied upon

the  judgment   titled  as  Kapil  Wadhawan  Vs.  CBI  bail

application  no.  522/2020,  Dheeraj  Wadhawan  Vs.  CBI  bail

application no. 523/2020, Sanjay Dutt Vs. CBI SLP (Crl.) nos.

1834-35 of  1994 and Suresh  Kumar  Bhikamchand Jain  Vs.

State of Maharashtra & Anr. SLP (Crl.) no. 147 of 2013. With

these  submissions,  prayer  is  made  for  the  dismissal  of  the

same.

The present bail application is filed on behalf of accused/

applicant  for  grant  of  default/statutory bail.  It  is  pertinent  to

mention here the relevant provisions of section 167 (2) Cr. P.C.

and same reads as follows:

The Magistrate to whom an accused person is forwarded

under  this  section  may,  whether  he  has  or  has  not

jurisdiction to try the case, from time to time, authorise the

detention  of  the  accused  in  such  custody  as  such

Magistrate thinks fit, for a term not exceeding fifteen days

in the whole; and if he has no jurisdiction to try the case or

commit  it  for  trial,  and  considers  further  detention

unnecessary, he may order the accused to be forwarded to

a Magistrate having such jurisdiction: Provided that-

(a) the Magistrate may authorise the detention of the

accused person, otherwise than in the custody of the



police,  beyond  the  period  of  fifteen  days;  if  he  is

satisfied  that  adequate  grounds exist  for  doing  so,

but no Magistrate shall authorise the detention of the

accused person in custody under this paragraph for a

total period exceeding:

(i) ninety days, where the investigation relates

to  an  offence  punishable  with  death,

imprisonment for life or imprisonment for a term

of not less than ten years;

(ii) sixty days, where the investigation relates to

any  other  offence,  and,  on  the  expiry  of  the

said period of ninety days, or sixty days, as the

case  may  be,  the  accused  person  shall  be

released on bail if he is prepared to and does

furnish bail, and every person released on bail

under this sub- section shall be deemed to be

so  released  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter

XXXIII for the purposes of that Chapter;]

(b)  no  Magistrate  shall  authorise  detention  in  any

custody  under  this  section  unless  the  accused  is

produced before him;

(c) no Magistrate of the second class, not specially

empowered in  this  behalf  by  the  High  Court,  shall

authorise detention in the custody of the police.

In  the present  application,  the accused is  claiming the

statutory  right  of  his  bail.  The  accused  has  shown  his

willingness and readiness to furnish the bail bonds and surety

bonds  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court.  From the  abovesaid



judgments relied by both the parties, it is well settled law that

right  of  statutory  bail/default  bail  can  be  claimed  by  the

accused till the time of non-filing of the charge-sheet/challan by

the  investigating  agency  within  stipulated  time  as  per  the

provisions of section 167 Cr. P.C. Meaning thereby, the right of

statutory  bail/default  bail  comes  to  an  end  on  the  filing  of

chargesheet/challan  by  the  investigating  agency  within  the

stipulated time. 

In  the present  case,  the accused is  in  judicial  custody

since 13.03.2021. As per the reply filed on behalf of the IO and

submissions of Ld. APP, after completion of investigation the

chargesheet  has  already been  filed  in  the  present  case  on

12.05.2021, as per rules. Therefore, considering the facts and

circumstance of the case, it is clear that the charge-sheet has

already been filed by the investigating agency in the present

case  within  the  stipulated  time,  well  before  the  claiming  of

statutory right of bail on behalf of the accused by way of filing

of  the present  application.  Hence,  considering the totality of

facts,  the present application for grant of default/statutory bail

is not maintainable and is dismissed accordingly.

Copy of the order be given dasti as prayed for. 

(SATVIR SINGH LAMBA)
CMM (North District)

Rohini Court/15.05.2021



FIR No.0087/2021
PS Alipur
U/s 381 IPC
State Vs. Ashutosh
Vehicle no. DL1MA4002

15.05.2021

In the scenerio of COVID-19 pandemic, matter is taken

up through video conferencing hearing in  compliance of  the

directions of Hon'ble High Court of Delhi and directions of Ld.

Principal  District  &  Sessions  Judge,  North  District,  Rohini

Courts, Delhi.

Pr: Dr. Sharwan Kumar Bishnoi, Ld. APP for State.
Ld. Counsel for applicant 

Heard. Perused.

This  is  an application for  release  of  case property i.e.

vehicle  bearing  no.DL1MA4002 moved  by  the  applicant/

registered owner Preetam Singh.

Heard and perused the reply filed by the IO. 

As per the reply of IO he has no objection for release of

aforesaid case property to the rightful claimant. 

Directions regarding release of case property vehicle 

The aforesaid vehicle be released by the SHO/IO to the

registered owner on the following conditions:

i. SHO/IO should verify the particulars of the ownership

of  the  case  property  vehicle  and  identity  of  the

applicant. 



ii. Vehicle can also be released to the AR of the owner of

the case property on showing of the authority letter on

a properly stamped paper. 

iii. Photographs  from  all  angles  of  the  case  property

should  be  taken  including  the  engine  and  chasis

number and such photographs should be filed in the

police report in the court. 

iv. Such photographs should be attested under signatures

by all concerned parties. 

v. A Panchnama as per law should be prepared detailing

the proceedings of the release of the case property in

favour of a party. 

(Such photographs and panchnama should suffice

for  the  purpose  of  evidence  during  the  trial

proceedings as a secondary evidence admissible

in  law  if  in  the  event  the  original  of  the  case

property is not produced during the evidence). 

vi. An indemnity bond should be taken from the party in

whose  favour  the  property  is  released  as  per  the

valuation  of  the  case  property  mentioning  the

undertaking to indemnify any other  person in  whose

favour  any  claim  relating  to  case  property  is

determined by any legally competent forum. 

vii. Mechanical inspection of the vehicle should be done

before releasing the vehicle if it is a case of accident. 



viii. In  case  vehicle  is  insured,  the  applicant  will  also

furnish  an  affidavit  to  the  SHO/IO  in  support  of  the

application  for  release  of  vehicle  that  he  has  not

claimed insurance money from the insurance company

pertaining  to  the  occurrence  of  accident  in  above

mentioned FIR. 

ix. With  these  directions,  the  present  application  is

disposed  off.  However,  if  there  is  any  objection  to

release  of  case  property,  objections  will  be  sent  in

writing  on  next  working  day  before  concerned

court/concerned Duty MM.

Copy of the order be given dasti. 

(SATVIR SINGH LAMBA)
CMM (North District)

Rohini Court/15.05.2021



FIR No.0312/2021
PS Alipur
U/s 457/380/411/34 IPC
State Vs. Pinnu @ Sanjay

15.05.2021

In the scenerio of COVID-19 pandemic, matter is taken

up through video conferencing hearing in  compliance of  the

directions of Hon'ble High Court of Delhi and directions of Ld.

Principal  District  &  Sessions  Judge,  North  District,  Rohini

Courts, Delhi.

Pr: Dr. Sharwan Kumar Bishnoi, Ld. APP for State.
Ld. Counsel for the applicant

Heard. Perused. 

This  is  an application for  release  of  case property i.e.

wheat grains (112 Joot bags of 50-60 kg. each) on supardari

filed on behalf of applicant/authorised person Anil Kumar.

Heard. Perused the report of the IO.

Perusal of report reveals that IO has no objection if the

case property in question  is released to the applicant.  

In view of the directions given by the Hon'ble Supreme

Court in case titled as Sunder Bhai Ambalal Desai Vs. State

of Gujrat, AIR 2003 SC 638 and Hon'ble High Court in case

titled as  Manjit Singh Vs. State in Crl. M.C. No. 4485/2013

dated 10.09.2014, the case property in question be released to

the applicant  on furnishing  security bond as per valuation

report  of  the  case  property.  IO  is  directed  to  prepare  a

detailed panchnama and shall also take the photographs of the



case property from all the angles which shall be countersigned

by the complainant as well as by the accused and the person

to whom the case property is released. The said panchnama

shall be filed alongwith the chargesheet. IO is directed to get

the valuation done of the case property prior to releasing the

same to the applicant  as per directions of  Hon'ble Supreme

Court. 

Copy of the order  be given dasti, as prayed for.

(SATVIR SINGH LAMBA)
CMM (North District)

Rohini Court/15.05.2021


