
IN THE COURT OF SESSIONS AT CHENNAI

Present: Thiru R. Selvakumar, B.A., M.L.,  
 Principal Sessions Judge 

Friday, the 3rd day of  July, 2020  

Crl.M.P.No.7801/2020
in

Central Crime Branch Cr.No.128/2020

B. Balavijay
..Petitioner/Accused

                       Vs
State by:
The  Inspector of Police, 
Central Crime Branch,
Bank Fraud Prevention Wing,
Chennai.

              ..Respondent/Complainant.

This  petition  is  coming  on  this  day  before  me  for  hearing,  upon  hearing 

M/s. J.P. Rajesh, Counsel for the petitioner and the CPP, this court delivered the following:

    ORDER

1.  The  petitioner,  who apprehends  arrest  by  the  Respondent  Police  for  the  offences 

punishable under Section 120(B), 420, 465, 467, 468 of IPC in Crime No.128/2020 on the file 

of the respondent police, seeks Anticipatory bail.

2.  The petitioner’s counsel and CPP were heard through Video Conference.

3.  The learned counsel for the petitioner submits that the petitioner had purchased a 

BMW car by obtaining loan from the defacto complainant.  However, after purchase of the car, 

it came to light that the same is defective.  Hence, he returned the car to the dealer.  In turn, the 

dealer returned the amount to the petitioner.  However, he continues to pay the E.M.I. without  

default.  Due to some business loss, he was unable to make payment for the subsequent E.M.Is  

and thus, a complaint has been lodged by the defacto complainant.  The petitioner approached 

the  Hon'ble  High  Court  for  anticipatory  bail.   Therein,  there  was  a  direction  to  close  the 

investigation  before December 2019.  However, now the present case is registered in order to 

harass the petitioner.  Due to the harassment made to the father of the petitioner, he committed 

suicide.  Even now, the petitioner is ready to repay the amount to the bank.  Thus, he prays for  



anticipatory bail or refer the matter to Mediation.

4.  On the other hand, the learned CPP submits that the petitioner defrauded the bank. 

The entire thing is make-belief affair.  A loan was obtained by the petitioner by submitting 

bogus documents for purchasing a B.M.W. car.  On verification of records through Online, it 

was found that the vehicle stands in the name of some other person and hypothecated with 

HDFC Bank.  So, it is evident that the petitioner committed fraud on the bank by obtaining loan 

as if he purchased the B.M.W. car with the finance provided by the bank.

5.  Even as per the submission made by the learned counsel for the petitioner as if the 

B.M.W. car was defective and the Dealer refunded the amount to the petitioner is accepted, he 

ought to have paid the amount immediately to the Bank.  Without doing the same, from 2017, 

he is keeping the money with him.  The Bank was on the impression that the loan was granted  

for purchasing the car.  The loan has become N.P.A.  Then only, on verification of the records, 

it came to light that the vehicle was not at all purchased by the petitioner.  So, the sequence of  

the occurrence would categorically go to show the fraud committed by the petitioner.  Even 

after the intervention of the Hon'ble High Court, the petitioner not chosen to make good the 

loss  to  the  bank.   The  cheques  issued  by  the  petitioner  were  dishonoured.   Under  such 

circumstances, granting anticipatory bail or referring the matter to Mediation would delay the 

recovery proceedings.  There is no bona fide on the part of the petitioner prima faice.  Even the 

request now made by the petitioner to refer the matter to Mediation, in this court's considered 

view, is to gain  time.  He had not chosen to go for Mediation or onetime settlement when the 

previous anticipatory bail petition was moved before the Hon'ble High Court.  Further, as per 

the submission of the petitioner, the Hon'ble High Court was not pleased to granted anticipatory 

bail when it was sought for.  When the Hon'ble High Court itself refused to grant anticipatory 

bail to the petitioner, granting anticipatory bail by this court is against the judicial discipline. 

Considering all those circumstances, this court is not inclined to grant anticipatory bail.

6.  Petition is dismissed.

Delivered by me today

    
     Sd/-R. Selvakumar,

ss                   Principal Sessions Judge.



IN THE COURT OF SESSIONS AT CHENNAI
Present: Thiru R. Selvakumar, B.A., M.L.,  

 Principal Sessions Judge 
Friday, the 3rd day of  July, 2020  

Crl.M.P.No.7802/2020
in

K-2, Ayanavaram P.S. Cr.No.556/2020

Surya
..Petitioner/Accused

                       Vs
State by:
The  Inspector of Police, 
K-2, Ayanavaram Police Station,
Chennai.               ..Respondent/Complainant.

This  petition  is  coming  on  this  day  before  me  for  hearing,  upon  hearing 

M/s. P.S. Muralidhara Rao and A. Santhosh Kumar, Counsel for the petitioner and the CPP, 

this court delivered the following:

    ORDER

1. The petitioner, who was arrested on  13.06.2020  for the offences punishable under 

Sections  294(b),  323,  397  and  506(ii) of  IPC  in  Crime  No.556/2020  on  the  file  of  the 

respondent police, seeks bail.

2.  The petitioner’s counsel and CPP were heard through Video Conference.

3.   According to the petitioner’s  counsel,  the petitioner is  innocent and he has been 

falsely  implicated  in  this  case.  Co-accused  has  been  granted  bail  by  this  court  in 

Crl.M.P.No.7778/2020, dated 1.7.2020.  He is in custody from 13.6.2020 and prays for bail.

4.   On the other hand,  the learned CPP submits  that  the petitioner  along with other  

accused robbed cellphone from the defacto complainant.

5.  It is a case of 397 IPC.  The petitioner is in custody for 20 days.  Co-accused released 

on bail by this court.  No previous case reported.  Considering all those circumstances, this 

court is inclined to grant bail.

6.  Accordingly, the petitioner is ordered to be released on bail on his executing a own 

bond for a sum of Rs.10,000/- (Rupees ten thousand only) before the Superintendent of the 

concerned prison, in which the petitioner has been confined, on his release



(a) the  petitioner  shall  execute  two  sureties  for  a  sum  of  Rs.10,000/  (Rupees  Ten 

thousand only) each, before the concerned Trial Court within one week of regular functioning 

of the Courts.

(b) the petitioner shall not tamper with evidence or witness either during investigation or 

trial.

(c) the petitioner shall not abscond either during investigation or trial.

(d) On breach of any of the aforesaid conditions, the learned Magistrate/Trial Court is 
entitled to take appropriate action against the petitioner in accordance  with law as if the 
conditions  have  been  imposed  and  the  petitioner  released  on  bail  by  the  learned 
Magistrate/Trial Court himself as laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in P.K. Shaji Vs. 
State of Kerala [(2005) AIR SCW 5560]. 

(e) If the petitioner thereafter absconds, a fresh FIR can be registered under Section 229-

A IPC.

Delivered by me today

    Sd/-R.SELVAKUMAR
                                          Principal Sessions Judge

Copy to :
The Superintendent, Sub-Jail, Saidapet, Chennai.
ss



IN THE COURT OF SESSIONS AT CHENNAI

Present: Thiru R. Selvakumar, B.A., M.L.,  
 Principal Sessions Judge 

Friday, the 3rd day of  July, 2020  

Crl.M.P.No.7803/2020
in

H-1, Washermenpet P.S. Cr.No.1013/2020
1. B. Surya Prakash @ Valai surya
2. V. Sathiya @ Lodukku Sathiya ..Petitioners/Accused

                       Vs
State by:
The  Inspector of Police, 
H-1, Washermenpet Police Station,
Chennai.               ..Respondent/Complainant.

This  petition  is  coming  on  this  day  before  me  for  hearing,  upon  hearing 

M/s. R. Hariharan, Counsel for the petitioners and the CPP,  this court delivered the following:

    ORDER
1. The petitioners, who were arrested on 04.06.2020 for the offences punishable under 

Sections 147, 148, 307 and 506(ii) of IPC in Crime No.1013/2020 on the file of the respondent 

police, seeks bail.

2.  The petitioners’ counsel and CPP were heard through Video Conference.

3.  According to the petitioners' counsel, the petitioners are an innocent and they have 

been falsely implicated in this case.  They are in custody from 4.6.2020 and prays for bail.

4.  On the other hand, the learned CPP seriously objects granting bail stating that the 

petitioners along with other accused assaulted the defacto complainant with knife.  The victim 

sustained injuries and he was admitted in the hospital for 6 days as in-patient.  The 1 st petitioner 

is having 8 previous cases and 2nd petitioner is having 12 previous cases.

5.  Considering the nature of injuries inflicted and the fact that the earlier petition was 

dismissed only on 24.6.2020 there is no change of circumstances and  considering the bad 

antecedents of the petitioners, this court is not inclined to grant bail at present.

6.  Petition is dismissed.

Delivered by me today

    Sd/-R.SELVAKUMAR
ss                                           Principal Sessions Judge



IN THE COURT OF SESSIONS AT CHENNAI

Present: Thiru R. Selvakumar, B.A., M.L.,  
 Principal Sessions Judge 

Friday, the 3rd day of  July, 2020  

Crl.M.P.No.7804/2020
in

H-1, Washermenpet P.S. Cr.No.1014/2020
1. B. Surya Prakash @ Valai surya
2. V. Sathiya @ Lodukku Sathiya ..Petitioners/Accused

                       Vs
State by:
The  Inspector of Police, 
H-1, Washermenpet Police Station,
Chennai.               ..Respondent/Complainant.

This  petition  is  coming  on  this  day  before  me  for  hearing,  upon  hearing 

M/s. R. Hariharan, Counsel for the petitioners and the CPP,  this court delivered the following:

    ORDER
1. The petitioners, who were arrested on 04.06.2020 for the offences punishable under 

Sections 341, 294(b), 323, 392, 397, 336, 427 and 506(ii) of IPC in Crime No.1014/2020 on the 

file of the respondent police, seeks bail.

2.  The petitioners’ counsel and CPP were heard through Video Conference.

3.  According to the petitioners' counsel, the petitioners are an innocent and they have 

been falsely implicated in this case.  They are in custody from 4.6.2020 and prays for bail.

4.  On the other hand, the learned CPP seriously objects granting bail stating that this 

petitioner along with other accused waylaid the defacto complainant and robbed Rs.1,500/- at 

knife point and also assaulted him with hands. The 1st petitioner is having 8 previous cases and 

2nd petitioner is having 12 previous cases.

5.  Considering the nature of case and the fact that the earlier petition was dismissed 

only on 24.6.2020 there is no change of circumstances and  considering the bad antecedents of  

the petitioners, this court is not inclined to grant bail at present.

6.  Petition is dismissed.

Delivered by me today

    Sd/-R.SELVAKUMAR
ss                                              Principal Sessions Judge



IN THE COURT OF SESSIONS AT CHENNAI

Present: Thiru R. Selvakumar, B.A., M.L.,  
 Principal Sessions Judge 

Friday, the 3rd day of  July, 2020  

Crl.M.P.No.7805/2020
in

P-6, Kodungaiyur P.S. Cr.No.718/2020

1. Amar @ Sumarendran
2. Akash @ Sangili
3. Sathish

..Petitioners/Accused
                       Vs

State by:
The  Inspector of Police, 
P-6, Kodungaiyur Police Station,
Chennai.               ..Respondent/Complainant.

This  petition  is  coming  on  this  day  before  me  for  hearing,  upon  hearing 

M/s.  A.  Elumalai  and S.  Shanmugam, Counsel for the petitioners and the CPP,  this  court 

delivered the following:

    ORDER

1. The petitioners, who were arrested on 17.05.2020 for the offences punishable under 

Sections  341,  294(b),  397 and 506(ii) of  IPC  in  Crime  No.718/2020  on  the  file  of  the 

respondent police, seek bail.

2.  The petitioners’ counsel and CPP were heard through Video Conference.

3.  According to the petitioners' counsel, the petitioners are innocent and they have been 

falsely implicated in this case.  Co-accused has been granted bail by this court.  They are in 

custody from 17.5.2020 and prays for bail.

4.  According to learned CPP, the petitioners along with other accused robbed Rs.1,200/- 

from the defacto complainant.

5.  It is a case of 397 IPC.  No bad antecedents reported.  The petitioners are in custody 

for more than a month.  Considering the nature of case and duration of custody, this court is  

inclined to grant bail.

6.  Accordingly, the petitioners are ordered to be released on bail on their executing a 



own bond for a sum of Rs.10,000/- each (Rupees ten thousand only) before the Superintendent 

of the concerned prison, in which the petitioners have been confined, on their release

(a) the  petitioners  shall  execute  two  sureties  for  a  sum of  Rs.10,000/  (Rupees  Ten 

thousand only) each, before the concerned Trial Court within one week of regular functioning 

of the Courts.

(b) the petitioners shall not tamper with evidence or witness either during investigation 

or trial.

(c) the petitioners shall not abscond either during investigation or trial.

(d) On breach of any of the aforesaid conditions, the learned Magistrate/Trial Court is 
entitled to take appropriate action against the petitioners in accordance  with law as if the 
conditions  have  been  imposed  and  the  petitioners  released  on  bail  by  the  learned 
Magistrate/Trial Court himself as laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in P.K. Shaji Vs. 
State of Kerala [(2005) AIR SCW 5560]. 

(e) If the petitioners thereafter absconds, a fresh FIR can be registered under Section 

229-A IPC.

Delivered by me today

    Sd/-R.SELVAKUMAR
                                          Principal Sessions Judge

Copy to :
The Superintendent, Central Prison, Puzhal, Chennai.
ss



IN THE COURT OF SESSIONS AT CHENNAI

Present: Thiru R. Selvakumar, B.A., M.L.,  
 Principal Sessions Judge 

Friday, the 3rd day of  July, 2020  

Crl.M.P.No.7806/2020
in

R-5, Virugambakkam P.S. Cr.No.335/2020
S. Sabarinathan @ Kunjumani ..Petitioner/Accused

                       Vs
State by:
The  Inspector of Police, 
R-5, Virugambakkam Police Station,
Chennai.               ..Respondent/Complainant.

This  petition  is  coming  on  this  day  before  me  for  hearing,  upon  hearing 

M/s.  E.T.  Nandakumaran, Counsel for the petitioner and the CPP,  this court  delivered the 

following:

    ORDER
1. The petitioner, who was arrested on  22.05.2020  for the offences punishable under 

Section 302 of IPC in Crime No.335/2020 on the file of the respondent police, seeks bail.

2.  The petitioner’s counsel and CPP were heard through Video Conference.

3.  According to the petitioner’s counsel, the name of the petitioner does not find place 

in the F.I.R. The petitioner is innocent and he has been falsely implicated in this case.  He is in 

custody from 22.5.2020 and prays for bail.

4.  According to learned CPP, the petitioner along with other accused brutally assaulted 

the victim and he died on the spot.

5. The F.I.R. is not an encyclopedia. During the course of investigation, the Investigating 

Officer found the petitioner's involvement in the crime and arrested him.  He is in custody only 

from 22.5.2020.  It is a case of murder.  The person was done to death on the spot. Investigation 

is at the budding stage. Considering all those circumstances, this court is not inclined to grant 

bail.

6.  Petition is dismissed.

Delivered by me today

    Sd/-R.SELVAKUMAR
ss                                           Principal Sessions Judge


