
IN THE COURT OF SESSIONS AT CHENNAI

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

Saturday, the 4th day of  July, 2020  

Crl.M.P.No.7807/2020
in

R-8, Vadapalani P.S. Crime No.242/2020

Kalidoss .. Petitioner/Accused.

     Vs.

State Rep. by
The Inspector of Police,
R-8, Vadapalani Police Station,
Chennai.                      ..Respondent/Complainant.

This  petition  is  coming  on  this  day  before  me  for  hearing,  upon  hearing 
M/s. Thirugnanam and E.Pandian, Counsel for the petitioner and the CPP, this Court delivered 
the following :

ORDER

1. The petitioner, who was arrested on 30.05.2020 for the offences punishable under 

Section 341, 397, 336, 427, 506(ii) of IPC in Crime No.242/2020 on the file of the respondent 

police, seeks bail.

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

3.  According to learned counsel for the petitioner, the petitioner is innocent. He has 

been in custody since 30.5.2020 and prays for granting bail.

4.  On the other hand, the learned CPP submits that the petitioner robbed 2 grams of gold 

ring and cellphone from the defacto complainant.  She further submits that the petitioner is 

having three previous cases.

5.   It  is  a  case  of  397  IPC.   The  petitioner  is  in  custody  for  more  than  a  month.  

Considering the nature of case and duration of custody, this court is inclined to grant bail to the 

petitioner.

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 bond with 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]. 

(d) 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, Central Prison, Puzhal, Chennai.
ss



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

 Principal Sessions Judge 
Saturday, the 4th day of  July, 2020  

Crl.M.P.No.7808/2020
in

H-6, R.K.Nagar P.S. Crime No.1384/2020

1. Appu @ Prabhu @ Arunkumar
2. Raja Mohamed .. Petitioners/Accused.

     Vs.

State Rep. by
The Inspector of Police,
H-6, R.K.Nagar Police Station,
Chennai.                      ..Respondent/Complainant.

This  petition  is  coming  on  this  day  before  me  for  hearing,  upon  hearing 
M/s. V.Karthik, Counsel for the petitioners and the CPP, this Court delivered the following :

ORDER

1. The petitioners, who were arrested on 17.06.2020 for the offences punishable under 

Section 120(B), 147, 148, 294(b), 324, 341, 307, 363, 506(ii) of IPC in Crime No.1384/2020 

on the file of the respondent police, seek bail.

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

3.  According to learned counsel for the petitioners, the petitioners are innocent. They 

have been in custody since 17.6.2020 and prays for granting bail.

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

accused took the defacto complainant in a bike and demanded money and also assaulted him.  

She further stated that the 1st petitioner is having 8 previous cases and 2nd petitioner is having 

two previous cases.

5.  Considering the duration of custody and antecedents, the petition in respect of the 

1st petitioner is dismissed since he is having 8 previous cases. In respect of 2nd petitioner bail is 

granted.

6.  Accordingly, the 2nd 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 petitioners has been confined, on his release

(a) the  2nd petitioner  shall  execute  bond with 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  2nd petitioner  shall  not  tamper  with  evidence  or  witness  either  during 

investigation or trial.

(c) the 2nd 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 2nd petitioner in accordance  with law as if the 
conditions  have  been  imposed  and  the  2nd 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]. 

(d) If the 2nd petitioner thereafter absconds, a fresh FIR can be registered under Section 

229-A IPC.

7.  As far as the 1st petitioner is concerned, the petition is dismissed.

Delivered by me today

    Sd/-R.SELVAKUMAR
                                          Principal Sessions Judge

Copy to :
The Superintendent, Sub-Jail, Thiruttani.
ss



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

 Principal Sessions Judge 
Saturday, the 4th day of  July, 2020  

Crl.M.P.No.7809/2020
in

K-2 Ayanavaram P.S. Crime No.425/2020

Vijay @ Jakki .. Petitioner/Accused.

     Vs.

State Rep. 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.  M.Kaveri  Selvam,  Counsel  for  the  petitioner  and  the  CPP,  this  Court  delivered  the 
following :

ORDER

1. The petitioner, who was arrested on 31.05.2020 for the offences punishable under 

Section 392 of IPC in Crime No.425/2020 on the file of the respondent police, seeks bail.

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

3.  According to learned counsel for the petitioner, the petitioner is innocent. He has 

been in custody since 31.5.2020 and prays for granting bail.

4.   On the other hand, the learned CPP submits that  the petitioner robbed cellphone 

worth Rs.4000/- from the defacto complainant.  However, she submits that the petitioner has no 

previous case.

5.  Considering the nature of case and duration of custody and the fact that the petitioner 

has no previous case, this court is inclined to grant bail to the petitioner.

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 bond with 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]. 

(d) 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, Chengalpet.
ss



IN THE COURT OF SESSIONS AT CHENNAI

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

Saturday, the 4th day of  July, 2020  

Crl.M.P.No.7810/2020
in

C.C.No.1722/2012
(On the file of the learned V Metropolitan Magistrate, Chennai)

 in
K-2, Ayanavaram  P.S. Crime No.364/2011

Logu @ Yogaraj .. Petitioner/Accused.

     Vs.

State Rep. 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.  R.Muthukumar,  R.Lingakumar and A.Rajeshkumar,  Counsel for  the petitioner and the 
CPP, this Court delivered the following :

ORDER

1. The petitioner, who was arrested on 16.10.2019 for the offences punishable under 

Section 341, 294(b), 323, 324, 336, 386, 506(ii) of IPC in Crime No.364/2011on the file of 

the respondent police, seeks bail.

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

3.  According to learned counsel for the petitioner, the petitioner is innocent. He has 

been in custody for more than 8 months and prays for granting bail.

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

N.B.W.  was  issued  in  the  month  of  December  2018  and  the  same  was  executed  only  on 

16.10.2029.  Further, the petitioner is having 25 cases to his credit.  He was detained under Act 

14/1955 for five times after release he never attended the Court.  N.B.W. is pending in three 

cases and as far as this court is concerned, the case is pending for trial and if he is released on  

bail, again he may abscond.



5.  The case is of the year 2012.  Till date trial could not be completed because of the 

absence of the petitioner.  Considering the stage of the case, 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 
Saturday, the 4th day of  July, 2020  

Crl.M.P.No.7811/2020
in

C.C.No.4215/2019
(On the file of the learned V Metropolitan Magistrate, Chennai)

 in
K-2, Ayanavaram  P.S. Crime No.1309/2011

Logu @ Yogaraj .. Petitioner/Accused.

     Vs.

State Rep. 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.R.Muthukumar,  R.Lingakumar  and  A.Rajeshkumar,  Counsel  for  the  petitioner  and  the 
CPP, this Court delivered the following :

ORDER

1. The petitioner, who was arrested on 16.10.2019 for the offences punishable under 

Section 341, 294(b),  323,  385,  336,  427,  506(ii)  of IPC r/w. section 34 of IPC in Crime 

No.1309/2011on the file of the respondent police, seeks bail.

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

  3.  According to learned counsel for the petitioner, the petitioner is innocent. He has 

been in custody for more than 8 months and prays for granting bail.

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

N.B.W.  was  issued  in  the  month  of  December  2017  and  the  same  was  executed  only  on 

16.10.2029.  Further, the petitioner is having 25 cases to his credit.  He was detained under Act 

14/1955 for five times after release he never attended the Court.  N.B.W. is pending in three 

cases and as far as this court is concerned, the case is pending for trial and if he is released on  

bail, again he may abscond.

5.  The case is of the year 2011.  Till date trial could not be completed because of the  



absence of the petitioner.  Considering the stage of the case, 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 

Saturday, the 4th day of  July, 2020  

Crl.M.P.No.7813/2020
in

R-10, MGR Nagar P.S. Crime No.620/2020

D.Nagaraj .. Petitioner/Accused.

     Vs.

State Rep. by
The Inspector of Police,
R-10, MGR Nagar Police Station,
Chennai.                      ..Respondent/Complainant.

This  petition  is  coming  on  this  day  before  me  for  hearing,  upon  hearing 
M/s. G.Sathish, N.Rajasree, R.Santhosh, R.Rathinavel, Counsel for the petitioner and the CPP, 
this Court delivered the following :

ORDER

1. The petitioner, who was arrested on 02.06..2020 for the offences punishable under 

Section 307 of IPC in Crime No.620/2020 on the file of the respondent police, seeks bail.

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

3.  According to learned counsel for the petitioner, the petitioner is innocent. He has 

been in custody since 2.6.2020 and prays for granting bail.

4.  On the other hand, the learned CPP submits that the petitioner poured hot milk on his 

wife.  However, she submits that the injured has been discharged from the hospital.

5.  The defacto complainant is the wife of the petitioner.  There was a family quarrel.  He 

poured hot milk on his wife.  She was treated as in patient for six days.  The accused is in 

custody for more than a month.  Since the defacto complainant happens to be the wife of the  

petitioner, there are chances for compromise.  Considering the duration of custody, this court is 

inclined to grant bail to the petitioner.

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 bond with 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]. 

(d) 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, Central Prison, Puzhal, Chennai.
ss



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

 Principal Sessions Judge 
Saturday, the 4th day of  July, 2020  

Crl.M.P.No.7814 and 7815/2020
in

CCB Crime No.237/2020

Kumaran .. Petitioner in 
Crl.M.P.No.7814/2020 / Accused.

A.Manoj Kumar .. Petitioner in 
Crl.M.P.No.7815/2020 / Accused.

     Vs.

State Rep. by
The Inspector of Police,
XIII Team, CCB,
Chennai.                      ..Respondent/Complainant.

This  petition  is  coming  on  this  day  before  me  for  hearing,  upon  hearing 
M/s.  L.Chenkuttuvan,  R.U.Dinesh  Rajkmar,  G.Dhinesh,  Counsel  for  the  petitioner  in 
Crl.M.P.No.7814/2020 and of  M/s.Prakash Goklaney,  T.Murali  and S.Velu,  Counsel for  the 
petitioner in Crl.M.P.No.7815/2020 and the CPP, this Court delivered the following :

COMMON ORDER

1. The petitioner in Crl.M.P.No.7814/2020, who was arrested on 23.06.2020 and the 

petitioner  in  Crl.M.P.No.7815/2020,  who  was  arrested  on  24.6.2020  for  the  offences 

punishable under Section 188, 269 and 420 of IPC r/w. section 3 of Epidemic disease Act and 

section 51 of Disaster Management Act in Crime No.237/2020 on the file of the respondent 

police, seek bail.

2.  The petitioners' counsels and CPP were heard through Video Conference.

3.  According to learned counsels for the petitioners, the petitioners have no role in the 

issue of  E-passes.  They are in custody for more than 10 days and prays of bail.

4.  On the other hand, the learned CPP submits that it is a grave case of cheating.  The 

petitioners have manipulated the official records and issued  E.-passes on receiving money. 

They used the lock down situation and minted money like anything by creating a network with 



Government Servants and Travel Agencies to issue E-passes in a clandestine manner.  Because 

of their conduct, the genuine persons' applications for E-passes were denied.  Investigation is at 

the budding stage.  Involvement of the other accused is to be traced and thus, she seriously 

objects granting bail.

5.  Considering the nature of offence and the objection raised, this court is not inclined 

to grant bail at present.

6.  Petitions are dismissed.

Delivered by me today

    Sd/-R.SELVAKUMAR
                                          Principal Sessions Judge

ss



IN THE COURT OF SESSIONS AT CHENNAI

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

Saturday, the 4th day of  July, 2020  

Crl.M.P.No.7816/2020
in

S.C.No.348/2015
(On the file of the learned I Additional Sessions Judge, Chennai)

in
E-4, Abiramapuram P.S. Crime No.1352/2013

P.M.Basil .. Petitioner/Accused.

     Vs.

State Rep. by
The Inspector of Police,
E-4, Abiramapuram Police Station,
Chennai.                      ..Respondent/Complainant.

This  petition  is  coming  on  this  day  before  me  for  hearing,  upon  hearing 
M/s.  G.Murugendran,  Counsel  for  the  petitioner  and  the  CPP,  this  Court  delivered  the 
following :

ORDER

1.  The  petitioner,  who had surrendered  on 10.10.2018 for  the  offences  punishable 

under  Section  120(B),  341  and  302  of  IPC  in  Crime  No.1352/2013  on  the  file  of  the 

respondent police, seeks bail.

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

3.  The learned counsel for the petitioner submits that though the bail granted to the 

petitioner was revoked, subsequently, the trial has been completed.  The case is in the stage of 

defence.  On the earlier occasion, bail was cancelled on the ground that the accused threatened 

the witnesses.  Now, the examination of witnesses are over and thus, prays for granting bail.  

Further, he submits that the Hon'ble High Court has given leave to the petitioner to apply for 

bail before this court.

4.  On the other hand, the learned CPP submits that it is a grave case of murder relating 

to Dr Subbiah.  It is a sensational case.  That being so, the accused threatened the witnesses 



from giving evidence before the Court.  Under such circumstances, on the application made by 

the prosecution, the bail already granted was revoked by the Sessions Court.  As against which, 

the petitioner preferred revision before the Hon'ble High Court. That too was dismissed.  Under 

such circumstances, there is no change of circumstances.  Granting bail to the petitioner at this 

juncture may cause threat to the witnesses already deposed.  Further, the case is at the stage of 

defence witness.  There is no impediment on the side of the defence to conduct the trial through 

Video conference.  Without resorting to the same, seeking bail is with the intent to protract the 

proceedings.  Thus, she seriously objects granting bail.

5.  On perusal of the objection raised and the conduct of the petitioner in threatening the 

witnesses  and  the  allegation  that  the  petitioner  is  the  paid  hooligan,  this  court  is  of  the 

considered view that granting bail at this juncture is not conducive to the administration of 

justice.  Thus, this court is not inclined to grant 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 

Saturday, the 4th day of  July, 2020  

Crl.M.P.No.7817/2020
in

C.C.No.487/2012
(On the file of the learned V Metropolitan Magistrate, Chennai)

 in
K-2, Ayanavaram  P.S. Crime No.356/2011

Logu @ Yogaraj .. Petitioner/Accused.

     Vs.

State Rep. 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.  R.Muthukumar,  R.Lingakumar and A.Rajeshkumar,  Counsel for  the petitioner and the 
CPP, this Court delivered the following :

ORDER

1. The petitioner, who was arrested on 16.10.2019 for the offences punishable under 

Section 341, 294(b), 323, 324, 506(ii) of IPC r/w section 34 of IPC in Crime No.356/2011on 

the file of the respondent police, seeks bail.

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

3.  According to learned counsel for the petitioner, the petitioner is innocent. He has 

been in custody for more than 8 months and prays for granting bail.

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

N.B.W.  was  issued  in  the  month  of  December  2018  and  the  same  was  executed  only  on 

16.10.2029.  Further, the petitioner is having 25 cases to his credit.  He was detained under Act 

14/1955 for five times after release he never attended the Court.  N.B.W. is pending in three 

cases and as far as this court is concerned, the case is pending for trial and if he is released on  

bail, again he may abscond.



5.  The case is of the year 2012.  Till date trial could not be completed because of the 

absence of the petitioner.  Considering the stage of the case, 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 

Saturday, the 4th day of  July, 2020  

Crl.M.P.No.7819/2020
in

R-1, Mambalam P.S. Crime No.288/2020

Dinesh @ Nandi .. Petitioner/Accused.

     Vs.

State Rep. by
The Inspector of Police,
R-1, Mambalam Police Station,
Chennai.                      ..Respondent/Complainant.

This  petition  is  coming  on  this  day  before  me  for  hearing,  upon  hearing 
M/s.A.Veeran, E.Mercy Dayana Jebavathi, 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 341, 294(b), 323, 393  and 506(ii) of IPC in Crime No.288/2020 on 

the file of the respondent police, seeks Anticipatory bail.

2.   Learned  counsel  for  the  petitioner  and  the  CPP  were  heard  through  Video 

Conference.  

3.  Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that the petitioner is an innocent.  False 

case has been foisted against him since he moved anticipatory bail in the other crime number. 

Even at the time of granting anticipatory bail, the prosecution has not revealed the pendency of 

the present case.  The petitioner apprehends arrest and prays for anticipatory bail.

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

petitioner  is  involved  in  three  previous  cases.   He  robbed  cellphone  from  the  defacto 

complainant and damaged the same.  Further, he robbed Rs.1000/- from him at knife point.

5.  It is a case of robbery.  Granting anticipatory bail in these type of cases will send a 

wrong signal to the society at large and encourage him in doing the same offence in future. 



Considering the bad antecedents of the petitioner, this court is not inclined to grant anticipatory 

bail.

6.  Petition is dismissed.

Delivered by me today
 Sd/-SELVAKUMAR

ss Principal Sessions Judge
***


