FIR No. 045081/19
State Vs. Imran Hashmi
PS I.P. Estate

29.10.2020
(Through Video Conferencing over Cisco Webex Meeting)
Case taken up in view of circular no. 992/30066-30235 DJ(HQ)/ Covid-

19 Lockdown/Physical Courts Roster/2020 dt. 25.09.2020 issued by Ld. District
& Sessions Judge (HQ).

Present: Ld. APP for the State.

Sh. Nishant Kaushik, Ld. Counsel for applicant/accused.

Pursuant to directions issued on 27.10.2020, status report under the
signatures of Addl. Superintendent, Central Jail No.10, Rohini is received and
perused.

As per the report of Addl. Superintendent, Central Jail No.l0,
Rohini, accused Imran Hashmi was released on interim bail for a period of 45 days
vide order dt. 12.04.2020 passed by Court of Sh. Dev Saroha, Ld. Duty MM.

Heard. Record perused.

Counsel for applicant/accused submits that the charge-sheet has
already been filed in the present case and there is no likelihood that if
applicant/accused is admitted on bail, he will jump over the bail or will tamper with
the evidences. With these submissions, prayer has been made for enlarging the
applicant/accused on regular bail.

Ld. APP for the State has opposed the present application stating
that this is the third regular bail application moved on behalf of the accused without
establishing any change in circumstance, therefore, same deserves to be dismissed.

The perusal of the record would reveal that the first regular bail
application moved on behalf of applicant/accused was dismissed on 05.02.2020 and
the second regular bail application was dismissed on 31.03.2020. The perusal of
such orders would reveal that the earlier applications were dismissed after keeping
in view the fact that there existed an apprehension that the accused is released on
bail, he will commit the similar offences or will dissuade material prosecution
witnesses given his previous criminal antecedents. However, admittedly, the
accused was subsequently enlarged interim bail vide order dt. 12.04.2020, which

has been extended from time to time and till date. It is undisputed that during the



period of interim bail, the accused has not indulged in any offences nor has
attempted to approach any of the prosecution witnesses to intimidate them. Further,
the accused has also not misused his liberty in any other way and there does not
exist any apprehension that if accused is granted regular bail, he will flee away
from the process of law or that his presence will not be secured during the course of
trial. The charge-sheet has already been filed in Court and the trial of the case will
take considerable time on account of present Pandemic situation. Therefore, in the
light of these changed circumstances, this is Court is of the firm view that accused
Imran Hashmi deserves to be admitted on regular on bail. Accordingly.
applicant/accused Imran Hashmi is ordered to be admitted on regular bail on
furnishing personal bonds in the sum of Rs.15000/- with one surety of like amount
each to the satisfaction of concerned Ld. Duty MM (as per duty roster).

Application stands disposed off.

Scanned copy of this order be sent to the Ld. counsel for applicant
through email.

Scanned copy of the order be also sent to Computer Branch for

uploading on Delhi Diétrict Court Website.

L (Rishabh Kapoor)
Digitall ,  MM-03(Central,THC,Delhi
RISHABH 29.10.2020

RISHABH KAPOOR

KAPOOR Date:
2020.10.29
17:06:56
+0530



State Vs. Ali Hussain
FIR no. 180/20
PS L.P. Estate

29.10.2020
(Through Video Conferencing over Cisco Webex Meeting)
Case taken up in view of circular no. 992/30066-30235 DJ(HQ)/ Covid-
19 Lockdown/Physical Courts Roster/2020 dt. 25.09.2020 issued by Ld. District
& Sessions Judge (HQ).

Present: Ld. APP for the State.

Sh. N.K. Saraswat, Ld.LAC for applicant/accused

IO/ASI Sandeep Singh in person.

"The present application was received through email. Scanned copy
of reply under the signatures of IO/ASI Sandeep Singh is also received through
email. Copy stands supplied to Ld. LAC for applicant, electronically.

This order shall dispose off the application for grant of bail u/s 437
Cr.PC, moved on behalf of applicant/accused Ali Hussain.

It is stated that the applicant is innocent and has been falsely
implicated in the present case. It is a further averred that the custodial interrogation
of the applicant/accused is no more required, nor any recovery is left to be effected
from him. It is further averred that co-accused Rafiq Ali had also been granted bail
by this Court on 21.09.2020. It is further averred that the case of applicant/accused
is not covered in any of the directions given by High Powered Committee till date
and as such, he is seeking regular bail. With these averments prayer is made for
enlarging applicant on bail.

Ld. APP for State has opposed the present application citing
seriousness of allegations and made a prayer for dismissal of the present
application.

Upon query made by Court, 10 submits that the investigation of the
a.¢ has completed and the charge-sheet has already been prepared.

In the present case, the applicant was arrested for the offences u/s
3505151134 [PC. A per reply filed by 10/AS] Sandeep Singh, the accused Ali
Hussain alongwith accused Rafig Al, was caught red handed from the spot with the
alleged case property. Admittedly, co-sccused Rafig Ali has already been enlarged

i Bl The (rueetin: o the cron b clem inalirved e { i ¢l
on bail. The investigation of the case has alsn been finalized and as per the 10, the



charge-sheet has already been prepaced. 118 not the case of prosecution that if

admitted on bail, the accused will indulge in similar offences or will threaten the
Prosecution Witnesses. As the recovery of the case property has already been
offected from in the present case, coupled with the fact that the co-accused Rafig
Ali has already been enlarged on bail and the role of applicant/accused in the
alleged offences is not greater than the co-accused Rafiq Ali, therefore, the
applicant/accused also deserves to be admitted on bail on the ground of parity.
Further. the trial of the case would take a long time and till then the liberty of the
accused cannot be curtailed, when his custody is as such not required for the
investigation purposes. Even otherwise also, the presence of the accused during the
course of remaining investigation, if any, as well as during trial can be ensured by
taking sufficient sureties undertaking to ensure his presence. If so, in these
circumstances. I am of the view that there exists no ground in further curtailing the
liberty of the applicant/accused.

At this juncture, it is also pertinent to cite the observations made by the Hon’ble

apex court In_Sanjay Chandra versus CBI (2012) ISCC 40, wherein it was

observed that the courts owe more than verbal respect to the principle that
punishment begins after conviction, and that every man is deemed to be innocent
wuntil duly tried and duly found guilty. From the earliest times, it ways appreciated
that detention in custody pending completion of trial could be a cause of great
hardship. From time to time, necessity demands that some un-convicted persons
should be held in custody pending trial to secure their attendance at trial but in
such cases. necessity is the operative test. The Hon'ble Apex court further observed
that in this country, it would be quite contrary to the concept of personal liberty
cnshrined in the Constitution that any person should be punished in respect of any
matier, upon which, he has not been convicted or that in any circumstances, he
Jrould be deprived of his libertv upon only the belicf that he will tamper with the
wimesses iF lofr at liberty, save in the most extraordinary circumstances. Apart
from the question of prevention being the object of a refusal of bail, one must not
lose sichr of the fact that any imprisonment before conviction has a substantial
nunitive content and that it would be improper for any court to refuse bail as a
mark of this approval of former conduct whether the accused has been convicted

For it or nor or 1o refuse bail 1o an wi-convicted person for purpose of giving him a



taste of imprisonment as a lesson.

In the light of the discussion made above, I am of (he view (hat (he
contentions of the prosecution appears to be untenable and as such, there exists no
reasonable justification, in not enlarging (he applicant/accused, on  bail,
Accordingly, the accused/applicant Ali Hussain is hereby ordered to be enlarged on
bail, subject to following conditions

L That the applicant shall furnish personal and surety bonds in the sum

of sum of Rs.20,000/- each, (o the satisfaction of Ld, Duty MM (as per
duty roster).

2. That the applicant shall make himsell available as and when
required to do so by the investigating agency or the police;

3. That the applicant shall not directly or indirectly make any
inducement, threat or promise to any person acquainted with the facts of the
case so as to dissuade him from disclosing any facts (o the court or the
police;

4. That the applicant shall not tamper with the prosccution cvidence
nor he will try to win over the prosecution witnesses or (errorize them in
any manner; and

9 That the applicant shall not deliberately and intentionally act in
manner which may tend to delay the investigation and trial of the case.

6. That the applicant shall not leave the territories of India during the
pendency of present case proceedings except with the permission ol (he
court.

The application is accordingly disposed olT.

Scanned copy of this order be sent to the Ld. LAC for applicant
through email. One copy be also sent (o concerned Jail Superintendent through all
permissible modes including  email at dakscctionihar@gov.in, for necessary
information and compliance.

Scanned copy ol the order be also sent to Computer Branch for
uploading on Delhi District Court Website.

Digitally . . )
signed b (Rishabh Kapoor)

o RISHABI MM-03(Central), THC,Delhi

RISHABH  karoor 29.10.2020

KAPOOR Date: o
2020.10,29
17:05:49
+0530



FIR No. 148/19
PS Rajender Nagar
Preeti Anand Vs. State (Govt. of NCT of Delhi)

29.10.2020

(Through Video Conferencing over Cisco Webex Meeting)

Case taken up in view of circular no. 992/30066-30235 DJ(HQ)/ Covid-19

Lockdown/Physical Courts Roster/2020 dt. 25.09.2020 issued by Ld. District &
Sessions Judge (HQ).

Present: Ld. APP for the State.

Sh. Rajeev Talwar and Sh. Amulya Dhingra, Ld. Counsel for
applicant/accused.

IO/Inspector Parveen in person.
Scanned copy of reply under the signatures of IO/Inspector Parveen is

received through email. Copy stands supplied to counsel for applicant, electronically.

Heard. Record perused.

After advancing arguments on the application, Ld. Counsel for applicant
submits that he has been informed that in SLP vide diary no. 23367/2020, Hon'ble Supreme
Court has stayed the order dt. 20.10.2020 passed by Hon'ble High Court of Delhi in WP (C)
3037/2020 qua directions for surrender of accused persons who have been admitted on
interim bail. Ld. Counsel for accused further submits that he wishes to withdraw the present
application with a liberty to seek the bail, if required.

An email regarding the above submissions has also been sent by Ld. Counsel for
applicant, through email id of this Court. Print out of same be tagged with the present
application.

In view of the submissions made by Ld. Counsel, the present application stands
dismissed as withdrawn. The applicant shall be at liberty to move the Court for seeking of
bail, if so advised.

Application stands disposed off.

Scanned copy of this order be sent to the Ld. counsel for applicant through email.

Scanned copy of the order be also sent to Computer Branch for uploading on Delhi
District Court Website.

signed .
RISHABH (Rishabh Kapoor)
RISHABH KAPOOR MM-03(Central),THC,Delhi

KAPOOR Date: 29.10.2020
2020.10.29
17:05:08
+0530
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Letter no.F.4/SCI-4/AS(UT )/
- SCUT 202001116 < 10
FIR No. 200/17 o6 dt. 24.10.2020)

PS LP. Estate
29.10.2020

Present: [.d. APP for the State.

The present letter no.F.4/SCI-4/AS(UT)2020/1 1166 dt. 24.10.2020 under
the signature of Superintendent, Central Jail No.4, Tihar is received through email.
Same is perused.

As per the report, in compliance of order dt. 26.10.2020 passed by this
Court, accused Mohd. Ashad was asked to provide his new address, if any,
whereafter he submitted in application in writing stating the same two addresses
which have already been found not verified.
Copy of application addressed by the accused to concerned Jail Superintendent
i5 also perused.

The perusal of same would reveal that the accused has mentioned his two

CaalL T

.ddresses in the application. However, as per the earlier report, said addresses of
.ccused have been found to be not verified. Accordingly, as the accused Mohd.

<had has already been ordered to be released on personal bonds after reviewing

3211

e bail order dated 29.08.2020 in terms of guidelines issued by Hon'ble High Court

e N
Ly W

¢ Delni in matter of D.M. Bhalla Vs. State WP (C) No. 3465/2010 and the

o o

-rification of the address of the accused appears to be necessary for securing his

oot ee during the course of trial, therefore, further review of said bail order is not
) 1ce during t ,

5l Accordingly, concerned Jail Superintendent is hereby directed to release

/
”

- and when he furnishes the personal bonds in the sum of Rs.10000/-

t=p oy 3
C celiateie @

rrect and verified address.

s il

The Ahlmad is directed to make the endorsement with red ink in the case

roi oot thut accused has been granted bail alongwith date of order and also that

of the condition of bail order, accused could not be released from

cnde Aue o non verification of his correct 2ddress. The relevant entries of above

sister in compliance of directions of Hon'ble

-, 1< he alon raade in the relevant reg
1105 Court of Delhi in case title as Ajay Verma Ve, Govt, of NCT of Delhi WP
9 106%9/2017.
beoe napers he tagoed with relevant case file for record,



One copy of this order be sent to concerned Jail Superintendent through all

permissible modes including email at daksection.tihar@ vov.in , for necessary
information and compliance.

Copy of this order be also sent to Computer Branch,THC, for uploading on
Delhi District Courts Website.

(Rishabh Kapoor)

Digitally ~ e .
signod by ~ MM-03(Centr al), THC,Delhi
RISHAB 29.10.2020

RISHABH KAPOOR

KAPOOR Date:
2020.10.29
17:04:46
+0530



e-FIR No. 024022/20
PS 1.P. Estate

State Vs. UP 14DP 6955 (through applicant Sanjay Kumar Saraogi)

29.10.2020

(Through Video Conferencing over Cisco Webex Meeting)
Case taken up in view of circular no. 992/30066-30235 DJ(HQ)/ Covid-
19 Lockdown/Physical Courts Roster/2020 dt. 25.09.2020 issued by Ld. District
& Sessions Judge (HQ). .

Present: Ld. APP for the State.

Applicant in person.

IO/HC Gurdeep Singh in person.

The present application was filed through email. Scanned copy of
reply under the signature of IO/HC Gurdeep Singh is received through email. Copy
stands supplied to counsel for applicant, electronically.

Heard. Record perused.

This order shall dispose off application for release of vehicle UP
14DP 6955, moved on behalf of applicant Sanjay Kumar Saraogi.

In reply received under the signatures of IO/HC Gurdeep Singh. it
has been stated that the vehicle bearing no. UP 14DP 6955 has been recovered in
connection with the present case FIR and same is registered in the name of
applicant Sanjay Kumar Saraogi. IO has stated that the investigation qua the vehicle
is complete and he has no objection. if same is released on superdari.

The applicant has sent the scanned copy of RC of vehicle and copy
of his Adhar Card for the purposes of identity.

On perusal of the report of 10 and documents appended with the
application, the applicant Sanjay Saraogi prima facie appears 1o be the person
entitled for custody of vehicle in question.

In these circumstances and as per directions of Hon'ble High Court of

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

10.09.2014, the aforesaid vehicle be released to the applicant registered owner
subject to the following conditions:-

1. Vehicle in question be released to applicant/registered OWNeT only

lam af the
M Of UIE

subject to furnishing of indemnity bonds as per the valuanc t



vehicle, to the satisfaction of the concerned SHO/ 10 subject to
verification of documents.
2. 10 shall prepare detailed panchnama mentioning the colour,
Engine number, Chasis number, ownership and other necessary
details of the vehicle.
3. 10 shall take the colour photographs of the vehicle from different
angles and also of the engine number and the chasis number of the
vehicle.
4. The photographs should be attested and counter signed by the
complainant/applicant and accused.
5. 10 is directed to verify the RC and insurance of the vehicle in
question and release the vehicle after getting it insured by the
applicant if the same is not already insured.
Scanned copy of this order be sent to Counsel for applicant and to
10/SHO concerned through email.
One copy be sent to Computer Branch, THC for uploading on
Delhi District Court Website.

Digitall (Rishabh Kapoor)

signed }s; MM-03(Central),THC,Delhi
RISHABY{ 29.10.2020

RISHABH KAPOOR

KAPOOR Date:
2020.10.29
17:08:13
+0530



FIR No. 222/20
PS Rajinder Nagar
State Vs. Unknown (through applicant Mohd. Chand)

29.10.2020
(Through Video Conferencing over Cisco Webex Meeting)

Case taken up in view of circular no. 992/30066-30235 DJ(HQ)/ Covid-
19 Lockdown/Physical Courts Roster/2020 dt. 25.09.2020 issued by Ld. District

& Sessions Judge (HQ).

Present: Ld. APP for the State.

None for applicant.
IO/SI Krishan Pal in person.

The present application was filed through email. Scanned copy of reply
under the signatures of I0/SI Krishan Pal is also received through email. Copy
already stands supplied to applicant, electronically.

This order shall dispose off the application for release of mobile phone
Redmi 8A DUAL on Superdari, moved on behalf of applicant Mohd. Chand.

In reply received from SI Krishan Pal, it is stated that the mobile
phone in question has been recovered from possession of accused during
investigation in connection with the present case FIR. It is further stated that the
aforesaid FIR was registered on the complaint of applicant Mohd. Chand. IO has
stated that the applicant is the owner of mobile phone in question and police has no
objection, if mobile phone in question is released to applicant.

For the purposes of identity applicant has sent scanned copy of
bill/invoice of mobile phone and copy of his adhar ID card.

As per the report of I0/SI Krishan Pal, since the investigation with

respect to mobile phone in question is already complete. therefore. no useful
purpose shall be served in further detaining it in the police custody.
In these circumstances and 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,
ihe aforesaid the Redmi 8A DUAL mobile phone be released to the applicant /
owner subject to the following conditions:-

I. 10 shall verify the original bill/invoice of mobile phone in

question from the concerned vendor from whom applicant has



purchased the mobile phone in question.

2. If applicant is found to be rightful owner of the mobile phone in
question, it be released to him only subject to furnishing of
indemnity bond as per its value, to the satisfaction of the concerned
SHO/ IO subject to verification of documents.

3. 1O shall prepare detailed panchnama mentioning the colour, IMEI

NO., ownership and other necessary details of the mobile phone.

4. 1O shall take the colour photographs of the mobile phone from

different angles and also of the IMEI number of the mobile phone.

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

complainant/applicant and accused.

IO/SHO is directed to comply with this order within 3 days of
receiving the same.

The application is accordingly disposed off.

Scanned copy of this order be sent to applicant and IO/SHO

concerned, electronically for necessary compliance.

Scanned copy of the order be also sent to Computer Branch for

uploading on Delhi District Court Website.

D1g1ta11 .
signed g (Rishabh Kapoor)

RISHABH MM-03 i
RISHABH KAPOOR " ;g;g;%a'),THC,Delhn
KAPOOR Date: M

2020.10.29

17:08:38

+0530
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FIR No. 189/2014
PS Rajinder Nagar
State Vs. Sharad @ Kandi

29.10.2020

(Through Video Conferencing over Cisco Webex Meeting)
Case taken up in view of circular no. 992/30066-30235 DJ(HQ)/ Covid-
19 Lockdown/Physical Courts Roster/2020 dt. 25.09.2020 issued by Ld. District
& Sessions Judge (HQ).

Present: Ld. APP for the State.
Sh. N.K. Saraswat, Ld. LAC for accused.

IO/Inspector Parveen in person.

The present urgent application was filed on behalf of the applicant
on email id of this court. Scanned copy of reply of under the signatures of Inspector
Parveen, is received through email id of the court. Copy of same is already supplied
to LAC of applicant/accused, through email.

This order shall dispose off the application for grant of bail u/s 437 Cr.PC,

moved on behalf of applicant/accused Sharad.
It is stated that the applicant is undergoing judicial custody since 15.11.2019 in the
present case It is further stated that the applicant accused was already granted bail
in the present case but he could not appear before the Court as he was in judicial
custody in some other matter, therefore, the NBWs were issued against him and he
was arrested and sent to JC. It is averred that the case of accused is not covered any
guidelines issued by the High Powered Committee till date as such and he is
sceking regular bail. With these averments prayer is made for enlarging applicant
on bail.

The present application is opposed stating that there is an apprehension that
if enlarged on bail, the accused will indulge in other crimes and will not appear for
trial.

Heard Record perused.

The perusal of the case record would reveal that accused/applicant was
arrested n the present case after execution of NBWs 15.11.2019, admittedly, the
charge-sheet has been filed in the present case and the matter is pending trial. There

. no cogent material on record justifying the apprehension of prosecution that if



enlarged on bail, accused will commit offences of like nature or will dissuade the
prosecution witnesses. Further, keeping in view the fact that the Courts are
functioning in restricted way due to Covid-19 Pandemic, there is a likelihood that
the trial of the case would take a long time and till then the liberty of the accused
cannot be curtailed, when his custody is as such not required for any purposes.
Further, the purpose of issuing NBWs against accused was not punitive but to
secure his attendance and as such when his attendance is secured, I am of the view
that no useful purpose shall be served in keeping him behind the bars. Even
otherwise also, the presence of the accused during the course of remaining trial can
be ensured by taking sufficient sureties undertaking to ensure his presence. If so, in
these circumstances, I am of the view that there exists no ground in further
curtailing the liberty of the applicant/accused.

At this juncture, it is also pertinent to cite the observations made by the Hon’ble

apex court In_Sanjay Chandra versus CBI (2012) ISCC 40, wherein it was

observed that the courts owe more than verbal respect to the principle that
punishment begins after conviction, and that every man is deemed to be innocent
until duly tried and duly found guilty. From the earliest times, it was appreciated
that detention in custody pending completion of trial could be a cause of great
hardship. From time to time, necessity demands that some un-convicted persons
should be held in custody pending trial to secure their attendance at trial but in
such cases, necessity is the operative test. The Hon’ble Apex court further observed
that in this country, it would be quite contrary to the concept of personal liberty
enshrined in the Constitution that any person should be punished in respect of any
matter, upon which, he has not been convicted or that in any circumstances, he
should be deprived of his liberty upon only the belief that he will tamper with the
witnesses if left at liberty, save in the most extraordinary circumstances. Apart
from the question of prevention being the object of a refusal of bail, one must not
lose sight of the fact that any imprisonment before conviction has a substantial
punitive content and that it would be improper for any court to refuse bail as a
mark of this approval of former conduct whether the accused has been convicted
for it or not or to refuse bail to an un-convicted person for purpose of giving him a
taste of imprisonment as a lesson.

In the light of the discussion made above and more particularly, taking into account



|

the period of custody of accused, this Court is of the firm view that there exists no
reasonable justification, i not - enlarging  the  applicant/accused, on  bail.
Accordingly, the accused/applicant Sharad @ Kandi is hereby ordered to be
cnlarged on bail, subject to furnishing personal and surety bonds in the sum of
R& 10000/ each, to the satisfaction of concerned Ld. Duty MM (as per duty
roaster),
The application is accordingly disposed off.

Scanned copy of this order be sent to the Ld. LAC for applicant through email. One
copy of this order be also sent to concerned Jail Superintendent through all

permissible modes including email at daksection.tihar@gov.in , for necessary

information and compliance.
Scanned copy of the order be also sent to Computer Branch for uploading on Delhi
District Court Website.

(Rishabh Kapoor)

Digitally MM-03(Central),THC,Delhi
signed b 29.10.2020
RISHABH

RISHABH KAPOOR

KAPOOR Date:
2020.10.29
17:07:39
+0530



¢-FIR No. 000262/20
PS L.P. Estate
State Vs. Not known (through applicant Saiyad Mohmmad Arish)

29.10.2020
(Through Video Conferencing over Cisco Webex Meeting)
Case taken up in view of circular no. 992/30066-30235 DJ (HQ)/ Covid-
19 Lockdown/Physical Courts Roster/2020 dt. 25.09.2020 issued by Ld. District
& Sessions Judge (HQ).

Present: Ld. APP for the State.

Applicant with Sh. Prakash Jha, Ld. counsel.

IO/HC Jaswinder Singh in person.

The present application was filed through email. Scanned copy of reply
under the signatures of IO/HC Jaswinder Singh is also received through email.
Copy already stands supplied to applicant, electronically.

This order shall dispose off the application for release of mobile phone
NOKIA 61 on Superdari, moved on behalf of applicant Saiyad Mohmmad Arish.

In reply received from HC Jaswinder Singh, it is stated that the
mobile phone in question was recovered during the investigation in the present case
FIR. It is further stated that IO has verified about ownership of the mobile phone
from concerned seller and same was found to be sold to one Nakul Gupta. It is
further stated in the report that said person, namely, Nakul Gupta has sold the said
mobile phone in question to applicant, who is the authorized owner of the same. IO
has stated that the applicant is the owner of mobile phone in question and police has
no objection, if mobile phone in question is released to applicant.

Perusal the copy of FIR would reveal that the FIR was registered on the
complaint of applicant Saiyad Mohmmad Arish. For the purposes of identity
applicant has sent scanned copy of bill/invoice of mobile phone and copy of his
adhar 1D card.

On perusal of the report of 10 and copy of the FIR, it emerges that the
apphicant Saiyad Mohmmad Arish prima facie appears to be the person entitled for
custody of mobile phone in question. As per the report of IO/HC Jaswinder Singh,
since the nvestigation with respect to mobile phone in question is already

complete, therefore, no useful purpose shall be served in further detaining it in the



police custody.

In these circumstances and 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,
the aforesaid the NOKIA 61 mobile phone be released to the applicant / owner

subject to the following conditions:-

1. 1O shall verify the original bill/invoice of mobile phone in

question from the concerned vendor from whom the mobile phone

was purchased.

2. If applicant is found to be rightful owner of the mobile phone in

question, it be released to him only subject to furnishing of

indemnity bond as per its value, to the satisfaction of the concerned

SHO/ 10 subject to verification of documents.

3. IO shall prepare detailed panchnama mentioning the colour, IMEI

NO., ownership and other necessary details of the mobile phone.

4. 10 shall take the colour photographs of the mobile phone from

different angles and also of the IMEI number of the mobile phone.

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

complainant/applicant and accused.

The application is accordingly disposed off.

Scanned copy of this order be sent to applicant and 10/SHO
concerned, electronically for necessary compliance.

Scanned copy of the order be also sent to Computer Branch for
uploading on Delhi District Court Website.

]s)ingitea(liH y (Rishabh Kapoor)

RISHABH MM-03(Central), THC,Delhi
RISHABH KAPOOR 29.10.2020
KAPOOR Date:

2020.10.29

17:07:21
+0530



# ik No.000170/20

,‘Qg Rajender Nagar
grate VS Gaurav Yadav

29.10.2020
(Through Video Conferencing over Cisco Webex Meeting)
Case taken up in view of circular no. 992/30066-30235 DJ(HQ)/ Covid-

19 Lockdown/Physical Courts Roster/2020 dt. 25.09.2020 issued by Ld. District
& Sessions Judge (HQ).

Present: Ld. APP for the State.

Sh. Atul Chaturvedi, Ld. Counsel for applicant/accused.

SI Dharmendra Singh on behalf of IO/HC Dharampal.

The present urgent application was filed on behalf of the applicant
on email id of this court. Scanned copy of reply of under the signatures of SI
Dharmendra Singh, is received through email id of the court. Copy of same is
already supplied to counsel for applicant/accused, through email.

This order shall dispose off the application for grant of bail moved
on behalf of applicant/accused Gaurayv Yadav.

It is averred on behalf of accused/applicant that he has been falsely
implicated in the present case. It is further averred that the recovery effected from
the accused is planted one. It is further averred that the applicant is the young aged
person and 18 having responsibility to look after is old mother. With these
averments, prayer is made for grant of bail to accused.

Ld. APP for the State submits that the accused shall not be released
on bail as he is a habitual offender, having previous involvements.

On perusal of the previous conviction/involvement report appended
in the record. it emerges that the accused is having involvements in certain other
cases. involving serious offences. More particularly, the accused has been shown
(0 have complicity in respect of case FIR No.Cd-rn-000161/20 u/s 379/34 1PC, FIR
No Cd-rn-000162/20 u/s 379/34 TIPC, FIR No.Cd-rn-000163/20 u/s 379/34 1PC,
FIR No.Cd-rn-000166/20 u/s 379/411/34 1PC, FIR No.Cd-rn-000171/20 u/s
379/411/34 1PC, FIR No.Cd-rn-000173/20 u/s 379/411/34 IPC, FIR No.Cd-mn-
000168720 u/s 379/411/34 IPC. FIR No.Cd-rn-000169/20 u/s 379/411/34 TPC, FIR
No.Cd-m-000174/20 u/s 379/411/34 IPC, FIR No.Cd-rn-000170/20 u/s 379/411/34
IPC. FIR No.Cd-rn-000172/20 u/s 379/411/34 IPC, FIR No.Cd-rn-000167/20 u/s



=’5;79/ 411/34 IPC, FIR No.Cd-rn-000176/20 u/s 379/34 IPC all at PS Rajinder Nagar

AR No. 0842/19 u/s 379/411/34 TPC, FIR No.002074/19 us 379/411 IPC, FIR

N0.0130/20 u/s 25/54/59 Arms Act all at PS Nihal Vihar, FIR No. OD-PCE-
000759/20 u/s 379 IPC PS Paschim Vihar East, FIR No. Cd-dbg-000246/20 u/s
379/411/34 IPC, FIR No. Cd-dbg-000113/20 u/s 379/411/34 IPC both at PS DBG
Road, FIR No. CD-PN-000221/20 u/s 379 IPC and FIR No. CD-PN-000223/20 u/s
379 IPC both at PS Parsad Nagar. If that be so, the apprehension of prosecution that

if enlarged on bail, he will commit the offences of like nature or will dissuade the

material prosecution witnesses, appears to be well justified.
In such circumstances, this court is of the firm view that no ground

for grant of bail is made out to the accused/applicant. Accordingly, the present

application deserves dismissal and same is hereby dismissed.
The application is accordingly disposed off.

Scanned copy of this order be sent to the Ld. Counsel for applicant

through email. One copy be also sent to [O/SHO concerned for necessary

information.
Scanned copy of the order be also sent to Computer Branch for

uploading on Delhi District Court Website.
(Rishabh Kapoor)
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