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Arvind Kejriwal v State & Anr. 

Matter is taken up today for hearing through Physical Hearing 

in terms of Office Order No.417/RG/PHC dated 27.8.2020 of the Hon'ble 

High Court and Circular issued by Ld. Principal District & Sessions Judge- 

cum-Special Judge (CBI), Rouse Avenue District Court, New Delhi, 

regarding Modalities in respect of hearing and Duty Roster of the Judicial 

Officers bearing No.E-10927-
11013/Power/Gaz./RADC/2020 dated 

Officers 
30.8.2020 and Power Gaz./RADC/2020/E-15009-15097 dated 26.9.2020 

respectively. 

03.10.20020 

Present: None. 

Vide separate order, the revision petition filed under Section 

397 Cr.PC stands dismissed. 

TCR alongwith a copy of the order be sent back to the 

learned Trial Court. 

Revision petition be consigned to the record room. 

(AJAY KUMAR KUHAR) 
Additional Sessions Judgel 

Special Judge (PC Act), 
CBI-09 (MPs/MLAs Cases), 

RADC, New Delhi: 03.10.2020 (SR) 



IN THE COURT OF SH. AJAY KUMAR KUHAR, 
ADDITIONAL SESSIONS JUDGE / SPECIAL JUDGE (PC 

ACT), CBI-09 (MPs/MLAs Cases), ROUSE AVENUE DISTRICT 

COURT, NEW DELHI 

Cr. Rev. No.32/19 

CNR No. DLCT11-001760-2019 

Arvind Kejriwal 
S/o Sh. G. R. Kejriwal 

R/o 6, Flagstaff Road, 
Civil Lines, New Delhi 

. Revisionist 

versus 

1. State 
.. Respondent No.1 

Karan Singh Tanwar 
S/o Late Sh. Mahender Singh Tanwar 

R/o G-1, New Moti Bagh, 
Near Veterinary Hospital, New Delhi 

2. 

.. Respondent No.2 

Date of Institution 04.09.2019 

Date of Arguments 19.09.2020 

26.09.2020 

Date of Order 03.10.2020 

ORDER 

1. By this order, I shall dispose off the Criminal Revision Petition 

under Section 397 Cr.PC whereby, the order dated 23.7.2019 passed 

by the Sh. Samar Vishal, learned ACMM-I, Rouse Avenue District 

Court, New Delhi in Criminal Complaint No.08/2019 has been 

challenged by the revisionist as vide the said order, he has been 

summoned for an offence under Section 500 Indian Penal Code. 
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2. Notice of the revision petition was issued to the respondents. 
The respondent no.2 Karan Singh Tanwar is the complainant who has 

filed the Criminal Complaint against the revisionist. The respondent 
no.2 has filed a reply to the revision petition and also written 

submissions. 

3. have heard the arguments of Sh. B. S. Joon, learned counsel 

for the revisionist and Sh. Manish Rawat, learned APP for the 

State/respondent no.1 and Sh. Mahipal Singh Rajput, learned counsel 

for the respondent no.2 Karan Singh Tanwar. Record perused. 
4. The revisionist is assailing the legality, proprietary and the 

regularity of the order dated 23.7.2019 on the grounds mentioned in 

the petition. The learned counsel for respondent no.2 has questioned 
the maintainability of the revision petition referring to the judgment in 

Adalat Prasad vs Roop Lal Jindal's Case (AIR 2004) SC 4674. He 

argued that the remedy against the impugned summoning order is not 

under Section 397 Cr.PC. At the very outset, I would refer to the 

judgment in Urmila Devi vs Yudhvir Singh (2013) 15 SCC 624, which 

address this argument of the learned counsel for the respondent no.2 

and put the argument to rest. The Hon'ble Supreme Court in the said 

case has held as under:-

21. Having regard to the said categorical position 
stated by this court, in innumerable decisions resting with 

the decision in Rajinder Kumar Sitaram Pandey, as well 

as the decision in K. K. Patel, it will be in order to stay 
and declare the legal position as under 
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