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C528 No.930 of 2024 

Hon ' b le Pan k aj  Pu r oh i t , J. 

  Mr. Shobhit  Saharia, learned counsel, for the 

applicants. 

2. Mr. Piyush Garg, learned counsel, for the 

CBI / respondents. 

3. By m eans of the present  C528 applicat ion of 

the BNSS, 2023, the applicants have put  a challenge 

to the ent ire proceedings of the CBI  Case No.01 of 

2014, “CBI  Vs. Shailendra Grover and others” , under 

Sect ions 120B, 420, 468 and 471 of I PC read with 

Sect ions 13 (2) , 13(1)  (d)  of the Prevent ion of 

Corrupt ion Act , 1988, pending in the court  of Special 

Judge, CBI , Dehradun. 

4. I t  is the content ion of the learned counsel for 

the applicants that  a not ice invit ing tender was 

issued on 06.04.2009, and the tender was allot ted in 

favour of the applicant / company on 16.07.2009. I t  is 

also contended by the learned counsel for the 

applicants that  the work has already been com pleted 

in the year 2010. Somet imes in the year 2012, a 

com plaint  was m ade by one Shri Ghasiram, Chief 

Engineer, of the Border Road Organizat ion, alleging 

large scale of m alpract ices in the aforesaid cont ract .  

5. After conduct ing the prelim inary inquiry by the 



CBI , the First  I nform at ion Report  was lodged by the 

CBI  on 22.09.2012, against  the applicant  and others, 

under Sect ions 120B, 420, 468 and 471 of IPC read 

with Sect ions 13 (2) , 13(1)  (d)  of the Prevent ion of 

Corrupt ion Act , 1988, and after invest igat ion the CBI  

has submit ted its charge-sheet  on 26.02.2014.  

6. On the said charge-sheet , the cognizance was 

taken by the learned Special Judge, CBI , on 

30.07.2014, and the t r ial proceeded against  the 

applicants and other co-accused, and no charges 

under Sect ions 13 (2) , 13(1)  (d)  of the Prevent ion of 

Corrupt ion Act , 1988, were fram ed against  the 

applicant  no.2, who claim  to be the Director of the 

com pany and a pr ivate person. 

7.  I t  is also contended by the learned counsel for 

the applicants that  even if the ent ire FI R is taken as 

a t ruth, no offence is m ade out  against  the 

applicants. Against  this, learned counsel for the CBI  

submit ted that  the cont ract , which was given to the 

applicants, was of supplying the m aterials for 

const ruct ion of the border road of Joshim ath-Malar i, 

Dist r ict  Cham oli,  and the material which the 

applicants were to supply was stone grits of certain 

specificat ions, and the specificat ions were already 

m ent ioned in the tender documents. I t  is further 

submit ted by the learned counsel for the CBI  that  

the applicants had submit ted fake bills from  the 

stone-crusher situated at  Dist r ict  Haridwar, and 

when the inquiry was m ade, it  was found that  the 

gr its which were supplied by the applicants was 



procured from the place where the road was under 

const ruct ion and thereby the material supplied by 

the applicants, whereof, were found sub-standard 

and the test  reports, affidavit  of supplier were found 

fake after invest igat ion, and therefore, the charge-

sheet  was submit ted against  the applicants. 

8. Having heard the learned counsel for the 

part ies, and having perused the FI R, this Court  is of 

the opinion that  the content ion raised by the learned 

counsel for the applicants that  if taken the ent irety 

of the prosecut ion case to be t rue, no case is m ade 

out  against  the applicants, are totally m isconceived 

and unfounded. 

9. This Court  is of the view that  it  is after m ore 

than 9 years, the applicants are before this Court  

challenging the ent ire proceedings of the case, in 

this view of m at ter, the interference is not  

warranted.  

10. From  the perusal of the m aterial available on 

record, it  t ranspires that  the m at ter can only be 

scrut inized by the evidence during t r ial, and 

therefore, this Court  cannot  interfere at  this stage. 

Accordingly, the C528 applicat ion is dism issed. 

  

                   ( Pan k a j  Pu r oh i t , J.)  

                                                            23.12.2024 

NR/  

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



    

 

 


