20253 :DHC: 5330

* IN THE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW DELHI
Date of decision: 22" August, 2023

+ BAIL APPLN. 1436/2023 & CRL.M.A. 18668/2023, CRL.M.A.
18076/2023 & CRL.M.A.18667/2023

NEERAJ KUMAR CHOPRA ... Petitioner
Through:  Mr. Kanhaiya Singhal, Advocate.

VErsus

STATE NCT OF DELHI & ANR. ... Respondents

Through:  Mr. Aman Usman, APP for State with

Insp. S.P. Samaria and SI Opendar
Singh, P.S. V.K. South.
Mr. Varun Goswami, Mr. Sahil
Agarwal and Mr. Hritik Chaudhary,
Advocates for complainant.

CORAM:

HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE AMIT SHARMA

JUDGMENT

AMIT SHARMA, J.

1. The is the second application under Section 439 of the Code of
Criminal Procedure, 1973 (‘CrPC’) seeking grant of regular bail in FIR No.
132/2019 dated 03.03.2019 under Section 307 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860
(‘IPC’) and Sections 25/27/54/59 of the Arms Act, 1959 registered at PS
Vasant Kunj. The previous application was dismissed as withdrawn vide order

dated 29.04.2021.
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2. The contents of the FIR No. 132 dated 03.03.2019, as recorded by Sub-

Inspector Om Prakash are reproduced in vernacular as under:

“S3{ST Sh. Mayur Digani S/o Sh. Vishan Das Digani R/o
H.No.-1015/E, Ward No-7, Mehrauli, New Delhi -30, Age 26yrs #
9910529720, S TpaT &6 & UaT STl R ¥EURAR 8l §
3R & Mehrauli ff Fruit ]ulce Gl QT:I’TF[ pXdl §| Mohit Arora @1 H
S0 ¥ ST §, Ugd 98 89R X & U Mehrauli Hgl 304
URaR & Iy ?_6'?[ J gYT SDM Office Mehrauli B Paper work oI
HTH B | PRIG &l AT I8 Mohit Arora 3UT Family & TTY
Shanti Kunj, Krishna Green Apartment i Shift Eupf T BT SRR
b TR TR 37T ST gl 4TI & §Y P §9U- 9§ ST § auT a8
BHIRT common friend %I Mohit &T Mehrauli § Power House &
SICES] Gym gaury Daily I Gym T Exercise ®%A ofldl g S qyT
aﬁwﬁﬁ Daily HdlpId Mohltﬁa?ﬁ &t o B Mohltﬁflﬁ
AP Gym | g5 3R 3G UIUH SR &1 T fob =9 &l TSl
T 93} YA gU RS T 3R A1 A% S| Sf & feAld
2/3/2019 B! I BT 9:00 T A A1 Afd BT B fHar 3R
3I9H! Dol fo ELGIFQPT I Jain Mandir, Mehrauli 3ol 'Ef Scooty
PR dG! Ugddl § 3R 39d 916 g9 el § gt 96HR IR
U | 3% 91 AT BRI 9:30 T Mohit 3(TUHT ST AHR Eco
Sports AP Jain Mandir Ux UEET T 3R H ot Scooty PR dol
Ugd T 3R A S0 Tpt I Park B ¢ 3R I Ml H
é?s DX Golden Dragon, Hauz khas qga \;15\'@ 'é'J-I:I Ud Black &
White TRTS P! Siad Wilet 3R Igf ¥ I AT 3TF TG Maliviya
Nagar I Chicken WRIET 3R R et ¥ g1 RS Ui BU Chicken
WRE ¥ T R 999 I 10:30 Tl I TR GRA 8N BT B
31T 3R I YBT fob gH HeT 81 ol H Mohit & 1Y ST H §, §H
WﬁWWﬁ@%@WW%@Chhauamur,
100 Foota Road UX Hukka Bar % Y UR 37 STl 91y H 98 I
gadb! UK | Sl 909 B 11:00 S g9 &I Hukka Bar & Ugd
S8l IR Harsh & 1Y U8d ¥ & SUP &l G Sultan 9 Bablu
Ae ¥ oMl # ugd ¥ S § | S 981 Uga- WR Ul 9al b
Hukkaa'TCaalWEﬁTl'a%l mmMohitﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁmw
IAd § 8l Terris TR 96HR Hukka U 9 TRTE U | 3P 971G
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B9 Uil 99T B 11:45 §of I Mohit & OR Ugd Sifdb Guard
Prem = GRATST WA 3R §HAUTE! Terris TR Ugd STg1 WR Tl T
Mohit%%Deepak%W ot ST a8t =i T X&T Y71 S Mohit
4 Guard Prem @1 &R ¥ 3TATS TS 5§ Prem = 3TATS gl Al
@ Prem 7 UTE! 3R SR I AN TS ST AN DR
Neeraj chaupra S/o Sh. Anil Kumar S Just Terris & A Bl
SUPT Floor § FdHA®R M 3R I A1 3MTaTST | Mohit I GBI
fo I TR H=I TET § T Daily 3B TR T § 9 UR Tl §
o 3 91 BT b <M1 H 989 81 T3 3R Mohit A $aT b 10-
12 &7 ugd ot T TaTS Fire foram U1 99 Fo oft 16T forar = it
T § TR §lhR Neeraj 304 Flat & 3R g Hgd gU 1 fob
A T SUB! FHeM! I Tt WA B il S $F gl [HeH
Neeraj Wﬁ 3199 Flat ¥ TR AT 3R Mohit &1 3Tl &t Sl
Mohit & Hifgdl IdRH Id 7T Neeraj 1 $& Hifedl Tedhr
W&WHWWNeeraje{m%ﬁaﬁa—dﬁPisml
fADBTADBR Mohit I O ¥ AR &1 49d T 39 RR F et AR
&} S Tl At Mohit a8l AR Tam st 7 +ft q¥d 39 Uy ugan
q I g +ff ARAT 1eT 3R A 3R 4t pistol I &} fda A4
SUPT B THS o SR T 39 aRa Hff STy g6 81T Ur8
BITTS Sl Neeraj Y GoI®HR 3T Pistol I WHR HNT 7T oI
1 Tl DI SMTATS GAPR 3P (Mohit) & TR aral Hf 31T 3R
i Btlef W Ol & 9y Teaer Injurred Mohit &I Fortis
Hospital, Vasant Kunj & Admit ®RARIT SgT 3YH] SATS I gl
%’I Neeraj Chaupra S/o Sh. Anil Kumar = Mohit @I S ¥ ARA
&I Fd T YR TNieh Id1s IS9P RIATD B! BradTe! & o
M W &gF forar g forn 9w fomar 31 81 SD-English
Mayur Attested by 3/3/19 SI SP Samaria PS Vasant Kunj South,
New Dehi S0 Duty Officer HIgd Y[l - Vasant Kunj (South)
SHR WHR fAde § fd5 79 SI DI DD No 4A §19d “Shanti Kunj
H. No. A1, Krishana Green Apartment, TeR & R A YIhY Gun
Rl 3@T 2 TR W /Y Ct Mohit No 2960/SW SITT 1T A-1
Krishna, Green Apartment, Shanti Kunj, New Delhi UE%[ GIBT
SR WR Injured I Fortis hospital o ST HIcfH g3l S g
R SHO IT89 HY Staff gIOR 3T S HBI W parking &1
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Hifedl & U U IWd white, red, black Gat o dur difgai &
G fSRERT G311 AT Fourth floor &1 Wifgdl & UMY ORI 9w TSI
ot Sifds T\ 37 &1 NG Fourth floor &t %ﬁ%q‘r TR HTH! Blood
forerT 31T AT Fourth floor d Terrls & & %ﬁ%q‘r T U Invertor
d U AT Q@1 §3HT UT fords o & 1! W foeaRy genm ot
Invertor & UTH U Speaker dRAT silver, Bose &1 Ugl g3l Ul o
Tessace T Hifedl & lobby & left side H U Bullet (fired) Uel
g3 YT d¥YT Right side | Udh TRTd CARCIGN] (Sealed) Bacardi,
Limon Deluxe, 750ml 3@t E_ag ot 9 g8l U | S1eh w E_sc E_sc
UHT 1 91dd Kinley X1 &} dUT IRME D Aidd & 919 1T A
IRTE T URT §3AT AT Sl WIS BT UT fourth floor P ifedl &
U U &1d $I aladl get Us! g8 At S 79 S1 9 b W Crime
team I gcdIhR Inspection PXAMT YT Exhibits Cal SRy lbc': ST
3 Hooll Hﬁ‘lﬂ ¥ foram mman i f5 W% WR Ct Praveen No 1514/SW
HI Wbl Bt GWIod & T BISHR AT SI HF Ct Mohit No
2960/SW Fortis Hospital Vasant Kunj H@W MLC No
6212/19 3SIH Mohit S/o Sh. Sharvan Kumar R/o Krishana
Green Apartment Shanti Kunj, A-1 Block, Vasant Kunj Pl SR
SATS OTT foT ! MLC 8TRId i s adT MLC UR Dr. 9189 A/H/0
Gunshot Injury by neighbour over forehead in his name place @
12:00 AM, Sustem Injury over head in forehead regin 3X2cm,
Lacerated wound accuse bleedup Identification local
examination Nature of Injury Gunshot/Under Investigation
Grierous, Under Observation opinon pending eI TRATI il
o Sifeh ag! IR I=HGIG 718 Mayur Digani S/o Sh. Bishan das
Digani Udl SWRIdd 7 d GelTh! Bl 3HUHT S Y Boll deRR
AT Sl ST STe ¥, GAT 9, HidhT Jallgoll d gagoll MLC ¥
Tq¥Gwd YA 9H U/S 307 IPC & 25/27/54/59 A. Act BT AoIG &I
1 gra \ﬂldl% fTETSl dEXR ol §iTel HIIH! haH J&xd Ct
Mohit No. 2960/SW 3RUTA YT § THGH Gol IOREX TR

o ¥ 3faiTd PRI W SI HY A6 @M TR H ST
Hh] D1 Bl § | TRIG ddd 3T :- 02/3/19 at about 11:55 PM
oIl d$H3[ :- Fourth floor, A- 1, Krishana Green apartment Shanti

Kunj, New Delhi dRIG ddd Y@= d&IR :- 03/3/19 at 7:30 AM
SD-English 3/3/19 Attested by SI SP Samaria PS Vasant Kunj
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South New Delhi HIIATE! G 3ol UMHT TGN ! ARG TR
OHGHT §oll a9 U/S 307IPC & 25/27/54/59 A. Act &o
Computer T3 STHR FIR Computer Copy HY 38d TR dgdH
SHTd SHO I8 daid 3TR=GT Ct. 75T SI SP Samaria TT8d fHwdTs
ST Y61 81 STE-al duiel 3ffd ¥ AT SR AHard el STdb
BRI 1 RAeHT A 3RITA 8171 FIR DO I8 I b
HIITHR dIE dgeatt Isl Bl Te”

3. Learned counsel appearing on behalf of the applicant submits that the

present case is one where the real victim has been made an accused by the
investigating agency and the real offenders/criminals have been shown as
victims. It is pointed out that it was applicant’s wife who had made the first
call to PCR, wherein it was said “PADHOSHI GHAR MAI GUS KAR
JHAKRA KAR RAHA HAI OR GUN DIKHA KER GAYA HAI . 1t is submitted
that despite a complaint being made by the wife of the applicant, no action
was taken.

4. It is the case of the applicant that the latter and his family reside on the
4™ floor of the building where the incident occurred and he also has roof
rights in his name. It is submitted that on the date of the incident, the
applicant’s wife was preparing her daughter for her exam which was
scheduled for next day and when she came outside to put the garbage, she saw
Mohit (who resides on the 3™ Floor of the same building alongwith his
family) his friends were drunk and were hurling abuses at each other. When
the applicant’s wife requested them to refrain themselves as her daughter was
preparing for her exams, Mohit and his friends started abusing her and
misbehaved with her, on account of which she started screaming. At this

point, it is stated that the applicant reached there and a scuffle took place

ALLA

Signature :vaﬁéﬂ APPLN. 1436/2023 Page 5 of 14

By:RANJU.

Signing DaErI'ZZ.OS.ZOZS

18:36:29



Signature

Digitally
By:RANJU

o

20253 :DHC: 5330

between the applicant and Mohit and his friends, during which the present
applicant was badly beaten. It is submitted that at that stage, one of them took
out a pistol, after which the applicant’s wife ran inside and called the Police
Control Room (‘PCR”’).

S. In nutshell, the case of the applicant is that the victim Mohit was shot
accidentally by one of his friends. It is submitted that the present applicant is
a family man having no previous involvements of any kind and he could not
possibly own a weapon. It is argued that on the other hand, Mohit and his
friends, who were present at the spot, have previous involvements, which
have come on record by way of a status report filed on behalf of the
Investigating Officer.

6. Learned counsel appearing on behalf of the applicant has also placed on
record footage recorded on a mobile phone, which was played in the Court
and was stated to be of the date of incident, at about 12:39 AM. In the said
footage, it is seen that the police was present at that point of time at the house
of the applicant. Subsequently, the main Investigating Officer was called to
the Court. He identified one of the police personnel as SI Sanjani and
confirmed the fact that the said police officer was posted at the police station
at the relevant point of time. It is the case of the applicant that since the police
was already present at the applicant’s house, the seizure memo with regard to
the alleged recovery of the pistol from the present applicant at 7:30 AM on
the said day is not possible. It was also pointed out that PW-7, in his
examination has admitted that the applicant was present at the police station,

at the time of seizure of weapon.
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7. Learned counsel appearing on behalf of the applicant has also drawn
the attention of this Court to certain portions of cross-examination of the
witnesses, including the injured witness and pointed out contradictions in
their story. It is pointed out that in the cross-examination of PW-1/Mohit, he
has stated that he did not consume alcohol in the car or at the Hookah Bar and
neither did he purchase liquor from Hauz Khas area, which was the case of
the complainant in the FIR. It is pointed out that in his testimony, PW-2/
Mayur, has stated that PW-1/Mohit had gone alongwith him to Malviya Nagar
to purchase liquor and that they had consumed liquor while sitting in the car.
It was further stated by him that they had purchased liquor and when they
reached the terrace of said building, they were carrying the same bottles
which they had purchased. However, he did not admit the fact that they were
consuming liquor at the terrace, nor that they had opened the bottle or had
made any drink in the glass. It is pointed out that Constable Mohit, in his
statement recorded under Section 161 of the CrPC has categorically stated
that when he reached the scene of crime, he saw “one bottle of liquor brand
Bacardi, Limon Deluxe, 750ml, sealed was kept on the stairs.” It is further
stated in his statement that the glass was half filled with alcohol. Learned
counsel appearing on behalf of the applicant submits that the aforesaid
contradictions, which are apparent, indicate that the victim, i.e., PW-1/Mohit
and other alleged eye-witnesses are trying to change the story to show
themselves as victims.

8. It was further pointed out that in the FIR, it was mentioned that Mohit
and his friends called one Prem (building guard) who opened the door and let

them in. However, the Investigating Officer has neither recorded his
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statement, nor has he been cited as a witness. It is urged that the aforesaid
Prem would have been an independent witness and therefore, was deliberately
not examined by the investigating agency. Similarly, it is urged that no chance
prints were taken from the alleged weapon of offence and neither Gunshot
Residue Test (‘GSR’) of the applicant has been taken.

9. Learned counsel appearing on behalf of the applicant further submits
that all the eye-witnesses, except one have already been examined before the
learned Trial Court. It is pointed out that the present applicant was released on
interim bail as per HPC guidelines and he did not misuse the liberty. It is
further submitted that thereafter, the present applicant was again released on
interim bail and after complying with all the conditions, he duly surrendered
himself. It is submitted that the applicant satisfies the ‘triple test’ of bail. The
applicant is not a flight risk. There is no possibility of the applicant tampering
with the evidence or influencing the witnesses as, in fact, the victim and the
other eye-witnesses were examined while the applicant was on interim bail. It
is further submitted that applicant is a permanent resident of Delhi and has
two children while the trial is likely to take a long time and therefore, the
present application be allowed and the present applicant be granted bail.

10.  Per contra, learned APP for the State, assisted by learned counsel
appearing on behalf of the complainant, has vehemently opposed the present
application of bail. It is stated that the injured victim and other eye-witnesses
have categorically corroborated the case of the prosecution in their
examination. It is stated that the present applicant had shot the victim, Mohit
at his head with the intention to kill the latter. It is pointed out that on account

of the aforesaid injury, the victim, Mohit is still not able to speak properly and
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that the said wound has permanently damaged some of his senses. It is argued
that the weapon of offence containing one misfired round and one live
cartridge was allegedly recovered at the instance of the present applicant from
a vacant plot near his house. Even as per the FSL report, the bullet was fired
from the alleged weapon of offence. It is further pointed out that the footage
shown by learned counsel appearing on behalf of the applicant has not been
verified from any source. It is submitted that the eye-witnesses were not
confronted with the said footage and that the same is a matter of defence,
which would be required to be proved by the applicant during the course of
the trial. It is pointed out that the FIR was registered immediately on the
complaint of one eye-witness at the hospital. Attention of this Court was
drawn to the severity and gravity of the offence, as a result of which the
victim, Mohit just about managed to survive, after the applicant shot him
point blank at this head. Learned APP further submits that in the complaint
filed by the applicant’s wife on the date of the incident, she does not say
anything about the gunshot, which is contrary to the stand taken by the
present applicant in the present application.

11. Heard learned counsel for the parties and perused the record.

12. It is pertinent to note that the contents of the FIR, as reproduced
hereinbefore in vernacular, reflect that the complainant (Mayur Digani) and
the victim Mohit had been drinking and further decided to go to Mohit’s
house and drink more. The victim Mohit, in his testimony, denies the
aforesaid facts. Whether the said contradiction is material or not to the case of
the prosecution would be decided by learned Trial Court at the time of final

judgment in the present case. But, the fact remains that the said witnesses do
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contradict themselves on this issue. The footage shown by learned counsel
appearing on behalf of the applicant, although not a part of the record of the
case, prima facie, shows the presence of police personnel from the concerned
police station in the intervening night of 2/3 March, 2019 at 12:39 AM. If the
said footage is to be believed, then the case of the prosecution with respect to
the recovery of the alleged weapon at the instance of the applicant in the
morning, at approximately 7:30 AM from a vacant plot near his house
becomes highly doubtful. If the applicant had owned the weapon, as is
claimed by the prosecution, then the same would have been recovered at his
instance at the time when the police was present at his house, immediately
after the incident. In this background, not taking the chance prints from the
weapon as well as the non-examination of the applicant with respect to GSR
can be considered as a defect in the investigation.

13. In the instant case the gravity and the seriousness of the offence cannot
be denied. The injured victim and the eye-witnesses have fully supported the
case of the prosecution during their examination. The defense of the applicant
as stated hereinabove is yet to be produced and proved in accordance with
law. Hon’ble Supreme Court in Shri Gurbaksh Singh Sibbia and Others v.
State of Punjab, (1980) 2 SCC 565, held as under:

“27. It is not necessary to refer to decisions which deal with the right
to ordinary bail because that right does not furnish an exact parallel
to the right to anticipatory bail. It is, however, interesting that as
long back as in 1924 it was held by the High Court of Calcutta in
Nagendra v. King-Emperor [AIR 1924 Cal 476, 479, 480 : 25 Cri
LJ 732] that the object of bail is to secure the attendance of the
accused at the trial, that the proper test to be applied in the
solution of the question whether bail should be granted or
refused is whether it is probable that the party will appear to
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take his trial and that it is indisputable that bail is not to be
withheld as a punishment. In two other cases which, significantly,
are the ‘Meerut Conspiracy cases’ observations are to be found
regarding the right to bail which deserve a special mention. In K.N.
Joglekar v. Emperor [AIR 1931 All 504 : 33 Cri LJ 94] it was
observed, while dealing with Section 498 which corresponds to the
present Section 439 of the Code, that it conferred upon the Sessions
Judge or the High Court wide powers to grant bail which were not
handicapped by the restrictions in the preceding Section 497 which
corresponds to the present Section 437. It was observed by the court
that there was no hard and fast rule and no inflexible principle
governing the exercise of the discretion conferred by Section 498
and that the only principle which was established was that the
discretion should be exercised judiciously. In Emperor v.
Hutchinson [AIR 1931 All 356, 358 : 32 Cri LJ 1271] it was said
that it was very unwise to make an attempt to lay down any
particular rules which will bind the High Court, having regard to the
fact that the legislature itself left the discretion of the court
unfettered. According to the High Court, the variety of cases that
may arise from time to time cannot be safely classified and it is
dangerous to make an attempt to classify the cases and to say that in
particular classes a bail may be granted but not in other classes. It
was observed that the principle to be deduced from the various
sections in the Criminal Procedure Code was that grant of bail is
the rule and refusal is the exception. An accused person who
enjoys freedom is in a much better position to look after his case
and to properly defend himself than if he were in custody. As a
presumably innocent person he is therefore entitled to freedom
and every opportunity look after his own case. A presumably
innocent person must have his freedom to enable him to
establish his innocence.”

(emphasis supplied)

14. Hon’ble Supreme Court, in Gurcharan Singh and Others v. State
(Delhi Administration), (1978) 1 SCC 118, while dealing with the powers
under Section 439(1) of the Cr.P.C. held as under:

“24. Section 439(1), Cr.P.C. of the new Code, on the other hand,
confers special powers on the High Court or the Court of Session in
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respect of bail. Unlike under Section 437(1) there is no ban imposed
under Section 439(1), Cr.P.C. against granting of bail by the High
Court or the Court of Session to persons accused of an offence
punishable with death or imprisonment of life. It is, however,
legitimate to suppose that the Court or the Court of Session will be
approached by an accused only after he has failed before the
Magistrate and after the investigation has progressed throwing light
on the evidence and circumstances implicating the accused. Even so,
the High Court or the Court of Session will have to exercise its
judicial discretion in considering the question of granting of bail
under Section 439(1), Cr.P.C. of the new Code. The overriding
considerations in granting of bail to which we adverted to earlier
and which are common both in the case of Section 43791) and
Section 439(1), Cr.P.C. of the new Code are the nature and
gravity of the circumstances in which the offence is committed;
the position and the status of the accused with reference to the
victim and the witnesses; the likelihood of the accused fleeing
from justice; of repeating the offence; of jeopardising his own
life being faced with a grim prospect of possible conviction in the
case; of tampering with witnesses; the history of the case as well
as its investigation and other relevant grounds which, in view of
so many valuable factors, cannot be exhaustively set out.”
(emphasis supplied)

15. It has been held time and again, that bail is the rule and jail is the
exception. It is also well settled that at the stage of grant of bail, the Court is
not required to dwell upon a detailed analysis of the evidence on record as
that would be a matter of trial. At the same time, gravity of the offence cannot
be the sole basis for denial of bail, as has been held in Prabhakar Tewari v.
State of Uttar Pradesh and Another, (2020) 11 SCC 648, wherein the
Hon’ble Supreme Court held that despite alleged offence being grave and

serious and also the fact that there are criminal cases pending against the

accused, these would not by themselves be the basis for refusing bail.
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16. In the present case, it is not in dispute that the present applicant, who
has been released on interim bail on various occasions, has not misused the
liberty granted to him and has complied with the conditions imposed on him.
As pointed out hereinbefore, the witnesses in the present case were examined
while the present applicant was on interim bail. The material witnesses in the
present case have already been examined. As per the case of the prosecution,
there is one more eye-witness, who is presently not available for his
examination. The trial is not likely to be completed in the near future. The
applicant is a permanent resident of Delhi and has family to look after. The
applicant is not involved in any previous offence. As per Section 53 of the
Indian Evidence Act, 1872, in criminal proceedings, the fact that the person
accused i1s of good character, is relevant. As per the nominal roll dated
26.07.2023, the present applicant is in judicial custody for 01 year, 04 months
and 02 days, since 03.03.2019.
17. In totality of the facts and circumstances, the present application is
allowed. The applicant is admitted to bail upon his furnishing a personal bond
in the sum of Rs. 50,000/- with one surety of the like amount to the
satisfaction of the learned Trial Court/Link Court, further subject to the
following conditions:
1. The memo of parties shows that the applicant is residing at 32, Vasant
Enclave, Vasant Vihar, New Delhi - 110057. In case of any change of
address, the applicant is directed to inform the same to the learned Trial

Court and the Investigating Officer.
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ii.  The applicant shall not leave India without the prior permission of the
learned Trial Court.

iii.  The applicant is directed to give all his mobile numbers to the
Investigating Officer and keep them operational at all times.

iv.  The applicant shall not, directly or indirectly, tamper with evidence or
try to influence the witnesses in any manner.

v.  The applicant shall join the investigation, as and when required by the
Investigating Officer.

vi. In case it is established that the applicant tried to tamper with the
evidence, the bail granted to the applicant shall stand cancelled
forthwith.

18. The application stands disposed of along with all the pending

application(s), if any.

19. Needless to state, nothing mentioned hereinabove is an opinion on the

merits of the case pending before the learned Trial Court.

20. Let a copy of this judgment be communicated to the concerned Jail

Superintendent for necessary information and compliance.

21. Judgement be uploaded on the website of this Court forthwith.

AMIT SHARMA
JUDGE
AUGUST 22, 2023/sn
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