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1. Rule. Service of Rule is waived by Id. PP M.
Oza for the State. Wth the consent of the parties, the



matter is taken up for final hearing today.

1-A This application is filed by t he
applicant-accused under Section 439 of Cr.P.Code for
rel easing himon bail in connection with I. CR No.169 of

1995 regi stered at Shahpur Police Station, Ahmedabad City
on 25.11.1995 for the offences puni shabl e under Sections
467, 468, 469, 471 and 201 of IPC and under Sections
25(1A), (1-AA), 1(B),3 and 29 of the Arms Act and section
9 of the Explosive Act.

2. Undi sput edl vy, t he applicant is in judicial
custody since 7.12.1995 in connection with the aforesaid
of f ences. He has been chargesheeted along with other
co-accused on 26.11.1996. Initially, the case of the
present applicant and the co-accused was conmitted under
Section 209 of &rPCto the Court of Sessions by Id.
Met r opol i t an Magi strat e, Ahmedabad City, but after
hearing the application preferred praying discharge from
the said offence punishable under Section of 25(1-AA) of
the Arns Act, the Id. Sessions Judge, discharged the
accused of the offence under Section 25(1-AA) of the Arns
Act. The Id. Sessions Judge ultinately renmanded the
proceedi ngs back to the Court of Id. Chief Metropolitan
Magi strate, Ahnedabad as other offences are triable by
the Id. Magistrate.

3(i) 1 have carefully considered the allegations and

gravity of the offence pointed out fromFIR | odged by the
Deputy Supdt. of Police, ATS, Ahnmedabad. On the day of
registration of the alleged offence, the petitioner was
dealing in Arms through the firmnaned Ms B.D Patel &
Sons, at Mrzapur, Ahnedabad. Initially, the father of
the applicant accused late M. Mar zban Pat el was
carrying on business of arns and ammunition under
different licences issued by the competent authority
under the Arms Act. Said firmwas a proprietary firm and
busi ness was proprietary firm business. After the death
of M. Marzban Patel- Sole Proprietor- in the year 1993,
deal er licences came to be transferred in the nane of
not her of the applicant accused Ms. Freny M Patel .
Till 1993, father of the applicant accused was solely
managi ng the business but after transfer of the |icences
in the name of mother of the applicant accused Ms.

Freny MPatel, the applicant accused was nmanagi ng the
busi ness under Power of Attorney executed by Ms. Freny
M Pat el . It is submitted that the business under four

different |icences has been inherited by the applicant
accused.

3(ii) After arrest, for the first time in the year



1995, Show Cause Notices were issued in the name of the
licence-holder i.e. Ms. Frency MPatel calling upon to
show cause as to why licences issued in her name should
not be invoked or cancelled on the ground of alleged
violation of the conditions attached with the |icences.
In response to the query raised by this Court, it has
been pointed out that hearing of said SCNs have been
concl uded way back in the year 1996-1997, but the neither
t he applicant nor his nother have been conmuni cat ed about
the decision on this issue. So, it can be inferred
reasonably that the authorities have yet to take fina
deci sion on this issue.

4. As on the date of hearing of the pr esent
application, the applicant has conpl eted about 7 years &
8 nonths in the prison as an undertrial prisoner in
connection with the present offence and ot her offences
registered against him along wth other co-accused.
According to the respondent State, the applicant was
found involved in 32 different offences including the
of fence punishable under Section 120-B of | PC R/ w ot her
rel evant provisions of the |PC and Arms Act. However, it
is not a matter of dispute that the applicant has been
granted bail in 14 offences and in other 13 offences, he
has been acquitted by the conpetent court. In respect of
4 of fences, he has been discharged by the Court after
hearing the conplainant State of Gujarat. The present
bail applicationis in reference to the 33rd offence
wherein he has been kept in judicial custody as an
undertrial prisoner for want of formal order of bail. It
is submitted that all the accused persons arrested under
this very crime registered at Shahpur Police Station
have been enl arged on bail except the applicant accused.
Therefore, it is argued by Id. counsel M. Pardiwala
for the applicant accused that in view of the grounds
mentioned in the nenmo of the application, this Court
shoul d exercise discretion in favour of the applicant
accused and he should be enlarged on bail. The applicant
is ready to abide by any condition which may be inposed
by the Court while rel easing himon bail

5. The applicant was imediately arrested and was

chargesheeted for the offence punishable under section
25(1-AA) of the Act which is exclusively triable by the
Court of Sessions. But after hearing, the |d. Sessi ons
Judge while dealing with the discharge application
preferred by the applicant accused, vide order dated
3.5.2002, discharged the accused observing that weapon
involved in the case does not fall within the definition
of "prohibited arm as defined under Section 25(1-AA) of
the Act.So, he sent back the case to t he | d.



Metropolitan Magistrate for trail as other offences
all egedly conmitted by the accused are triable by the Id.
Met ropol i tan Magi strate. Before the Id. Magi strat e
could try the the accused, State of CGujarat preferred
Crimnal Revision Application No.285/2000 in this Court
chal | engi ng t he order of discharge passed by the
Presiding Judge of the Fast Track Court of Gty of

Ahmedabad. That revision application is still pending.
No formal stay has been granted by this Court so far as
the order of discharge is concerned. It is now settled

by the decision of the Apex Court in the case of Subhash
Rankumar Bi nd @ Vakil and another v/s State of
Maharashtra, reported in 2003 C.LJ P.443 that 9 mm
pistol or .38 Bore revolver are not "prohibited arns"
wi thin the neaning of section 2(1), 27(3) of the Act (54
of 1959). It is subnitted that the applicant accused
first in point of tinme was arrested on 1.11.1995 and in
connection with the offences in question in respect of
whi ch present bail application is preferred, was arrested
on 7.12.1995. So, as on the day of application, he has
conpleted 7 years & 4 nonths in judicial custody as an
under-trial prisoner in connection wth the aforesaid

of f ence. Approxi mately, 35 witnesses are to be exam ned
and the applicant is not able to see the comencenent of
the trial in a near future in view of pending revision
application preferred by the State. It is submitted by
Id. counsel M. Pardiwala for the applicant accused
that out of 22 accused arraigned in this offence, 19 are
on bail, tw of them have expired and the applicant

accused is the only person who is craving for bai
especially when he has been enlarged on bail by the
Supreme Court in a case where he has been held guilty of
t he of fence puni shabl e under the Arns Act, in view of the
period already undergone by the applicant accused in
judicial custody/prison

6(i) Ld. PP M. Oza has strongly resisted the bai
plea and has placed reliance on the facts averred in the
affidavit-in-reply filed by the Investigating Oficer who

is at present Asstt. Conmi ssioner of Police, Special
Branch, Vadodar a. According to M. Oza, accused had
preferred application for bai | bei ng Cri.M sc.

Application No.424/2003 which came to be rejected by the
d. Addl. Sessions Judge on 10.3.2003. Prior to this,
he had preferred bai | application bei ng
Cri.Msc. Application No.4561/2002 which cane to be
wi thdrawn on 30.4.2002, but the applicant accused was
granted liberty to nove this Court afresh after the
decision on the application for discharge fromthe one
serious offence punishable under the Arms Act. M. Oza
has hamered on two major aspects that the accused is a



person who has been convicted for the offence punishable
under the TADA and is an accused agai nst whomthe State
CGovernment in the public interest, has exercised the
powers under Section 268 of CrPC. So, the status of the
present applicant is of habitual offender and, therefore,
inthe interest of security and safety of the citizen of
the State, the Court should not exercise discretion in
favour of the present applicant. It is also submtted
that if the applicant is enlarged on bail, he may indul ge
in the sane type of illegal activities of supply of arns
and amunitions to the habitual and hard-core crimnals,
t hough M. Ora has accepted that in none of the case
pendi ng agai nst the present applicant, he has been found
involved in using the fire arm The another apprehension
expressed by M. (Qza is that the accused nay abscond and
may not be available for any of the trials which are
pendi ng agai nst him

6(ii) Ld. PP has further subnitted that in view of
nunber of cases pending ( 10 trials) and the quantum of
puni shnent, the applicant accused nmay be tenpted to junp
the bail. The present applicant was having connection
with a gang of hard-core crimnals ( Latif Gang) and,
therefore, he would be able to tanmper with evidence and
he my try to influence the witnesses, if enlarged on
bail .

6(iii) By referring Sections 323 and 325 of CrPC, M.

Oza has submitted that nerely because the case is sent
back to Id. Metropolitan Magistrate for trial by the
Court of Sessions (Presiding Judge of Fast Track Court),
it cannot be said that after evaluating the evidence and
ot her set of facts which nay be brought to the notice of
the Id. Metropolitan Magistrate, shall not refer the
case to the Id. Chief Metropolitan Magistrate for nore
severe punishment and in turn |d. Chief Metropolitan
Magi strate may comit the case to the Court of Sessions
for punishnent which nay be higher or nore graver than
the one which he is enpowered to inpose in view of the
provi sions of sub-section (4) of section 29 of the CrPC
According to M. Oza, therefore, this Court while
exercising the discretion, should not conclude that the
accused nmay not be inprisoned for nore than 3 vyears as
t he trial at pr esent is pending with the Id.
Metropolitan Magistrate. So, the quantum of sentence
which may be passed in the present case is not certain
and, therefore, on this count, the Court should not
exercise the discretion in favour of the applicant
accused. There is a scope for evaluation of period of
sentence by |d. Chief Metropolitan Magistrate and in
turn by the Court of Sessions. There is anple scope of



success by State of GQujarat in the revision application
preferred and pending before this Court. | am afraid,
such second reference or recommttal under Section 325 of
CrPC, cannot be made. Finding if recorded that the
of fence is exclusively triable by the Court of Sessions,
the effect would be of conmttal under Section 209 of
CrPC and the same would lead the case to a denovo
trial

6(iv) M. Oza has placed reliance on the order passed
by the State of GQujarat in exercise of powers under
section 268 of CrPC in reference to the decision reported
in the case of Anirudhasi nh Mahi patsinh Jadeja vis State
of CGujarat & Others, reported 2003 G.H (U.J.) ( February
I ssue) P.1 and has submitted that the bail plea of the
present applicant accused shoul d be rejected.

7. 1 have considered the rival contentions raised by

the Id. counsel appeari ng for the parties and
above-referred set of facts, relevant provisions of |[|aw
poi nt ed out. It would be proper to hold that the del ay
caused in concluding the trial wherein the applicant has
not been granted bail, would positively make himentitled
to file a fresh application for bail irrespective of
previous rejection. This application cannot be said tobe
an application which falls in the category of successive
application wi t hout any mat eri al or change in
circunmstances in view of ratio of the decision in the
case of Snt. Akhatari Bi v/s State of MP. reported in
2001 AIR SC Weekly P. 1236. It is true that the grant
of bail is a discretionary jurisdiction of the Court and
the sane is to be exercised with great care and caution
by bal ancing the right of liberty of an individual and in
reference to the larger interest of the society including
the victimand, therefore, where the bail application has
been resisted on the ground of interest of society in
general, the Court can not exercise discretion unless

appropriate reasons are assigned. Unl ess the Court is
able to assign or indicate reasons, the order of bail in
favour of t he accused cannot be passed. VWi | e

considering the bail plea advanced by the accused who is
found involved in nmore than one cases, the effect of
previ ous conviction, gravity of offence, whether offence
can be said to be heinous or whether the puni shrment
prescribed for the sane is inprisonnment for life and the
guantum of punishment for the offence for which the
accused is seeking bail, are all relevant factors.
Si mul t aneously, this Court should al so consider the scope
of tanmpering with evidence, influencing the witnesses and
i keli hood of the accused junping the bail



8. The subnmission of M. (Oza, pointing out the fact

of notification issued by the State Government under
section 268 of CrPC, that the same shoul d be construed as
an inportant enbargo, needs appreciation being a basic
obj ection rai sed. The powers of the State Governnent to
exclude certain persons fromthe operation of section 267
CrPC i s an i ndependent power which categorises the person
- detenu who can be excluded fromthe attendence in the
Court and these powers are exceptional in nature as
ordinarily the accused are to be produced before the
concerned courts at the relevant dates. Wile dealing
with the bail application if noved by a person, put in
that category of a prisoner or a detenu, the Court
hearing bail plea nay not be able to insist the presence
of the accused or such applicant accused nmay not be
brought before the Court so as to subnmit his case in

per son. The jail authority or detaining authority comnes
under indirect immunity of the obligation of producing
that accused before the Court. Simlar privilege is

avai l abl e for the purpose mentioned in clause (a) & (b)
of Section 267 of CrPC. It is settled that it would not
apply to a situation where it is necessary to produce a
person for the purpose of investigation before any agency

engaged in the investigation. A production warrant
i ssued under section 267 nust not constitute a detention
order authorising detention in prison. Section only

envi sages the production of the accused detained in
prison before the Court. Schenme of Section 268 of C PC
confers powers on the State and no doubt this provision
has to be construed strictly wherein the accused has been
arrested and continued tobe in jail for nore than say
about 5 years without any conmencenment of trial, he could
be rel eased on bail inspite of the order passed by the
CGovernment under Section 268 of CPC directing the
authorities that the accused should not be noved out of
jail in public interest. The provisions of section 268
CrPC do not inpose any legal disability on the powers of
the crimnal court, but it enpowers the State CGovernnent
to exclude certain persons fromoperation of Section 268

of CrPC. Therefore, the notification issued as regards
to any person or class of persons shall not be renoved
from prison, is not relevant when bail plea raised by

such a person or detenu is wunder consideration in
exercise of the powers vested in crimnal court under
section 437, 439 of CrPC or any other special enactnents.
Rati o propounded in the decision in the case of Veersing
vis State through CBI, reported in 1991(2) Del hi Lawyer
P. 26, helps the present applicant because of simlarity
of facts. In the said case, accused Veersingh was
arrested and chargesheeted with ot her accused persons for
t he of fences puni shabl e under sections 120B, 302, 307, 34



of I PC and section 25(C) of the Arnms Act and the order
under Section 268 of CrPC was issued by the President.
So, this subnmission of M. (Oza is not found acceptabl e.

9. When the present applicant is an wundertrial for

nore than seven years and except the applicant, all the
surviving co-accused have been enjoying bail till the
termnation of trial and | amtold that nost of them and
practically all of themare also naned as an accused in
nunber of offences allegedly committed by a gang, the
present applicant should not be discrininated. It is
true that the status of the present applicant at the
rel evant point of tinme was of a Arm Dealer and so he
ought to have acted with nore responsibility and great
caution while dealing with the arns and anmunition either
all egedly sold or supplied by himor by his famly firm
But this would not disentitle himfrompraying for bai
pendi ng trial when he has been acquitted in nunber of
such or simlar cases registered during that rel evant
period. Ld. counsel M. Par di wal a has al so
satisfactorily submtted that as and when the origina
of fender was apprehended, then in nost of the cases, on
the statenent of the co-accused so arrested, or any other
nost interested witness like the police officer etc., he
has been linked with that crinme. It is not the say of
the prosecution that in the present case, he was found
with any | ethal weapon or such ammunition so he can be
linked with the of fence puni shabl e under Section 25(1-AA)
of the Act and, therefore only, he has been di scharged by
t he Sessi ons Court and now relegated to the |Id.
Metropol itan Magistrate for trial. Submi ssi on advanced
by 1d. PP M. Oza, in light of the schene of sections
323 & 325 of the &rPC are not well-founded and these
subm ssi ons are based on hypothesis framed in view of the
phraseol ogy of these two sections. |In the present case,
in view of the nature of the offence nentioned in the
police chargesheet, the accused was comitted to the
Court of Sessions in exercise of the powers vested wth
the Court under section 209 of CPC and the Sessions
Court found that the offence exclusively triable by the
Court of Sessions, prima facie, has not been committed as
mentioned in the chargesheet and, therefore, the |d.
Sessi ons Judge di scharged the accused from that very
of fence. So, the case of the present applicant cannot be
sent again to the Court of Sessions in exercise of the
powers vested under section 323 of CrPC

10. Section 325 of OCPC enpowers Magistrate or

Metropolitan Magistrate to send a case to another Court
on the ground that he cannot pass sentence sufficiently
severe for want of powers. In that eventuality, the



Magi strate cannot straightway commt the case to the
Court of Sessions. Bare reading of sections 323 & 325 of
CrPC show that they are general in nature, but sone part
of section 325 of CrPC provides for the case of special
category. Under Section 323 of CPC, when a Magistrate
finds that the case should be comitted at any point of
time during the proceedi ngs before signing the judgnent
that the case is one which ought to be tried by the Court
of Sessions, then he has to conmit the said case to that

Court. As contained in chapter: XVIII, this can be done
at any stage of the trial, but before signing the
j udgrent . The Sessions Judge cannot frame charges

against the accused while remtting the case under
section 228 of the G PCto a Magistrate who in exercise
of the powers under Section 323 of CrPC has conmitted the
case to the Court of Sessions. On the other hand, when
the accused is discharged who has been conmitted to the
Court of Sessions under an order under section 209 of
CrPC, the Sessions Judge nay frame the charge agai nst the
accused nentioned on the ground nentioned in the order
passed and transfer the case for trial to the |d. Chi ef
Met ropol i tan Magi strate. The present case is a case
transferred to Id. Chief Metropolitan Magi strate and in
turn at pr esent pendi ng with I d. Met r opol i t an
Magi strate. It is rightly argued that while considering
the bail plea, the quantum of puni shment which the Id.
Metropolitan Magistrate may inflict, should be considered
rel evant and not t he hypot hesi s t hat t he I d.
Metropolitan nmagistrate, after recording evidence, is
likely that he may assign reasons at any tine before
signing judgrment and shall conmit the case either to the
Court of Sessions as provided under Section 323 of CPC
or to the Id. Chief Metropolitan Mgistrate as provided
under sub-section (1) of Section 325 of the CGPC. If the
case is sent to award nore severe or adequate punishnent,
than the reasons assi gned and opinion expressed in that
regard by the Id. referring Magistrate who has conducted
the trial, shall have to be considered by the Id. Chief

Met ropol i tan Magi strate/ Metropolitan Magi strate. Even
if it is accepted for the sake of argunents that there is
some scope of such reference by Id. Met r opol i tan
Magi strate to the 1d. Chief Metropolitan Magistrate

provided under Section 325(1) of CPC even then the
maxi mum puni shrent whi ch can be inflicted in the present
case, would be of 7 vyears. At one point of tinme, M.
Par di wal a has submitted that the resistance put forward
by the State of GQjarat in the present application
amounts to an attenpt by the State Governnent to see that
the illegitimte confinenent continues for nore period.
As the present applicant has undergone the period of
i ncarceration of nore than 7 years as an under-tria



prisoner, the bail Court also cannot assune that the
trial Court may inflict the punishment with a direction
that the accused shoul d undergo puni shnment separately and
not concurrently. On the contrary, it is relevant that
the Apex Court, irrespective of the pendency of nunber of
trials against the present applicant accused, has granted
bail in a case where he has been held guilty, considering
the period of incarceration undergone by him Therefore,
t he subm ssion of Id. PP M. Oza is not f ound
acceptable that even there is a scope that the applicant
accused may be sentenced to suffer R/l for |ife because
it is likely that in turn, against this case will go to
the Court of Sessions wunder the provisions either of
Section 323 or Section 325 of CrPC. Only with a viewto
consi der the argunents of |d. PP M. za, | have
considered the decision of this Court in the case of
Narendra Anrutlal Dalal v/is State of Gujarat, reported in
1978 CrLJ P.1193. O course, this decision deals wth
the transfer and retransfer of cases under Section 228(1)
of CPC, but it also deals with the nitty-gritty of the
provi sions of sections 323 & 325 of CrPC. There is no
apprehension of jumping the bail by the accused. | am
convinced that irrespective of this apprehension, other
co-accused have been enlarged on bail by the conpetent
court. The applicant is inhabitant of Gujarat and was

carrying on business since years and till date conpetent
authorities have neither cancelled nor revoked t he
| i cences issued as Arms & Amunition Dealer. Hi s

passport has expired and stringent conditions if inposed
can take care of the situation. Normally, such argunents
are advanced in all the cases where offence is either
serious or offence committed is sensitive in nature. As
nmentioned herein above, he has been granted bail in 14
di fferent cases at present pendi ng agai nst him It is
true that the severity of punishment tenpts the accused
to junp the bail, but wunless this apprehension is
wel | -founded, or atleast, is prima facie, found genuine,
should not refuse to exerci se t he di scretionary
jurisdiction. It is not the say of the prosecution that
t he co-accused of the present applicant agai nst whom the
government had passed the orders in exercise of the
powers under Section 268 of CrPC, have junped the bail
This can be considered as relevant fact in appreciating
this part of subm ssion.

11. The appr ehensi on expressed that accused if

enlarged on bail, may tanmper with evidence or nay further
indulge in simlar activities, is found to be nmere
allegation. |If list of witnesses shown in police challan
is seen, it is apparent that nost of the witnesses are

pol i ce personnels or governnent officials and so far as



the present applicant is concerned, the npbst of the
evi dence which is inmportant in nature, is docunentary in
nat ure. Affidavit-in-reply filed by the Investigating
O ficer, does not state convincing facts under which it
can be reasonably inferred that the applicant will be
able to tanmper with evidence if enlarged on bail. VWhen
such plea is advanced, then before exercising the
di scretion in favour of the applicant, the Court should
mainly consider two aspects,nanely (i) scope and/or
capacity to tanper wth evidence by the appl i cant
accused, and (ii) whether any condition if inmposed while
granting bail, is able to take care of the situation. On
both the counts, balance tilts in favour of the present
appl i cant accused. The present applicant accused is
faci ng accusation because of irregularity or illegality
conmitted by himin the capacity of a trader dealing with
Arms & Anmunition. By putting a condition whereby he can
be directed not to deal in such or simlar type of
busi ness either with his mother or in any other capacity,
this situation can be taken care of. The State
CGovernment also is able to take appropriate decision by
pl aci ng under suspensi on t he i cences i ssued.
Non- passing of the order or atleast non-comunication of
t he deci sion taken by the appropriate authority would not
cone in the way of the present applicant in getting the
bai | . He can be asked to report to the concerned police
station regularly with a further restriction on his
novermrent so that his daily activities even either can be
wat ched or regulated by Iimted force of intelligence.

Personal liberty of an individual has always remained in
prime consideration. If bail is rule and jail 1is
exception is not a good |aw today, but when the Apex
Court has granted the present applicant a bail in a case

where he has been convicted in view of the period of
sentence undergone by him it would be injustice to the
applicant if the present bail application is rejected
nerely on the ground that he has yet to face nunber of
trials. One fact should not be lost sight of that in al

ot her cases where the present accused is facing trial, he
has been granted bail. Ratio of the decision of the Apex
Court in the case of Akhataribai (supra) squarely applies
to the fact of the present applicant and hel ps the
present applicant accused. The applicant, in view of the
facts circunmstances discussed herein above and t he
privilege flowing fromArticle 21 of the Constitution of

India, it is held that he is entitled to bail. The ratio
of the decision in the case of Ram Pratap Yadav v/is Mtra
Sen Yadav, reported in 2003(1) Gr P.514 would not, in

any way, cone in the way of the present applicant for
grant of bail.



12. For the reasons aforesaid, this application is

al l owed and the applicant accused Jehangir Marzban Patel
is hereby ordered to be released on bail in connection
with Crine Register No. |. 169 of 1995 registered at
Shahpur Police Station on his executing a bond of Rs.
1, 00,000/ (Rs. One Lakh only) with one surety of the
like anmpbunt to the satisfaction of the | ower Court and
subject to the conditions that he shall,

(a) not take undue advantage of his liberty or abuse
his liberty;

(b) not act in a manner injurious to the interest of
t he prosecuti on;

(c) maintain | aw and order

(d) mark his presence before Shahpur Police Station
twice in a week on every NMnday & Thursday

between 8.00 aam to 5.00 p.m till further
orders;

(e) not leave the local lints of Districts Ahnedabad
& Gandhi nagar without the prior permssion of
this Court till further orders;

(f) furnish the address of his residence at the tine
of execution of the bond and shall not change the
resi dence wi thout prior perm ssion of this Court;

(g) surrender his passport, if any, to the |ower
court within a week and shall also file an
undertaking to the effect that he shall not apply
for fresh passport or renewal of the passport
without the intimation to the | d. Chi ef
Met ropol i tan Magi strate, Ahnmedabad city;

(i) pending trial of present case, if the applicant
is found involved or naned in FIR in any other
case in connection wth the of fence punishable
for inprisonment of the period exceeding THREE

YEARS, he shall report to the concerned police
station at the earliest and preferably within 72
hour s.

(j) shall not indulge in any business concerning the

Arms & Ammunition or explosives, even if the
licences issued to the firm by the Conpetent
Aut hority are continued.

13. If breach of any of the above conditions is
conmtted, the 1d. Judge of the Court concerned
will be free to issue warrant or take appropriate
action in the matter.

14. Bail before the Lower Court having jurisdiction
to try the case

15. Rule is nade absolute. Yadi to the concerned
Court as well as police station. Direct Service
is permtted.



Dt : 30-4-2003 [ C K BUCH,J.]
*r awal



