IN THE- HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT : JABALEUR.
M.Cr.Cuno  GIUL o 1995. .

N 4
Applicant § State of Madhya Pradesh

V3. Vople Sanch ‘Crvanaly
Ve . ©

. toe ' ' 7
Gyanécakash Mishra, Son ofChhutan Mishr;
aged 28 years, resident of Steel Naqar

Camp-l. Bhilai, Vlistrict DURG."

\ BALL GRANTED 'ro THE APPLICAN’.L‘ Bx rms HUN'.M.-L. counm Qu S

'l‘he applicant begs to- su!;nmit as under z-

2. ' That the respondent's involvement is not/only

in the conspiracy but in the offence jgself as- he
) accompanied ‘the main -co-accused Paltan Mallan, _who

gathered from the statement of Keshnath.
"3."- S That there J.S ev:.dence ofRavindra l\umar, =

i, v that after procuring arms, another co’accused bhandra s
vr“‘ - c.;_wl/ A . Saha had- statedthat with such a fine. and sofisticatedf :

“"\ ot Jvoﬂl' gun there will be no difficulty in eiiminaLing Niyogd.
"“ . and.. the respondent had assurned him that the work would‘

3 h Q.&DD Q‘. done.

tx '» .
;’}f*f*- "ﬁ i - cLhat there is evidence to suggest that the
4 _‘:' reSpondent was instrumental in- arranging for. murder,
-kxkx hiring men for the purpose and - ax.ranging money andv

S IE R ammunit:ion.
ST .. .. 5. . ‘That’ this was the fa th apylication. three

o 5_‘ L ', appdcications were rejected by the llbn'ble Court.
» St 6l That the C.B.I., New Delhi is prosecuting
'Niyogi murder case and the State of l-l.P. has nothing to;-,

do in this case.
7. that in all previous bail applications the

C.B.l. was heard and their cosmns counsel appeared and

-had opposed the bailo' - , ..,2/-‘




'“{‘ 11.‘_ lhat the prosecuting agency i.e.C.B.l. was not

@y that the bail has been granted un the ground tha

»-’on ‘the: part of the prosecution to examine its materiel

'wgin trlal is not on’ account of the prosecutiqp uut because B
S OF. the sppli respondent and the co-accused. “he aypiicanx ‘}“

__iiJabalpur :
th 3 ‘Dto 1.9- 95.

: .o - 2 -
8. ‘%fThatn'When the bail was granted the C.il.l. had
no noti'e of the date nor was it heard.

9. That this max fact was also known to the res pondalt s

. counsél and in all. idirness he should have informed the_

: " Hon' ble Court as the Panel lawyer who was there to‘AH
represent the State ‘Govt. did not know this fact that- the
prosecuting agency was B.C.B.I. and not the State Govt._
'10. ' That the Panel: lawyer had no authority to appearm
on behalf of the C.B.I. ' :

. given an opportunity to oppose before granting bali t
aPpllcant.‘ i T '

there is: inordinate delay in. trial and the reluctancena

witness to connoct the present respondent with the ufi
13. : That it is respectrully submitted that Lhe del.

eSponaent ‘and tne co-accused are not co-o peratiug with - the
prosecution.
C14. 1'hat: if the C B.I.was heard pefore granting bail
’*they would have pointed out that the delay is on account:
of the respondent and other co—accused. ’j

w

.  PRAYER, .
lt 15, therefore, prayed that the Hon ble L-ou.l:'t:

W_’ be pleased to cancel the bail granted o the” respondent '
}‘ﬁ.on 17 8.95 in M.Cr. C. No 2085/95 as the prosecuting agency

.was- not heard.

W

COULSEL HOR APPLICANY.
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