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M.Cg.C.lto. of IMS.
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Sasismgynfru dyaa Pcakaah ML*hra« «oo of'hhaaaa MaMca 
•ged 28 years, resident «c **aaX Mua<. 
Caa»-1< «Uial» bXateXrt PtfaqS*******

*ha avpUeeat bags to aubalt aa aadax.f* 
l» That ttoe reejpoodMt vaaarraata*
the allegation that he war Involved la jaucdar 
leader by n«w «uhe Mlyogl on or about‘2*«ls*l«
3* *bet the respondent*a lovelvoMat la aalfaaldr
la the conspiracy ijut la the offence Itself es *he < 
accompanied the main co»eccused Paltan Mall ah# who 
actually committed the murder to the spot as Ishebs 
gathered from the statement of Keshneth*
3. That there Is evidence of Rewind re Kumar, < the
driver who took the party to* Kathmandu# has dicelowed 
that after procuring arms# another co^eoeuwed Chandra 'fifth' 

Sehe had atatedthat with euch a fine and eofldtlCetoA? 
gun there will he no difficulty In eliminating Mlyogl* 
and the respondent had asauruwd him thet the work WOdidMm 
done*
<• tfhat there Is evidence to suggest tfcetthW
respondent was Instrumental In err engine fed Murder*;
Xxsx hiring men for the purpose and arranging money and 
ariwmnl tlon»

That this was the forth application* three 
applications were rejected by the Won •hie Court* 
a. That the C.B*X.# Mew Delhi Is prosecuting
Mlyogl murder case and the State of has nothing to
do In this case*

Ahat in ell previous hall applications the 
C.a.I. was heard <nd their moss** counsel appear** •** 
hmi opposed the bail.
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That* when the bell wu granted the hod

no no Sloe of the date nor e^e it heart*
9 • ■ ' That this mw fact was also kaowa te-thereof aartsat'e 
oounee i^eod^n all fairness ha should hare InforwedjtbO’ 
tton’ble Court. <• the Ftfttl lwyer who wee thereto 
represent the,*tete Govt* did aot know this f aetthfjt^the 
prosecuting agency was M.C.a.I* and aot the'rtart^drtt/
10* ,„ ■^•hafc. the banal lawyer had ao authorlt ytoaepaar 
on behalf of the C.a.X.
11. That the prosecuting agency l.a.C.8.1* wea,aot 
given an opportunity to oppose before granting hail teethe 
applicant*
12. : That the hail has been granted on the ground J$feafc 
there is inordinate delay in trial and the rein c ton Pee* 
on the part of the proseoution to examine its material*1 
witness to oonneot the present respondeat with theoffJlhOOn 
12* That it is respeotfully snbaitted that the • delay** 
in trial is not on account of the prosecution but begai^
or the aapii responcent and the <20-accused, *he apptteaea

• *v •
respondent and the co~accueed are not co-operating with* the,
prosecution*
14* That if the c*B*l«was heart before grantiag bail 
they would have pointed out that the delay lsea account 
of the respondent and other eo-eccured.
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It is. therefore, prayed that the Hon hie Court 

be pleased to cancel the bail granted to th corespondent 

on 17•••95 in u«cr*C*tfo»20SS/95 as the prosecuting 
wan not heart*
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