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. Bail Matters 397/2025 
THE STA'.TE Vs. KANWARJEET SINGH KOCI-II-IAR 
FIR No. 95/2025 
PS Vasant K.unj (North} 

27.09.2025 

Prcst~nt: Dr. Satjsh Shukla, Ld. /\ddl. PP for the State. 

Sh. Aijun Sayal, Lei. counsel for applicant/accused 

(through VC). -

· Sh. RohitKuniar,- Ld; Cqunsd for 

- applicant/ac:cuscd. · 

· Sh. Vipul Lamha, Ld. Counsel for complainant. 

Sh._Akash Khurana, I ,cl. Counsel for complainant 
.... 

_(through VC). 

Vidci my separate order ()f even date, the present 

application is allowed and disposed off accordingly. 

Copy of the order be given dosli as well as be sent to 
. . 

jail superintendent for supplying the same to accused in jail. 

. . 

Stale Vs~ Kanwa~j~eL.Singh K~chhar . 
Page No.J/13 · · 

(Atul Ahlawat) 
Bail Roster Judge 

/\SJ/Spl. Judge,_ NDPS/N D.clhi 
27.09.2025 
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IN THE ~OURT OF ASJ/SPECIAL JUDGE/NDPS 
PATIALA HOUSE COURTS, NEW DELHI 

Presided by: Atul Ahlawat, DI-IJS 

.BAIL APPLICATION NO. 397/2025 
THE STATE Vs. KANWARJEE'f SINGI~ KOCHHAR 
FIR NO. 95/2025 
PS VASANT KUNJ (NORTH) 

27.09.2025 

Bail applicatio,n received by way of. assignment/transfer vide 
orders of Ld.: Principal District and .Sessions Judge, vide 

. . . . . . . 

order no-. · · · 21536~21610!Bail & 
Filing/Judl./Prin.D&SJ/NIDD/2025 .· dated · 11.08.2025 · w.e.f. 
13.08.2025. 

. ORDEll 
. . 

1. Vide th(~ present order, J shall .dispose of. the application 

filed by the applicant/accused Kanwarjcet Singh Kc)chhar u/s 4B2 

BNSS, 2023 seeking the grant of anticipatory bail. 

2. It has ·been submitted by the· LcL counsel for the 

applicant/accused that no other bail application filed by the 

applicant/accused is presently pending before the Tion'blc 

Supreme Court" of India; the I Ion'ble High Court of Delhi; or any . . 
other Court in respect of the present matter wherein _similar relief 

has been sought. 

3. The JO has filed a reply to "the present application, which 

has been carefully perused. 
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4. The present anticipatory bail application arises m the 

backdrop of peculiar circumstances, wherein the FIR in question 

was registered on 22.02.2025, ·i.e. 10 days after the alleged 

incident. 

« 
: . 

5. It is further.noted that therc\.vas another case registered i.e . 

. FIR bearing no. 105/2025 c)n 10.02.2025, u/s 64(1)/351(3)/3(5) 

. BNS, 2023 and u/s 6 of POCSO Act; 2012 atPS Rajouri Garden 

. -0herdn. the victim had levelled certain allegations against the 

husband of thq pres(;nt complainant, namely Gaurav' Sharma. The 

said husband of the complainant had approached the Hon'ble 

.· · lligh Court of Delhi se~~king quashing of the said FIR along with 

other reliefs,. including a writ of mondomus directing the police 

authorities to provide protection to him and other members of the 

complainant's family. 

6. The IIon'ble High Court of Delhi vide its order dated 

17.02.2025 iri WP (Crf). 553/2025, made certain observations 

regarding the incident in question and directed the concerned 

DCP to file a status report, with. respect to the alleged incident . 
. . 

which was allegedly captured oi1 CCTV footage. 

. . . . : . . . 

7. 'J'hereafter, the Fill in the present case was registered. The 

Hon'ble 1-Iigh Court of J)(~lhi vidc successive ordets, continued to 

pass certain orders/din~ctions concern~ng the incident in question. 
I . 

. The present .. applicant/ac.~uscd, ·subsequently challenged the 
. . . . . . ... 

orders pas.sed by the 1Jpn'blC High Court of D.elhi before the 
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Hon'ble Supreme Court of India vide SLP CrL 3727-3730/2025, 

wherein the Hon'ble Apex Court was pleased to record vidc 

order dated 06.0:3.2025 that "1[' the petitioner herein is 

opprehending" orrest ot the hands of' pcJlice in connection with 

any First Information Report, .then it shall be open for him to 

pray f(Jr anticipotory boil bef(Jre the C°cJmpetent court m 

accordance with law. If any such anticipatory bail appiication is._. . 

filed, the Court concerned shall look into: the ~5arrie on its merit5 

without be'ing influenced in any . manr1,er . . by any of the . . 
observations made by the. High Court -against the petitioner." In 

view of the above, the: present applicatic5n has been preferred by . 

the applicant/accused.· 

8. 'J'he present aJJp1 ication was first listed before the then Ld. 
. . . 

Hoster Bail Judge on 22.03.2025, wherein the Ld. Predecessor of 

this Court was pleased to direct that no coercive action shall be 

taken against the applicant/accused until the next date, subject to 

him joining the investig_ation, as and when called upon by the IO. 

Certain . directions were also issued vide . the said order to 

ascertain the genuineness of certain doc:umcnts, and to collect the 

CDRs and location ID Charts of the signatories of the settlement 

agreement dr~tcd 30.01.2025 and p{JSscssion letter dated 

04.02.2025. 

9, Time and again the matter was adjourned from one date t6 

another, with intc~rim protection being extended. On 07.04.2025 

and 25.04.2025, arguments were not advanced by the parties,· as 

it was submitted by them that there were chances of settlement .. 

Slate Vs. Ka11warjeet Singlr .Kochlwr 
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. and time was accordingly granted for lhc said purpose. The said 

discussions, however, did not materialize and the matter 
. . . 

ccmtinued to be adjourned from one date to another, with interim 

protection being extended! The matter was listed before the 
: : .·. ·. 

undersigned for the first time on 22.0B.2025, however, since the 

lawyers were abstaining from work on the said cJ;ate, no coercive 

ordc~rs were· passed arid the matter was adjourned for 19.09.2025 

for addressing arguments . 

.. 
10. Before delving in tothc merits of the present case, I deem 

it necessary· to observe that both the parties have, to a 

ccmsiderabk extent, sought to complicate the matter and have 

presented an extremely confusing set of facts, when, in reality the 

issues invc)lved were not so complex. The present b~il application 

runs into around 1134 pages and is accompanic.d by numerous 

synopses, brief points of dispute, and a detailed account of the 

background of litigations between the parties. The repeated 

replies and s.tatus rc~ports filed by the successive. IOs, at times 

taking cont1:adictory IJ·ositions have further added to the 

resolution of the matter significantly more challenging. 

ll. Despite the categorical observations made by the 1-lon'ble 

Apex Court,. as noted·. above ·in . paragraph number 7, the 
. . 

respective counsels for the parti(~s have 1cft no st~me unturned in 

referring to the portions · of successive orders passed by the 
. . . . . .· .· I . 

Hon'ble lligh Court: in WP .CCrL) 1 553/2025 ·and other allied 

maUers ·that suited thdr. respective· narratives. :However, such 
. . . 

arguments as advanced .~eforc this Court arc beyond the scope of 

State Vs. Kanwarjcet Singh Kochhar. 
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the present application and, accordingly arc not bcir:g c:onsidcrcd. 

12. .Before addressing the merits of the present application, it 

is imperative to note that the real bone of contention between the 
.. 

parties to the present litigation related to the ownership and 

possessfon of an immovable property namely 'Hotel Sarovar 

Portico, Vasant Kunj'. 'fhe applicant/accused dairris to be . the 

rightful owner of the said property and .as.scrts that he e~joys its 

vacant and peaceful possession.. On . the other. hand, the 

complainant disputes the applicant/accused's cfaims cc)ntcndiqg · 

that the documents dated 30.01.2025" ancl .04.02.2025 w~re. 

forged. 

13. After the registration of. the present case. FIJ{, the thc~Ii IO 

ACP Vijay KumcH' vide supplementary reply dated 27.05.2025, 

informed this Court that the allegations relating to offences 
. . . 

punishable u/s 33l(B)/331(6)/333 BNS, 2023 were found to be 

not made out, and accordingly, those sc~ctions were dropped. 

However, certain . other sccti6ns were invoked, specifically 

offences· punishable~ u/s 329(3)/117(2)/190/19J(2)/1Dl(3) BNS, 

. 2023. 

14. It has -1~ren submitted by the .• Ld. • Counsel for the 

applic:ant/ac:cuscd that the applicant/accused has been falsely 

implicated in the present case and there is no incriminating 

material against him, save for the bald statements· made by tlw 

complainant and othc~r interested witnesses. 

Slate Vs. Kanwarjeel Singh Kochhar 
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15. It has further been submitted by the Ld. Counsel for the 

applicant/accused that the custodial interrogation of the present 

applicant/accused is not required. The applicant/accused has been 

served with s.cveral notices by the 10 to join the investigation,_ all 

of which he has duly complied with. The appli~:ant/accuscd had 

joined the investigation on 24.02.2025, i.e. even prior to the grant · 
' . 

of intc~rim protection to him. Thereafter, in compliance with the 
. ; . ' . . . . 

directions of this Cciurt. to join the investigation, he had duly 

'appearc.d before the IO on 24.03.2025, 01.05.202~, 03.05.2025, 

14.05.2025, 24.05.2025 and lastly on 25.05.2025. Since then, he 

has not received any further notice,. and he remains willing to 
. . . . 

' . ' 

. · ··join the investigation as and when called upon to do so. 

16. It has been submitted by the I ,d. C.cmnscl for the 

applicant/accused that, except for th(~ co-accused Pavncct Singh 

· Kochchar, whose anticipatory bail· application is also pending 

adjudication with the present application, all the remaining ten 

accused persons arc already on bail. The chargcshcet has been 

filed before the J ,d. Trial Court and no ground has been made out 

by the IO to seek furth(~r custodial interrogation of the 

applicant/ac:cuscd. 'l11e original documents dated 30.01.2025 and 

04.02.2025 have already been placed before the Hon'blc Iiigh 

Court in W.P.(Crl.) 553/2025 arid have been sen~ to the FSL for 

forensic analysis, and the ·results of which arc still awaited. The . . . . . . I . 
pcndency of such analysis.· cannot, at this. s_tage, be a ground to 

deny the applicarit/accuscd_ the benefit of cinticipa~:ory bail. 

17. It has further been submitted by the Ld. Counsel for the 

"scute- Vs. Kanwarj_eec Singh Kochhar. · · FIR No. 95!202S PS VK North . .Bail Matter 110. 3.971202.) 
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applicant/accused that he is willing to abide by any conditions 
. . 

that this Court· may impose, if the present applicati~)n is allowed 

and he is granted the benefit of anticipatory baiL 

18. Per contr:a, it has been submitted by the Ld. J\ddl. PP for 

the State, duly assisted by th(~ 10, that the custodial interrogation 

of the applicant/accused is necessary at this stage; as .the FSL 

report is still awaited. A protest petition has been filed against the._ . 

dropping of sections from the pn~scnt case FIR, which is still 
. . . : 

pending adjudication before the T ,cl. '.J'rial Court. There .are certain . . 

other co-accused persons who rc~main, absccfr1ding · and the~r 

apprehension necessitates custodial interrogation of · the . 
. . . . . . : . . . 

applicant/accused. Lastly, the. stolen articles, books of account· 

and cash arc? ye:t to be recovered. In view of the? above, the State 

strongly opposc~s the present application .. 

19. It has been further submitted by the Ld. Senior Counsel for 

the complainant that there was an incJrdinate delay of 10 days in 

the registration of the present case l•']It The earlier IO is alleged 

to have been hands in ghwe with the applicant/accused and other 

co-accused persons? and· a shoddy investigation was conducted in 

· the ·matter. It is further submitted that the earlier IO wrongiy 

interpreted the.decision of t:he I Ion'ble Apex Court to justify the 

dropping the rdcvant sections from the present case FU<..· The 

pro.test petition in this regard is still pending adjudication before 

the Hon'ble High Court of Delhi. 

20. It has been submitted ·by the Ld. S~nior Counsel for the 

Slate Vs. Kcmwarjee.t Singh Kochhur 
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' ., 

. complainant that, if not for the suo motu intervention by the 
. . . . 

. . . 

IIon'ble High Court of Delhi, the present case Fm. would nol 

have been registered at all. lnthe heart of the national capital, 30-
. . . . . . 

40 masked men allegedly tc)(}k the. law into their. own hands, and 

the events ·.that Jollowed were shocking. ·It is ~lleged that the 

ap~lica.nt/1ccused hired these men to illegally enter the· hotel, 
·. . . . 

which was being legally operated by the husband of the 

~omplainant, and. committed the heinous offences in question. 

The husband. of the· co.mplainanl is the lessee ·and in legal 

possession of the hotel in question. After an arbitration clause 
. . . . . 

· · ·. was invciked concerning the said hotel, the Ld. J\rbitral Tribunal 

was constitut(~d and continues to oversee the matter, with the 

husband of the complainant duly depositing the rent before the 

DIJ\C, as per the orders of the Ld. Sole Arbitrator: 

21. It has been further submitted by the Ld. Senior Counsel for 

the complainant that, during the incident, more ~ban 1000 files 

and books of account pertaining to the hotel operated by the 

husband of the complainant ·.were affected, and therefore, 

custodial interrogation of the applicant/accused is necessary to 

trace the same. · 

22. In rebuttal, it has been submitted by the Ld. Counsel for 

the applicant/accused that.· the part~es have a long-chequered 
I . 

history· bf 'litigations; . an·d the ·present. case FIR has been 

registered pursuant to .an. ilI:-motivated attempt: on part of the 

complainant's. husbe\nd td usurp the applicant/accused's hotel. It 
- . . 

.has been pointed out th.at the current IO has· for the first time,. 

· State Vs. Kanwarjeet Singh Kochhar 
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aftc~r more than EJ months of pendency of the present application, 

has stated in the reply that there has lwen diversic_Jn of the sales 

proceeds direbly into the bank accounts of the applicant/accused 

and their fake/purported employees. It is submitted that there is 

no such allegation in the~ ·chargcshcct, arid this assertion appears 

to have been tnade in the reply, so that the applicant/accused is 

not granted the benefit of the anticipatc)ry hail. Furthermore, it 

has been noted that the alleged main mastermind .c)fthe offences 

in question as per the case of the prosecution is aln~ady o'n bail .. 

The financial transactions and related material ar(~ well within the 

reach of the IO, and do not · ndd~ssiiate ·any . custodial 
' . ~ . . . . . . 

int(~rrogation. The FSL report will take its .own ti:ine; and the 
. . . . . . ' . . .· ' . . . . . 

mere pendency of the repc)rt cannot constitute a ground to deny 

the benefit of anticipatory bail to thci applicant/accuscci. 

23. Considering the facts and drcu:mstanccs of the present 

case, the following points . arc pertinent; Firstly th(~ 

applicant/accused has duly joined the investigation on 7 separate 

occasions, as and when called by the IO. In the considered 

opinion of this Court, no grounds have been made out for seeking 

his custodial interrogation. 'fhere is nomerit iJ1 the submission of 

the IO ACP Ved Prakash that ~lthough the charges.he.et has be.c~n 
. . . . . ' . 

filed against t.er.i co-accused persons the relevant sections arc 

under review . and may, if necessary, ·be modified through a 

supplementary chargeshect; Secondly, the present application . 

must be dealt with respect to the offorices specifically alleged · 
. . 

against the applicant/accused . The sword of Damocles cannot be 

hung around his neck till eternity, merely because the current IO . 

Seate Vs. Kanwarjeec Singh .Koclihar 
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.· 

is contemplating a review of the invoked sections or that in the 

.·. ·.·. ~uturehc may . fi~e a s~pplcmentary chargesheet.; Thirdly, 'fhe 

IC) has riot is.sued any notice to the applicant/accused to join the 

investigation since ·the last day of his joining the 
'• . . 

investigation/appearance, i.c 25.05.2025. The fact that the current 

IO has been recently deputed t.o t.hc present case and any alleged 
' .. 

laxity on part of the previous IO should not be held against him 

is also devoid of any merit.; Fourthly, the l 1'1H in question was 

registered over 7 months ago, and despite the applicant/accu$cd 

joining the investigation cm more that half a dozen occasions, the 

Investigating i\gency has not been able to trace the alleged stolen 

articles, ; Fifthly; the peridcncy ·or the FSJ, report, cannot 

constitute aground for · c:ustodial interrogation. The C)riginal 

documents have already. b(:en plriced before th(~ JI on 'ble Tiigh 

Court· of Delhi and the . questioned! documents along with the 

admitted signatures/handwriting samples, have b:een duly sent to 

the FSL. 'fhE~refore, . there is no further requirement for the . 

custody of the applicantiaccused in relation to the matter at hand 

·-and; Lastly,. the .· irive'stigation is already complete and the 

' chargesheet ' qua the co-accused persons with respect to the 

alleged incident is · alr.eady filed. The mere fact that the 

complainant has filed a protest petition, which is still is pending 

adjudication, or that the ro is/may conduct a further 

investigation and may file supplcmc~rrtary chargcsheet cannot be a 

ground to deny the benefit of the present anticipatory to the 

applicant/accused .. 

24. .Therefore, in view ·of the above; the pres~nt anti~ipa.tory · 

Stace Vs. K.anwarjeet Sin,qh Kochhar 
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bail application. of the applicant/accuse.d l(anwarjeet Singh 

Kochhar is hereby allowed and .the ·interim. protection 
. . . . 

granted to the. applicant/accused vidc order dated 22.03.2025, . . . 

which was subsequently extended from time .t6. time, is 
. • I . 

hereby made absolute. The applicant/accused is directed to 

continue joining the inquiry/investigation and in the event of 

his arrest, the following directions shall be followed: -

i) In the event of arrest ofthe applicant/accused, he 
. . 

shall be released on bail. The amount of' bail bond 

shall be Rs. 1,00,0001- with two local sureties in J;ke 

amount Lo the sotisfc1ction of the concerned IOISIIO. 

ii) The opplicqnUaccused shall cooperate in the 

inqu:f rylinvestigation at every stage, and shall make 

himself' available for interrogation by the police as 

and when required. 

iii) The applicant /accused shall provide his latest 

ad.dress Lo the IO /SI JO Concerned. and in the event of 

change of address, he sholl ensure that he provides hrs 

fi-esh/lutesl 

imme~iately. 

oddress IO/SIIO concerned 

iv). The opplicantJaccused ·shall not leave . India 

without prior permissicm ·of' the. concerne.d Lei.· Trial 

Court. 

Slale Vs. Kanwarjeet Singh Kochhar 
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v). The appUcanUaccused shall not directly or 
-. - . . I 

indirectly make ~my inducement, threat or promise to 

o.nyperson ac;qu.ainted with the facts o(t.he case so as 

to ·dissuade them from disclosing such facts to the 

court or tiJ.otiy police officer. · 

·. 
25. Subject to the above conditions, the anticipatory bail 

application filed und.hr section 4B2 BNSS,. 2023 on behalf of 

applicant/accused Kan:warject Singh Kochhar star1ds allowed 

and disposed of. 

· 26. It is needless tc) say that nothing stated perein shall be 

construed as an opinion or expression on the merits of the case. 

27. ·copy o.f this order be given dasti tc~ the parties. 

28. The application stands disposed of accordingly. 

Slate Vs. Kanwarjei!i' Singh K~chhar 
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