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THE COURT OF HON’BLE DISTRICT ESSI JUDG

NAGPUR
CRIMINAL REVISION NO. OF 2026

[¥ PV A AN SRR RN e

APPELLANT: SANJAY HARIRAM AGRAWAL,

(A L LT

\g{dﬁ-—.mﬁ% Age 58 years, Occ: Business,
'E‘ENTRY i \ Residing at 7 Hari Sava Street,
[ Y Kidderpore, Kolkata, 700023
! /IVERSUS//
RESPONDENT: STATE OF MAHARASHTRA
Through Ganesh Peth
Policé Station
Nagpur
RE D ECTION _438 OF B A
The Applicant name above most respectfully
submit as under |
' MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH AS UNDER:-
L Lo The present Revision Application is filed against the

ofders dated 20.04.2026, 06.05.2026 and 19.06.2026, passed by

the Ld. 2nd Additionél Chief Judicial Magistrate, Nagpur in R.C.C.
L' No. 3030147/2002, whereby the Learned Magistrate has rejected
e the Applicant’s applications filed below Exh.3801, Exh.3819 and

A % )

r;¢,;.\f\ ;%-Exh.3832 respectively, seeking supply and production of

5 /L/ !\‘7 WINL



\
documents, electronic records and material objects seized during \\\
investigation and necessary for the defence of the Applicant. \-.].‘

2. To be precise, only the facts necessary for adjudication of the \\‘
limited grievance raised in the present Application are stated \\.
briefly hereunder. : \\\

3. The Applicant is Accused No.3 in Regular Criminal Case
No.3030147 of 2002, pending trial before the learned 2nd
Additional Chief Judicial Magistrate, Nagpur, for offences
punishable under Sections 406, 409, 468, 471 and 120-B
read with Section 34 of the Indian Penal Code, arising out of
investment transactions between Nagpur District Central Co-
operative Bahk and Home Trade Limited, of which the
Applicant was a Director.

4. It is submitted that initially the case came to be registered as
Regular Criminal Case No.147 of 2002 against the Applicant
along with the other co-accused. On account of I;roceedings
before the Hon'ble High Court, the trial of the Applicant came
to be split up and separated from the frial of the other co-
accused, who were tried and convicted by the learned
A.CJ.M., Nagpur, while the trial against the Applicant
remained pending. Post the said split, the Applicant filed an ;;;9‘/’%{ ,
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application before the learned A.C.J.M., Nagpur, seeking a
direction for filing of a split-up chargesheet against him,
assignment of a separate case number, and compliance with
Section 207 of the Cr.P.C., which application came to be
dismissed and was carried in revision and thereafter in
Criminal Writ Petition No.1009 of 2024 before the Hon'ble
High Court, wherein, while the prayer for a separate case
number was rejected, the Hon'ble High Court vide order
dated 21.04.2025 expressly observed that the learned
"A.C.J.M. is competent to understand the meaning of a
~ separate trial and will not treat all the exhibited documents
as proved documents in the case against the Applicant. True
copy of the order dated 21.04.2025 passed by the Hon’ble
‘High Court in Criminal Writ Petition No.1009 of 2024 is
annexed herewith and marked as Exhibit — A.

. It is also-submitted that the Learned Trial Court, by order
dated 11.11.2025, rejected the discharge application filed by
the applicant and by order dated 26.11.2025 framed charges
against him. The petitioner preferred Criminal Revision
Application No. '45/2026 challenging the orders dated
11.11.2025 and 26.11.2025, and is presently pending

adjudication before the Hon’ble High Court.
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6. Thereafter, seven prosecution witnesses ha n

examined. In the course of the trial, the Applicant made
applications seeking supply/production of documents,
electronic records and material objects necessary for his
defence and for effective cross-examination of prosecution
witnesses. Each such application has come to be rejected by
the impugned orders, on grounds which, it is respectfully
submitted, are extraneous to the actual, discrete factual
grievance raised by the Applicant, and run directly counter to
the express direction of this Hon'ble Court noted above.
THE ORDER DATED 2 2026 BELOW .3801
7. By application Exh.3801 under Section 207 Cr.P.C., the
Applicant sought supply .of documents mentioned at
paragraphs 2.3(A) to 2.3(J) of the application. By order
dated 16.04.2026, the learned Trial Court recorded that as
regards documents at 2.3(A) to (E), the prosecution had, by
pursis Exh.3810, agreed to supply some copies. As regards
documents at 2.3(F) to (J), the order rather than directing
- the prosecution the party in exclusive possession of the
seized material to specify what these documents were and
where they stood in relation to the chargesheet, the Trial
Court directed the Applicant himself to make clear whether ,/’/1
7%
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they formed part of the chargesheet, on pain of the matter
being treated as time-bound. Pursuant to the pursis dated
17.04.2026 filed by the Applicant pointing out that
documents were still missing, the learned Trial Court, by
the order dated 20.04.2026, rejected the prayers made at
paragraphs 5A and 5B of application Exh.3801 (i.e., supply
of documents at 2.3(F) to (J) and a comprehensive list of
unrelied documents), and confined the relief granted to the
Applicant to mere inspection of the record and proceedings.
True copy of the order dated 20.04.2026 passed by the Ld.
2nd Additional Chief Judicial Magistrate, Nagpur in R.C.C.
No. 3030147/2002is annexed herewith and marked as
Exhibit — B,

THE ORDER DATE 6 26 BE 1

. By application Exh. 3819, the Applicant pointed out, as a
specific and verifiable factual matter, that the pen drive of
3.50 GB subsequently supplied by the prosecution did not,
in fact, contain either the documents referred to in the pursis
dated 17.04.2026 or the documents seized under Seizure
Memo No.10 in the presence of panch witnesses Rajendra
Gangaram More and Arun Laxmanrao Deshmukh and in

Seizer No. 2 document No. 8 to 12 are not found , in




seizer No. 3 some documents are not foyng

\..\ \

\‘l\;
seizer No. 11 document No. 8 to 16 and 14-22 g \

found. It is specifically submitted that in seize, No,

\.(
th \\

\
13 some cheques are seized during investigatiq,, \

and but copy of that cheques did not provide 1,
accused. That, during process of investigation 105
banks Account of Home Trade and their associates
companies were seized but copy of seized statement
did not supply prosecution to accused. During the
hearing of this application, the learned Special Public

Prosecutor was unable to point out the specific folder, file, or

location within the pen drive where the all Seizures

documents were said to be contained . Despite this,
the learned Trial Court rejected the application and imposed
exemplary costs of Rs.5,000/- on the Applicant, on the
ground that the application was designed to delay the trial.
True copy of the order dated 06.05.2026 passed by the 1.d.
2nd Additional Chief Judicial Magistrate, Nagpur in R.C.C.
No. 3030147/2002is annexed herewith and marked as
Exhibit-C.

E ORDER DATE 2026 BEL H
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9. By application Exh.3832 under Section 91 Cr.P.C., the
Applicant specifically sought production of the 71 documents
(Case Property Sr. Nos.1 to 71) seized from his residential

premises under Seizure Memo No.10, being documents

which, according to the Applicant, are necessary to rebut the
forensic audit report on which the prosecution case is
substantially - founded, including contract notes, banking
records, delivery records and correspondence with regulatory
authorities relating to Government Securities transactions.
* The learned Trial Court rejected this application solely on the
‘ground that the seizure panchanama pertaining to Seizure
Memo No.10 had already been exhibited as Exh. 1361, and
the documents therein marked as Articles AA-1 to AA-71,
“during the course of trial (for the earlier accused)” i.e., in the
- separate, concluded trial of the co-accused persons and that
this, showed the documents to be “already on record.”True
copy of the order dated 19.06.2026passed by the Ld. 2nd
Additional Chief Judicial Magistrate, Nagpur in R.C.C. No.
3030147/2002is annexed herewith and marked as Exhibit —
D.
10. Hence, the present Revision Petition is being filed on

the following, amongst other, grounds:
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A. The order below Exh.3832 is contrary to the binding direction

of the Hon'ble High Court dated 21.04.2025 in Criminal Writ
Petition No.1009 of 2024. The Hon'ble High Court, while
dismissing the Applicant's writ petition, expressly
safeguarded the Applicant by directing that exhibited
documents from the separate, concluded trial of the co-
accused shall not be treated as proved documents against the
Applicant, and that a modality be adopted to avoid confusion
arising from the exhibit numbers of that earlier trial. The
impugned order dated 19.06.2026 goes against precisely what
this Hon'ble Court directed as it treats the marking of Seizure
Memo ﬁo.lo documents as Exh.1361/Articles AA-1 to AA-71
in the co-accused's separate trial as sufficient to hold that the
very same documents are “already on record” and need not be
produced or supplied afresh in the Applicant's own,
separately conducted trial. This is a direct and imbermissible
departure from a specific direétion of a superior Court in

proceedings between the same parties concerning the same

case.

. That the continued use of the exhibit numbers of the

s,
previous, separate trial in the present proceedings is contrary . 0/7' S \
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to  the direction of this Hon'ble Court and is causing
confusion in the trial against the Applicant.The Hon'ble High
Court, in Criminal Writ Petition No.1009 of 2024, while
permitting the Applicant's trial to continue under the same
case number, specifically directed that the learned A.C.J.M.
“will not treat all the exhibited documents as proved
documents in the case against the present petitioner” and
that the Trial Court and prosecution “may adopt a modality
to avoid any confusion with regard to the exhibit numbers of
the documents and recorded evidence in the trial against
other = co-accused persons.” This 'direction was issued
precisely ‘because documents in the co-accused's trial were

marked with exhibit nurﬂbers (such as Exh.1361, Exh.1362,

* Exh.1866, Exh.1883, Exh.1884, and Articles AA/BB series) at

a stage when the Applicant' was not before the Court, was not
represented; and had no opportunity to object to their
marking, ‘prove their contents, or test them by cross-
examination. ' Despite' this, ' the record in the present
proceedings continues to refer to and rely upon these very
exhibit numbers from the earlier, separate trial. The
continued depende':nce'fqn,'__and"interchangeab]e use of, the

previous trial's exhibit numbers therefore runs directly

&MIW
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contrary to the letter and spirit of the order dated 21.04.2025,
and has become the very source of the confusion and
prejudice that the Hon'ble Court sought to prevent.

. The reasoning in the impugned orders conflates a document
being marked as aﬁ exhibit in a different, concluded trial with
a document being supplied to, or available to, the Applicant
for the purposes of his own trial and defence. A seizure
panchanama and the articles referred therein being exhibited
in the trial of a.co-accused conducted without participation
of, or cross-examination by the Applicant does not, satisfy the
requirement of production or supply of that material to the
Applicant under Section 207 or Section 91 Cr.P.C. The two
concepts, viz. (a) a document forming part of the general
record and proceedings of a case, and (b) a document being
furnished/produced to a specific accused for his defence in
his own separated trial, are distinct, and the impugned order
proceeds on an erroneous equation of the two.

. The order below Exh.3819 fails to record any finding on the
specific, verifiable factual controversy  raised by the
Applicant, namely, whether the Seizure No.10 documents
and other seizers documents were in fact contained in

-
the pen drive supplied by the prosecution. It is a matter of =
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record that the ‘prosecution was unable to point out the
specific location within the pen drive where the Seizure No.10
and other seizers documents were said to be stored. A
factual assertion of this specificity that a defined, identifiable
set of documents is absent from an identified 3 GB data
approx set supplied by the prosecution itself, required a
finding either way. Its rejection solely by refereﬁce to the
Applicant's general conduct © and' -the  imposition of
exemplary costs, without any finding on the underlying fact,
renders the order unsustainable. '

. The impugned orders impermissibly shift onto the Applicant
the burden of identifying and accounting for seized material
that is, and at all times has been, in the exclusive custody of
the investigating agency.

. Cumulatively, the three impugned orders reflect a consistent
pattern of disposing of specific, document-wise grievances of
the Applicant - by reference to generalised observations
‘regarding the'age of the case and the Applicant's litigation
conduct, without -engaging with the particular factual
controversy raised in each application. While the Trial Court's

\
disputed, that concern cannot substitute for an adjudication,

St powond_

concern for expeditious disposal of a decades-old trial is not
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on their own merits, of specific and narrow factual assertions
concerning non-supply of identified material.

G. The impugned orders violate the right to fair trial under
Article 21 of the Constitution. The prosecution, being the
investigating agency itself, has full and unrestricted access to
every document seizegl during investigation, including
material it has chosen not to rely upon. The Applicant, by
contrast, has no independent means of obtaining any of this
material once it passes into State custody upon seizure. That
the trial ceased to be adversarial in any meaningful sense
when one party to a criminal trial has complete access to the
universe of evidence and the other has none. The impugned

. -orders, by declining production on grounds unconnected to
the actual question of whether the documents were supplied,
perpetuate this imbalance rather than correcting it, which it
was the very purpose of Section 207 and Section 91 Cr.P.C. to
prevent.

H. The impugned orders permit suppression of material that
may be exculpatory, contrary to the constitutional mandate
against withholding evidence favourable to the accused.It is

well settledthat fair trial requires the prosecution to place

- before the accused not merely the material it relies upon, bt}}’.’/ N

f/
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also material in its possession that may assist the defence,
precisely because the prosecution cannot be the sole judge of
what is or is not relevant to a case it is itself prosecuting.
Here, the Applicant's specific case is that the Seizure No.10

documents and the material at Exhibits 1362, 1866, 1883

‘and 1884 contain contract notes, banking records and

regulatory correspondence ‘that would demonstrate the
legitimate "deployment’ of 'funds towards Government
Securities, directly rebutting the forensic audit report on
which the prosecution case rests. The Trial Court's refusal to
direct production of 'this specific, identified, potentially
exculpatory material, on extraneous -grounds itself works a
suppression of evidence favourable to the accused, which no

procedural technicality can justify.

. That the denial of the documents forecloses the Applicant's

right to lead an effective defence under Sections 233 and 243

of the Cr.P.C.The right of an accused to produce evidence in

" his defence, and to have compulsory process issued for that

purpose, is a substantive right recognised under Sections 233
and 243 Cr.P.C. and is an incident of the right to fair trial
under Article 21. An accused cannot meaningfully decide

what defence to set up, or what witnesses or documents to

'3~A~PMMJ-/
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1

i material
rely upon, without first knowing the contents of

seized from his own possession. By declining to direct supply

of the very documents seized from the Applicant's own
residence, the impugned orders pre-empt and foreclose this
right before the defence stage is even reached.

That the prejudice occasioned and is continuing is jirreversible
and cannot be .cured at a later stage of the trial or in
appeal.The prosecution witnesses whom the Applicant is
required to cross-examine are presently being examined

before the Trial Court. Cross-examination is a right that must

-be exercised when the witness is before the Court, a document

withheld today and made available only after the witness has
been discharged is of little or no use for testing that witness's
evidence subject to the right to recall. The denial of these
documents at this stage therefore causes a prejudice that
cannot be remedied by supply of the same documents at a
later point in the trial, or even by an appellate court after
conviction, since the opportunity to confront the witness
would, by then, have been irretrievably lost.

The impugned orders are dated 20.04.2026, 06.05.2026 and

19.06.2026. The revision is therefore filed within period of e

limitation.
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14.
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The applicant seeks liberty to add, amend, modify or delete
any of the paragraphs or ground of the present Criminal
Revision as and when it is necessary.

The applicant has not filed any other application before any
other court, touching to the subject matter of this Criminal
revision.

The applicant undertakes to remove the office objections, if
any, as and when required.

24. HE 1 3=

A. That Criminal Revision Application may kindly be
allowed.

B. call for the record a;nd proceédings of Regular
leiminal Case No0.3030147 of 2002 insofar as

, °) they relate to Exh.3801, Exh.3819 and Exh.3832;

C. set aside the orders dated 20.04.2026 (below
Exh.3801), 06.05.2026 (below Exh.3819), and
19.06.2026 (below Exh.3832);

D. direct the Prosecution and the Respondent-
State/State CID, Nagpur, to specifically identify,
produce and supply to the Applicant, item-wise,
the documents comprising seizers No. Seizer

in a manner specifically verifiable by the

8 Mrrowasnd_
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Applicant against the seizure panchanamas and
charge-sheet index, and not merely by reference
to the exhibit numbers assigned in the separate,
concluded trial of the co-accused persons;

Pending Hearing and final disposal of present
revision application the further proceedings in

R.C.C. No. 3030147 of 2002, may kindly be
stayed.

And or to grant any other relief to which present
applicant is found entitled to in the facts and
circumstances of the case to secure the ends of

justice. :

AND FOR THIS ACT OF KINDNESS THE APPLICANT, AS
IN DUTY BOUND, SHALL EVER PRAY.

~ PLACE: ; C Nod

DATE: . ADVOCATE FOR APPLICANT.

A-S- God
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:: VERIFI 32

I, Sanjay Hariram Agarwal, Age: 60 Years, Occu,:

Business, R/o 7 Hari Sava Street, Kidderpore, Kolkata~
700023, do hereby state on oath and solemn affirmation that

the contents of this Revision Application from paragraph No.

1 to 14& prayer clause A to _f__, are explained to me and

understand English and are true and correct to the best of my

knowledge and belief.
Hence, verified at_ 214 Ven mﬁ 26 ok Nm%\:xx :
./~)/ 1dentified by : DEPONENT. h
b A% . SYWORN BEFORE ME oz\fé s XM y
& nay oF TJuly 20 26 ATRAGPUR BY .
é’g—‘ srsavsmwu.j _CanyaMq__ Had sam e

R0 Kol kad_ WO HAS BEEN IDENTIFIED
_@&\s-&-&&mc\) BY SHRUSMT...... Az 8. Rend......

ADVOCATE, NAGPUR,

J T
NOTI-».R‘:’A
Govt. of Inifia .
NAGPUR DIST, (14.5.) IKDIA
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VAKALATNAMA
IN THE COU‘RT OF HON’BLE

Sp. C.A/F.A./S.A.J/C.R.A.
IC.S/W.P.JO.A./CP) '
Summ. Cri. Compl.  QQy . No. 0f2026 ..

Appellant/ Petitioner/D.Hr

Applicant/Plaintiff/Complainant._S%i&_ﬁgims&k_,_

} //VERSUS //

Respondent/ Opponent/ J.Dr
Dcfcndant/Caveatee‘mu%_mm&_l
Amount of

Claim in Suit etc. Rs. .
I/We SO Hoxiwam  Qaw (\\33_(\\ "

Rip_Kolesln - -

Inhabitant/s of._ \4 m‘m‘m the ngm}fk - in the said matter

PANKAJ A. TAMBOLI Q4. ey Q. Rand

(ADVOCATE) a
TEKDI ROAD SITABULDINAGPUR A% (rlal. Rinwote
CELL. 9922987784, 8485898957 Qg{gg[;u)
pankaj.tambolil 5@gmail.com ( #3%823% 9_,15
To appear and act for me/us as my/our Advocate/s in the said
matter.Witness my/ our hand/s this day of 2025

Witness

accermEDS |0, 5. ) onard_
; . @1@’—7 Signatures
Signature of Advocate/s QS&\

Filed in Court on 2024
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G - Roy - (\i‘\f‘l No. of 202K
Sm\;\](v\% VERSUS__ Qaka
List of Documents Filed by (\99\&(&@ :
DOCUMENT DISCRIPTION OF DOCUMENT DATE OF ORIGINAL/
NO. DOCUMENT cory |
@ | Copy ol mdar dnwe 100sfau [ o|q)ns | S
® (ofoy wh fpe: Sdom Toth - 3801 124326 | —))—
® | Copy o)ty —u —— |
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' Qe Gy W 3832 9\6ls | —w—
@ hj;k@l}) Dovserdd  criodny nldky  — ~lC ——
Calsy @Q\,uf.\ GL\ _%Q{@Q\M —_— [

Nagpur

Date: 2S5 J "'f] 28

Aled

Counsel for the EH)‘)SISME s



zu CNR No : HCBM040348122024

J CrWP-1009-2024.0dt
1

4 %518 IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY

NAGPUR BENCH, NAGPUR.
CRIMINAL WRIT PETITION NO.1009 OF 2024

PETITIONER :  Sanjay Hariram Agrawal,

Q. Apphers) Aged about 58 years, Occ. Business. R/o. 7,
Hari Seva Street, Kidderpore, Kolkata.
.VERSUS..

RESPONDENT :  State of Maharashtra,

(Ori. Non Applicant) Through P.S.O., Ganeshpeth Police Station,
Nagpur.

Mr P. Agrawal, Advocate a/b Mr §. Lambat, Advocate for Petitioner.
Mr M. J. Khan, APP for Respondent/State.

CORAM : M.W.CHANDWANIL,J.
DATED : 21% APRIL, 2025.

ORAL JUDGMENT
1. Heard.
2. The order dated 16.04.2024 passed by the learned

Additional Chief Judicial Magistrate, Nagpur, rejecting the
petitioner’s request to file a split-up chargesheet against him, assign
a fresh case number to the split-up case and thereafter, comply with
the provisions of Section 207 of the Code of Criminal Procedure,
1973, is challenged. The order dated 18.11.2024 whereby the order

of the learned A.CJ.M. confirmed by the learned Additional




J CrWP-1009-2024.0dt
2

Sessions Judge, Nagpur in Criminal Revision No.118 of 2024 is also

challenged by way of this petition.

3. A brief background of the case is necessary to dispose of

the present case.

The petitioner was one of the accused in Regular
Criminal Case No147 of 2002 registered for the offences
punishable under Sections 406, 409, 468, 471 and 120(B) of the
Indian Penal Code, 1860, which was pending before the learned
A.CJ.M., Nagpur for trial. Pending the trial, petitioner filed
Criminal Application No.628 of 2014 before the Principal Seat of
the High Court of Bombay for clubbing of all the FIRs registered
against him and other co-accused and for a joint trial, wherein the
Principal Seat of the High Court of Bombay stayed the trial against
petitioner. Pending the said criminal application, Public Interest
Litigation No.25 of 2014 came to be filed before this Court for
directing the learned A.C.J.M., Nagpur to expedite the trial of
Regular Criminal Case No.147 of 2002. Since there was a stay to
the trial against petitioner in Criminal Application No.628 of 2014,
in Civil Application No1701 of 2019 in Public Interest Litigation

No.25 of 2014, the Division Bench of this Court directed that the
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trial shall proceed against the remaining accused except the
petitioner. Pursuant to this, the trial against other co-accused was
started and concluded by the learned A.CJ.M., Nagpur. Meanwhile,
Criminal Application No.628 of 2014 filed by the petitioner was
dismissed by this Court vide order dated 09.07.2021 directing the
learned A.CJ.M., Nagpur to complete the trial expeditiously. After
completion of trial against other co-accused and even four months
after conducting hearings on a day-to-day basis, the trial against the
present petitioner could not be commenced. The petitioner filed an
application in Regular Criminal Case No.147 of 2002 pending
before the learned A.C.J.M, Nagpur for secking direction to the
police to file a split-up chargesheet; give a separate case number to
his case; and comply with Section 207 of the CrP.C. The
application came to be dismissed by the learned A.CJ.M. by its
impugned order. An unsuccessful attempt was subsequently made
before the learned Additional Sessions Judge, Nagpur in revision.

Hence, this petition.

4. Mr. Agrawal, learned counsel appearing on behalf the
petitioner submitted that the trial against the present petitioner was

stayed. Consequently, the trial against other co-accused persons was
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concluded. This means that the trial against the present petitioner
was split-up and separated from the trial against the other
co-accused. In that scenario, the prosecution is supposed to file a
split-up chargesheet against the present petitioner and a case shall be
registered upon filing of the split-up chargesheet by the prosecution.
It is also submitted that after giving a new case number, the
provisions of Sections 207 and 208 of the Cr.P.C. are required to be
complied with. According to him, if the trial in earlier Regular
Criminal Case No.147 of 2002 commences, then there will be
difficulties in conducting the same. All the documents relied upon
by the prosecution are already exhibited and therefore, serious

prejudice will be caused to the petitioner.

5 The sum and substance of the argument of the learned
counsel for petitioner is that a split-up fresh chargesheet ought to
have been filed by the prosecution to avoid all these difficulties and
technicalities with regard to the documents exhibited and the
evidence recorded. According to him, this aspect has not been
considered by the learned A.C.J.M. as well as the learned Additional
Session Judge and erroneously rejected the application of the

petitioner.
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6. Conversely, Mr. M. J. Khan, learned Additional Public
Prosecutor appearing for the respondent/State vehemently
submitted that this is nothing but a technique to delay the trial.
According to him, till date the trial against petitioner has not
commenced. According to him, way back in the year 2021, a
direction was given by this Court to commence the trial after
conclusion of the trial against other accused persons and to
conclude the same within four months. The trial against other
co-accused persons came to be concluded on 2012.2023.
Thereafter, four months have lapsed but there is no prosecution in
the trial. He submitted that no doubt, the trial against the present
petitioner is separated just because of the order by this Court.
According to him, even in other cases of separated trial, the same
procedure is being adopted by the learned Trial Courts and the
prosecution. According to him, the present petition is nothing but
an attempt to kill time since the ecarlier trial has resulted into
conviction. Therefore, according to him, there is no merit in the

petition and hence, he sought rejection of the same.

T Having heard the learned counsels for the respective

parties and having gone through the record and orders passed by
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this Court, it transpires that the petitioner approached this Court for
clubbing of all the FIRs and joint trial by filing Criminal
Application No.628 of 2014, wherein the trial was stayed. It is also a
matter of record that in Civil Application No.1701 of 2019 pending
in PIL, the Division Bench of this Court directed the learned
A.CJ.M., Nagpur to proceed against the remaining accused except
the petitioner, since the order dated 19.12.2014 was passed by the
Principal Seat of the High Court of Bombay staying the trial against
the present petitioner. Pursuant to this, the learned A.CJ.M.,,
Nagpur proceeded against the other co-accused and concluded the
trial by the judgment of conviction dated 22.12.2023 and the trial
against the present petitioner remained to be tried. In wake of the
direction given in the final order of Criminal Application No0.628 of
2014, wherein the learned A.C.J.M., directed to conclude the trial
within four months, the trial against the present petitioner has

commenced.

8. No doubt, due to the situation that arose and the order
passed in Criminal Application No.628 of 2014, the trial of the

petitioner came to be separated.
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9. It is to be noted here that the petitioner is an accused in
Regular Criminal Case No.147 of 2002. The police have already
collected the evidence against the present petitioner in Regular
Criminal Case No.147 of 2002. Giving a separate casc number is
ministerial act and is in no way going to affect the petitioner.
Whether the accused is tried in Regular Criminal Case No.147 of
2002 or by given a new number to the case, it will not make any
difference to the merits of the case, particularly, when petitioner has

been supplied with a copy of the chargesheet in the case.

10. In the decision of the Madras High Court in the case of
H. Aarun Basha vs. State represented by the Inspector of Police.,
2018 SCC OnLine Mad 12845, relied upon by the learned counsel
for petitioner, the Court has issued ten guidelines to be followed in
cases where the accused persons are absconding. The Madras High
Court in the said decision has relied on the Criminal Rules of
practice and Circular Orders, 1958 prevailing in the State of
Tamilnadu. Out of the ten guidelines, one guideline is to assign a
number to the split-up case. On this point, the learned counsel for
petitioner vehemently submitted that a new case number has to be

given to the split-up case.
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1 Let me state that every High Court has framed guidelines
for the Criminal Courts as a Rules of practice. So far as the State of
Mabharashtra is concerned, the Rules of practice of Criminal Court is
enumerated in the Criminal Manual. Since in the Criminal Rules of
practice in the State of Madras, there were provisions for giving a
new number to split-up cases; in that scenario, this has been
observed by the Madras High Court while referring to the
guidelines that a new case number should be given to the split-up
case. So far as the Criminal Manual applicable to the State of
Maharashtra is concerned, there is no such practice of giving a new
case number to the split-up case. Rather, the learned A.CJ.M.,
Nagpur, while concluding the trial against other co-accused did not
dispose of entire Regular Criminal Case No.147 of 2002 and kept
the same pending for trial of the petitioner. This itself is evident of

practice of trying the case with earlier case number.

12. So far as the anxiety of the learned counsel for the
petitioner is concerned, the evidence that has already been recorded
during the trial of other co-accused and the documents are already
exhibited in the trial against other co-accused is concerned, in my

view, the learned A.C.J.M. is competent to understand the meaning
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of a separate trial and will not treat all the exhibited documents as
proved documents in the case against the present petitioner.
Needless to mention that the learned A.C.J.M. and the prosecution
may adopt a modality to avoid any confusion with regard to the
exhibit numbers of the documents and recorded evidence in the
trial against other co-accused persons. In view of the above said
observations, I do not think that any prejudice will be caused to the

petitioner if he is tried in Regular Criminal Case No.147 of 2002.

13. With the above said observations, I do not find merit in

the writ petition. Hence, it is dismissed.

(M. W. CHANDWANT, J.)

Tambe
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IN THE COURT OF HON’BLE 2nd ADDL. CHIEF

JUDICIAL, MAGISTRATE, NAGPUR

REG. CRI. CASE NO. 147/2002

STATE OF MAHARASHTRA

(Through Ganeshpeth Police Station, Nagpur)..... PROSECUTION
// VERSUS //

SUNIL KEDAR & OTHERS ... ACCUSED

APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 207 OF THE

CRIMINAL _PROCEDURE _CODE, 1973, SEEKING
SUPPLY OF COPIES OF DOCUMENTS, ELECTRONIC

RECORDS, AND MATERIALS SEIZED DURING

INVESTIGATION.

The Applicant / Accused No. 3 named above most

respectfully submits as under:

1. FACTUAL MATRIX AND PENDENCY OF THE SPLIT-

UP TRIAL

1.1 That the present Applicant/Accused No. 3 is being

prosecuted by the Ganeshpeth Police Station, Nagpur, on the



basis of a complaint filed by the Nagpur District Central Co-op
Bank (NDCCB) through its auditor, concerning alleged financial

irregularities.

1.2 That the investigating agency initially registered Crime No.
97/2002 for offences punishable under Sections 406, 420, read
with 34 of the L.P.C., and subsequently registered Crime No.
101/2002 for offences under Sections 406, 409, 468, 471, 120B
read with 34 of the L.P.C. The investigating agency clubbed both
crimes and submitted a single, consolidated Charge Sheet No.
150/2002 on 21/11/2002 against the present Applicant and

several other co-accused persons.

1.3  That the trial concerning nine of the co-accused persons
was separated and has since concluded, resulting in a judgment
passed by this Hon'ble Court on 23/12/2023. The‘ present
Applicant/Accused No. 3 is now independently facing the present
split-up trial for offences punishable under Sections 406, 468,

471, 120B read with 34 of the I.P.C.

1.4 That the prosecution has recently moved this Hon’ble
Court to commence the examination of its witnesses. The

prosecution is currently examining prosecution witnesses in the
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matter, and the matter is kept further for examining other

witnesses by the prosecution.

1.5 That, as recently affirmed by the Hon'ble Bombay High
Court, Nagpur Bench in the Applicant's own writ petition (Sanjay
Hariram Agrawal v. State of Maharashtra, Cr.WP No.
1009/2024, decided on 21 April 2025), this is a separate trial.
The evidence must be proven de nowvo, and the Applicant is
entitled to strict compliance with Section 207 of the Cr.P.C., as
documents exhibited in the previous trial cannot automatically

be read against him.

2. DELIBERATE WITHHOLDING OF SEIZED

DOCUMENTS AND ELECTRONIC EVIDENCE

2.1 It is submitted that during the extensive, investigation into
the alleged transactions, the State CID and various investigating
officers seized voluminous data, corporate records, software,
hardware, witness statements, and electronic materials

(including CDs and Floppies).

) While these materials were seized by way of formal
seizure, panchnamas witnessed by several panch witnesses, and

form an intrinsic part of the investigative record in the custody
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of the State, the prosecution has completely failed to provide

copies thereof to the Applicant.

2.3 Specifically, the Applicant requires the documents filed
apart from the charge sheet, and the documents which were
seized by way of seizure panchnamas, which include, but are

clearly not limited to, the following vital evidentiary materials:

+ (A) Exhibit No. 1362 (from Previous Trial):
Encompassing Article BB-1 to BB-23, One (1) CD, and
Seven (7) Floppies, seized before Panch witnesses Shri

Arun Deshmukh and Shri Rajendra More.

. (B) Article 3152/A to G: Seized before Panch witnesses
Shri Rumchand Mazi and Shri Ganesh Mahadeo

Padwalkar.

« (C) Exhibit No. 1866 (from Previous Trial):
Encompassing Article 1866 A-1 to A-32, seized before
Panch witnesses Mohd. Ikbal Sheikh and Shri Nirbhay

Oza.

« (D) Exhibit No. 1883 (from Previous Trial):
Encompassing Article 1883 A-1 to A-27, seized before
Panch witnesses Shri Prashant Prabhakar and Shri Arun

Joshi.
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(E) Exhibit No. 1884 (from Previous Trial):

Encompassing Article 1884 A-1 to A-12, seized before
Panch witnesses Shri Anad Sawant and Shri Ratnakar

Sirsat.

(F) Voluminous documents seized during investigations by
drawing panchanama by panch witnesses carried out by
Shri Hirlal Punjaji Tekam and Shri Nana Daulatrao

Kadam.

(G) Voluminous documents seized during investigations by
drawing panchanama by panch witnesses carried out by

Shri Rajkumar Thutheja and Shri Ajay Ashok Datta;

(H)Voluminous documents seized during investigations by
drawing panchanama by panch witnesses carried out by
Shri Jitendra Shekhar Shetty and Shri Rajesh Pramodhar
Chauhan;

(DVoluminous documents seized during investigations by
drawing panchanama by panch witnesses carried out by
Shri Ruchchandani Narsingh Manshi and Shri Ganesh

Mahadev Padvalkar.
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+ (J) Crucial documents sent by Shri Jinesh Vanzara to the
Investigating Officer, Mr. Bele, along with his covering

letter.

3. GROUNDS FOR ALLOWING THE APPLICATION
AND HALTING CROSS-EXAMINATION:-

The Applicant respectfully submits that he will strictly require
all these documents for the i)reparation of his defence and
specifically for the preparation of the cross-examination of the
prosecution witnesses who are currently deposing before this
Hon'ble Court. If copies of these documents are not supplied to
the Applicant, there will not be a fair trial, the Applicant will be
fatally deprived of the preparation of his defence and cross-
examination, and great, irreversible prejudice will cause to the
Applicant. The denial of these documents is challenged on the

following substantial legal grounds:

GROUND A: INFRINGEMENT OF THE RIGHT TO A

FAIR TRIAL

That the fundamental right to a fair trial, enshrined under Article
21 of the Constitution of India, dictates that an accused cannot be
forced to face prosecution while blindfolded by the investigating

agency. In the landmark case of V.K. Sasikala v. State,
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(2012) 9 SCC 771, the Hon'ble Supreme Court held that it is an

inalienable attribute of the process of a fair trial that the court
must concede a right to the accused to have access to papers
forwarded to the court by the investigating agency but not
exhibited by the prosecution. The Hon'ble Court categorically
observed that the scales of justice must be balanced, and a plea of
prejudice must be answered at the earliest possible stage, not

deferred to the conclusion of the trial.

GROUND B: BINDING MANDATE OF THE SUPREME

COURT IN MANOJ V. STATE OF M.P.

That the law regarding the mandatory supply of unrelied
documents has been unequivocally settled by the Hon'ble
Supreme Court in the landmark judgment of Manoj & Ors. v.
State of Madhya Pradesh, (2023) 2 SCC 353 In
paragraphs 208 to 209 of the said judgment, the Apex Court
established a binding directive upon all trial courts, explicitly

holding:

"In view of the above discussion, this court holds that the
prosecution, in the interests of fairness, should as a matter of
rule, in all eriminal trials, comply with the above rule, and

furnish the list of statements, documents, material objects and



exhibits which are not relied upon by the investigating officer.
The presiding officers of courts in criminal trials shall ensure
compliance with such rules." The prosecution’s current
suppression of the seized panchnamas, CDs, floppies, and
documents is in direct, conflict of this established judicial

mandate.

GROUND C: ABSOLUTE RIGHT REAFFIRMED IN P.
PONNUSAMY V.STATE OF TAMIL NADU

That a three-judge bench of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in P.
Ponnusamy v. State of Tamil Nadu, 2022 SCC OnLine
SC 1543, reaffirmed the imperative of disclosure. The Court held
that an Investigating Officer cannot be permitted to ignore or
deliberately withhold seized documents, material, or evidence
that may possess exculpatory value simply because the
prosecution does not wish to rely upon them. The Hon'ble Court
clarified that the right of the accused to access such material is
self-executing and cannot be disentitled merely because the State
has delayed formally adopting the Draft Rules of Criminal
Practice. In view of the provision of Section 207 of the Criminal
Procedure Code, the applicant is entitled and is having the

absolute right to see all these documents which are sought.
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GROUND D: ELECTRONIC RECORDS ARE

'DOCUMENTS' UNDER SECTION 207 CR.P.C.

That the CDs and Floppies seized (such as the 1 CD and 7
Floppies in Exhibit 1362) fall squarely within the definition of
"document" as defined under Section 3 of the Indian Evidence
Act, 1872, read with the Information Technology Act, 2000. It is
a settled position of law that the mandatory provision of Section
207 of the Cr.P.C. extends to electronic documents. The failure to
supply these digital records cripples the Applicant's capacity to
engage forensic experts or formulate a technical defence,
rendering the cross-examination of the Investigating Officers and

Panch witnesses an empty, unconstitutional formality.

4. NECESSITY FOR ADJOURNMENT AND POSTING

FOR CROSS-EXAMINATION

4.1 That in view of the voluminous nature of the withheld
documents, the numerous seizure panchnamas, the documents
sent by Jinesh Vanjara, and the technical complexity of the
electronic evidence (CDs and Floppies), the Applicant will require
sufficient and reasonable time to peruse the material, consult
with legal and financial experts, and adequately prepare the

defence strategy and lines of cross-examination.
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4.2 Therefore, considering all these aspects, the application of
the applicant needs to be allowed. The applicant needs to be
supplied all these documents, and thereafter the matter must be
posted for cross-examination only after supplying of these
documents, after three weeks, so as to enable the applicant to
effectively cross-examine the prosecution witnesses and prepare

his defence. In the absence of that, the entire trial will be vitiated.
5. PRAYER

In view of the specific facts, circumstances, and authoritative
pronouncements of the Hon’ble Supreme Court detailed above, it
is most respectfully prayed that this Hon’ble Court may be

pleased to:

A. Allow the present application and direct the Prosecution /
State to forthwith supply physical copies of all the documents,
records, CDs, Floppies, panchnamas by several panch witnesses,
documents sent by Jinesh Vanjara to the Investigating Officer,
and all other materials specifically mentioned in Paragraph 2.4 of
this application, which were seized during the investigation but

intentionally withheld and not provided to the Accused;

B. Direct the Prosecution to formally furnish a comprehensive

list of all statements, documents, material objects, and exhibits
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seized during the investigation but not relied upon by the
Investigating Officer, in strict compliance with the mandate of
the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Manoj v. State of M.P. and Sarla

Gupta v. Directorate of Enforcement;

C. Postpone and keep the matter for the cross-examination of the
prosecution witnesses only after a period of three (3) weeks from
the date of the actual supply of the aforementioned documents
and electronic records, so as to enable the Applicant to
meaningfully prepare his defence and cross-examination without

prejudice; and

D. Pass any other order or grant any other relief as this Hon’ble
Court may deem fit and proper in the interest of justice, equity,

and the guarantee of a fair trial.

Place :NAGPUR @\4 m ijg"
L

DATE: ILB ’ (ES CF APPLICANT / ACCUSED

NO. 3
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MHNGO030023772002 RCC No. 3030147/2002
E-r:E State -- Vs — Sunil & Ors

e

ORDER BELOW EXH.3801

This is an application under Section 207 of the Code of
Criminal Procedure (for short “the Cr.PC’) made by accused No.3 for

supplying documents mentioned in para 2.3 of the application.

2. The application is running into 11 pages. The sum and
substance thereof is that, the investigating agency has seized
voluminous data, corporate records, software, hardware and
electronic materials including compact disk and floppies. The
prosecution has failed to provide copies thereof to accused No.3.
Thus, as mentioned above, accused No.3 has made a prayer for
supplying the documents mentioned in para 2.3 of the application.
The accused also made a prayer to direct the prosecution to furnish
comprehensive list of statements, documents, material objects and
exhibits seized during the investigation but not relied upon by the

Investigating Officer.

3. The prosecution has filed its reply at Exh.3807 running
into 05 pages. The sum and substance thereof is that, the accused has
received copies of the chargesheet as well as the supplementary
chargesheet. At that time, the accused had not raised any objection in
respect of supplying copies of the aforesaid documents. Lastly, the
prosecution has submitted that, the accused may be permitted to

inspect the record and proceeding of the present case as the same is
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0.B.Exh.3801 3208 RCC No.3030147/2002

voluminous. On these major grounds, the prosecution has prayed for

rejection of the application.

4. Heard Shri N.S.Jaju, the Ld. Advocate for accused No.3
through Video Conferencing and the Learned APP Smt. V.C.Chawariya
for the prosecution. In support of his submissions, the Ld. Advocate

for accused No.3 has placed reliance upon the following case law :

1. Manoj and others Vs. State of Madhya Pradesh,
(2023) 2 Supreme Court Cases 353.

2. VK.Sasikala Vs. State represented by Superintendent
of Police, (2012) 9 Supreme Court Cases 771.

5. In the course of arguments, the Ld. Advocate for accused
No.3 has pointed out para Nos. 200 to 202 and 206 to 209 of the
decision in Manoj (Supra) and para 21 of the decision in VK.Sasikala
(Supra). The Ld. Advocate submitted that, the prosecution is required
to furnish a list of statements, documents, material objects and
exhibits specifying the statements, documents, material objects and
exhibits that are not relied upon by the Investigating Officer. In
retort, the Ld. APP submitted that, the copies of chargesheet and also
the supplementary chargesheet have been supplied to the accused.
The accused never raised any objection in respect of receipt of
incomplete chargesheet. The accused is designedly delaying the

proceeding by making different applications.

6. In para No.209 of the decision in Manoj(Supra), the
Hon’ble Supreme Court has held thus,

In view of the above discussion, this Court holds that
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the prosecution, in the interests of fairness, should as a
matter of rule, in all criminal trials, comply with the
above rule, and furnish the lIist of statements,
documents, material objects and exhibits which are not
relied upon by the investigating officer. The presiding
officers of courts in criminal trials shall ensure
compliance with such rules.

7. In para 17 of the decision in P Ponnusamy Vs. State of
Tamilnadu, 2022 SCC Online SC 1543, the Hon’ble Supreme Court

has observed that,

As stated earlier; the requirement of disclosure
elaborated on in Manoj, not only was premised on the
formulation of draft rules, but normatively premised on
the ratio of the three-judge bench decision in Manu
Sharma (supra). In these circumstances, the proper and
suitable interpretation of the disclosure requirement in
Manoj (supra) would be that:

(a) It applies at the trial stage, after the charges are
framed.

(b) The court is required to give one opportunity of
disclosure, and the accused may choose to avail of the
facility at that stage.

(c) In case documents are sought, the trial court should
exercise its discretion, having regard to the rule of
relevance in the context of the accused’s right of
defence. If the document or material is relevant and
does not merely have remote bearing to the defence, its
production may be directed. This opportunity cannot be
sought repeatedly — the trial court can decline to issue
orders, if it feels that the attempt is to delay.

(d) At the appellate stage, the rights of the accused are
to be worked out within the parameters of Section 391
CrPC.
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8. The present case is for offences punishable under Section
406, 409, 468, 471, 120B r/w 34 of the IPC. The original chargesheet
has endorsement dated 22.11.2002 made by the Ld. counsel for
accused No.3 in respect of receipt of copy of chargesheet. There is
also an endorsement dated 25.08.2003 made by the Ld. Counsel for
accused No.3 in respect of receipt of copy of supplementary
chargesheet. The charge Exh.3737 was framed against accused No.3
on 26.11.2025. In the plea Exh.3759, in answer to question No.1,
accused No.3 has replied that, he has received copy of the
chargesheet. The said plea was signed by accused No.3 on
15.12.2025. Thereafter, the prosecution has examined as many as 07
witnesses. However, accused No.3 never raised any objection in
respect of having received incomplete copies of chargesheet and
supplementary chargesheet since 25.08.2003, i.e., a period of more
than 22 years. The accused was well aware that, the trial has been
made time bound by the Hon’ble High Court. Record shows that,
accused No.3 has changed his advocates on several occasions. The
accused has also not availed the opportunity of conducting cross-
examination of some of the prosecution witnesses. In short, the

application under consideration is an attempt to delay the trial.

9. The Notification dated 15.07.2022 in pursuance of the
directions of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Suo Moto Writ (CRL) No.
(S) 1/2017 In Re: To Issue Certain Guidelines Regarding
Inadequacies And Deficiencies In Criminal Trials Versus The State of
Andhra Pradesh & Ors. goes to show that, the draft guideline No.4 in
respect of supply of documents under Section 173, 207 and 208 of

the Cr.PC. in Chapter-LInvestigation of the Draft Criminal Rules on
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Practice 2021 has not been inserted in the Criminal Manual of our
Hon’ble High Court. Thus, the accused would not be entitled to the

relief claimed under para 5B of the application.

10. By filing pursis Exh.3810, the Ld. APP has shown
willingness to supply documents mentioned in paragraph 2.3 (A) to
(E). By order dated 16.04.2026, accused No.3 was directed to make
clear whether the documents referred in paragraph 2.3 (F) to (J) are
part and parcel of the chargesheet or not. However, instead of making
clear the position, accused No.3 has filed pursis Exh.3814 informing

that some documents are missing in the copies supplied to him.

) i 1 In V K. Sasikala (Supra), the Hon’ble Supreme Court has
observed that, the plea in respect of compliance Section 207 of the
Cr.PC. must be answered at the earliest and certainly before the
conclusion of the trial, even though it may be raised by the accused
belatedly. As observed in P Ponnusamy (Supra), the trial court can
decline to issue orders, if it feels that the attempt is to delay. As
discussed above, the accused has delayed the trial by making
different applications. The accused is designedly delaying the
proceeding. Thus, the prayers in para 5A and 5B of the application

are liable to be rejected.

12. As stated above, the accused has received copies of
chargesheet as well as supplementary chargesheet, yet, the accused
can be permitted to inspect the record and proceeding of this case
either personally or through his Ld. Advocate as per proviso to
Section 207 of the Cr.RC. as the record and proceeding of the present

case is voluminous. Hence, order.
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ORDER

1. The prayers made by accused No.3 in para 5A and 5B of

the application are rejected.

2. The accused is permitted to inspect the record and
proceeding of this Case either personally or through his Ld.

Advocate as per proviso of Section 207 of the Cr.PC.
MAHESH  MAHESH
VIJAYKUMAR pHADSUMAR

PHADE Date: 2026.04.20
Nagpur. 13:51:58 +0530

Date : 20.04.2026 ( M.V. Phade )
2" Add] Chief Judicial Magistrate

Nagpur.
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CERTIFICATE

[ affirm that the contents of this PD.E file of order are

same word to word as per original Judgment.

Name of Stenographer : A.H.Ghosekar (Grade-II)
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IN THE COURT OF HON’BLE 2* ADD. CHIEF JUDICIAL
MAGISTRATE , NAGPUR

R.C.C No. 14/2002
STATE OF MAHARASHTRA
[/IVERSUS//
SUNIL KEDAR AND OTHERS

APPLICATION FOR SEEKING DOCUMENTS, ELECTRONICS

RECORDS , ITEMS, DATA, STATEMENTS, SEIZED DURING

INVESTIGATION IN VIEW OF ORDER DATED 16/04/26 AND

20/4/2026.

1. The applicant/Accused No.3 had filed an application u/s 207 on 12.03.26
with a prayer seeking documents which had not been supplied to him and
which were not in the charge sheet .

2. In the above application, Learned state/APP has filed Pursis and ready
to supply documents mentioned in Application Para No. 2.3 (A) TO
(F) of the application filed.

3. The APP later supplied a Pen Drive with 3.50 GB of data to the applicant.

4. After the perusal of all the documents provided in a pen drive given by
the APP and data, documents which is specifically mentioned in
PURSIS dated 17/04/2026 is not found and accused intimating the
court about the documents not found in the Pen Drive supplied by the
APP

5. All the documents which have been seized in Seizure No 10 before the
Panch Rajendra Gangaram More and Arun Laxmanrao Deshmukh are not
found .

6. The comprehensive list of documents not found in point 2.3 (A)) of the
application has been attached in the Annexure 1.

7. The above documents are important for the following reasons :



1.

1.

1v.

Vi.

vil.

That the seized documents are not merely documents of the prosecution;
The Applicant requires the same to reconcile with his own books of
accounts.

That the above documents and data are necessary to establish that the
funds were legitimately used for the purchase of Government Bonds /
securities and that the purchases were supported by proper contract notes
and banking trails and there was no misuse of funds as alleged.

That the Applicant is entitled to inspect and obtain copies of such
documents which are not found, because the said documents are
necessary for preparing an effective defence, for filing appropriate replies
/ applications, and for placing the correct facts before this Hon’ble Court.

That the seized documents and data which are not found are also
necessary for the purpose of confronting prosecution witnesses during
cross-examination. The Applicant is required to confront such witnesses
with the very documents and records which have been seized and are
presently in the custody of the Court / investigating agency.

That unless the entire copies of seized documents and data are supplied to
the Applicant, the Applicant will be seriously prejudiced and will not be
able to effectively cross-examine the prosecution witnesses or
demonstrate the legitimate nature of the financial transactions.

The seized record as mentioned in the point 2.3 (A) of the application
which contains several important documents must be made available to
the Applicant so that the defence is not reduced to a mere formality.

A fair trial requires equality of opportunity, and the Applicant must be
allowed to examine, reconcile and rely upon the seized material which
demonstrates the legitimate purchase of Government Bonds and the
lawful end-use of funds.
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8. It may also be noted that court in its interlocutory order dated 16.04.26 ,
the Court observed that no details of the documents have been mentioned
against point 2.3 ( F - J ) of the application filed u/s 207. Also the court
wished to know whether the above documents are a part and parcel of the
Charge Sheet .

9. Pursuant to the court’s order on 20.04.26 *“ the accused is permitted to
inspect the records and proceedings of this case with personally or
through his advocate as per proviso of section 207 of CRPC” , the
applicant humbly Prays for inspection such records and proceedings
which have not been found as mentioned in point 2.3 (A ) of the
application and details of which have been annexed in annexure 1.

PRAYER

:- In view of the facts and circumstances stated above, it is most

respectfully prayed that this Hon’ble Court may be pleased to:

Direct the prosecution / investigating agency / court record
section to provide inspection of all seized documents, records,
files, digital data, bank documents, contract notes, transaction
records and related materials seized from or concerning the
Applicant to find the documents which have not been found as
per point 2.3( A) of the application.

To comply with the interlocutory order on 16.04.26, it is Prayed
that this court allows the applicant time to provide a list of
specific documents under point 2.3 (F-J) of the application filed
u/s 207 on 12.3.26 and Pass any other relief this Hon’ble
Court may deem fit and proper in the interest of justice.

COUNSEL FOR ACCUSED
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ORDER BELOW EXH.3819

This is an application made by accused No.3 seeking
documents, electronic records, items, data, statements, seized during

the investigation in view of orders dated 16.04.2026 and 20.04.2026.

2. In the application, it is contended that, the Ld. APP has
filed pursis informing that, the prosecution is ready to supply
documents mentioned in para 2.3(A) to 2.3(F) of the application
Exh.3801. The Ld. APP has latter supplied a pen drive with 3.50 GB
data. However, the documents mentioned in pursis dated 17.04.2026
are not found in the said pen drive. So also, the documents which
have been seized under seizure No.10 in presence panch witnesses
Rajendra Gangaram More and Arun Laxmanrao Deshmukh are not

found. Finally, the accused has prayed for allowing the application.

3. The Ld. Spl. APP has strongly opposed the application by
filing reply overleaf of the application. It is submitted that, the
accused has received copies of chargesheet as well as supplementary
chargesheet. The prosecution has supplied all the documents to the
accused in presence of his Ld. Counsel and the accused as per pursis
Exh.3810. The prosecution had never informed about supplying
documents mentioned in paragraph 2.3(F) of the application
Exh.3801. The pen drive was not supplied by the prosecution and the

soft copy of entire R&P was supplied by the permission of this Court.
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The accused is prolonging the trial. Finally, the Ld. Spl.APP has

prayed for rejection of the application.

4. Heard Mr. Pankaj A. Tamboli for accused No.3 and Ld. Spl
APP. Perused the record.

5: Accused No.3 had made application Exh.3801 under
section 207 of the Code of Criminal Procedure. By order dated
16.04.2026, the accused was directed to make clear whether the
documents referred in paragraph 2.3(F) to 2.3(J) are part and parcel
of the chargesheet. However, instead of making clear the position,
accused No.3 had filed pursis Exh.3814 informing that, some
documents are missing in the copies supplied to him. By a detailed
order below order dated 20.04.2026 below Exh.3801, the prayers
made by accused No.3 in paragraph 5A and 5B of the said application

were rejected.

6. The entire record and proceeding of the present case has
been scanned for the purpose of the Appeal preferred by the
convicted accused persons. In order to expedite the trial against
accused No.3, soft copies of the said scanned documents were
supplied to accused No.3. In paragraph 8 of the order dated
20.04.2026 below Exh.3801, it is observed that,

“The present case is for offences punishable under
Section 406, 409, 468, 471, 120B r/w 34 of the IPC. The
original chargesheet has endorsement dated 22.11.2002
made by the Ld. counsel for accused No.3 in respect of
receipt of copy of chargesheet. There is also an
endorsement dated 25.08.2003 made by the Ld. Counsel
for accused No.3 in respect of receipt of copy of
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supplementary chargesheet. The charge Exh.3737 was
framed against accused No.3 on 26.11.2025. In the plea
Exh.3759, in answer to question No.1, accused No.3 has
replied that, he has received copy of the chargesheet. The
said plea was signed by accused No.3 on 15.12.2025.
Thereafter, the prosecution has examined as many as 07
witnesses. However, accused No.3 never raised any

objection in respect of having received incomplete copies
of chargesheet and supplementary chargesheet since

25.08.2003, i.e., a period of more than 22 years. The
accused was well aware that, the trial has been made

time bound by the Hon’ble High Court. Record shows
that, accused No.3 has changed his advocates on several
occasions. The accused has also not availed the
opportunity of conducting cross-examination of some of
the prosecution witnesses. In short, the application under
consideration is an attempt to delay the trial.”

7. As quoted above, accused No.3 never raised any objection
in respect of having received incomplete copies of chargesheet and
supplementary chargesheet for more than 22 years. So also, by order
dated 20.04.2026 below Exh.3801, accused No.3 has been permitted
to inspect the record and proceeding of this Case either personally or
through his Ld. Advocate as per proviso of Section 207 of the Cr.PC.
However, the accused has again made a prayer of inspection of all
seized documents, record, files, digital data, bank documents,
contract notes, transaction records and related material in the present
application without giving any details. As discussed above, the
prayers made by accused No.3 vide prayer clauses 5A and 5B have
already been rejected. In respect of prayer No.ii, already sufficient

time was granted to accused No.3. As such, the present application is
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liable to be rejected.

8. Record goes to show that, accused No.3 has been
changing his advocates frequently. Record further goes to show that,
the trial of the present case against accused No.3 has been stalled due
to different applications made by accused No.3 one after the other.
Accused No.3 is well aware that, the matter has been made time
bound by the Hon’ble High Court. The matter is more than 24 years
old. Accused No.3 is expected to co-operate with the Court for
conclusion of the trial at the earliest. However, instead of extending
co-operation, as discussed above, accused No.3 is designedly delaying
the trial. The present application was made at 4.35 p.m., so that, the
matter would get adjourned for reply of the prosecution. The present
application is nothing but a part of the delaying tactics. Thus, the
present application is liable to be rejected with exemplary cost.

Hence, order.

ORDER

Application Exh.3819 is rejected with cost of Rs.5,000/-
payable by accused No.3 to the D.L.S.A. Nagpur.

bDigitallyEsSigI;_Ined
MAHESH y MAH
VIJAYKUMAR pHapg R
Nagpur. PHADE Date: 2026.05.06
Date : 06.05.2026 ( M.V, Phde§° +0>30

2" Addl Chief Judicial Magistrate
Nagpur.
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CERTIFICATE

[ affirm that the contents of this PD.E file of order are

same word to word as per original Judgment.

Name of Stenographer : A.H.Ghosekar (Grade-II)



IN THE COURT OF HON’BLE 2" ADD. CHIEF JUDICIAL
MAGISTRATE NAGPUR

Reg. Cri. Case No. 147/2002

STATE OF MAHARASHTRA
[/INERSUS//
SUNIL & OTHERS
APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 91 OF THE CODE OF
CRIMINAL PROCEDURE, 1973 FOR ISSUANCE OF
SUMMONS / ORDER FOR PRODUCTION OF SEIZED
DOCUMENTS (SEIZURE MEMO NO. 10, CASE PROPERTY
SR. NOS.1 TO 71) BEFORE THIS HON'BLE COURT.

The Applicant/Accused No.3 name above most
respectfully submits as under:-
1. That the Applicant is facing trial in the present case registered by

Ganeshpeth Police Station, Nagpur, wherein charges have
already been framed and the prosecution is currently examining
its witnesses. The matter is at a critical stage of recording of
evidence and the Applicant is required to prepare for cross-
examination of the prosecution witnesses.

2. That during the course of investigation, the State CID effected no
less than 48 (forty-eight) seizures of documents, data, hardware
and other material. One of these, being Seizure Memo No. 10,
comprised Case Property Sr. Nos. 1 to 71 seized from the

residential premises of the Applicant/Accused No. 3, being Flat



at Kusum Apartment, Vashi, Navi Mumbai (hereinafter referred
to as “Seizure No. 10 documents”).

. That the Index of the Charge Sheet, which records the location of
all seized property, explicitly states that the documents
comprising Seizure Memo No. 10 (Case Property Sr. Nos. | to
71) are presently lying at the CID Office, Nagpur. Accordingly,
Seizure No. 10 documents are in the custody of the State CID and
have never been produced before this Hon'ble Court as part of the
chargesheet record.

. That the Applicant submits that the Seizure No. 10 documents are
absolutely necessary and indispensable for the purposes of this
trial, for the following reasons:

a. It is a matter of record that all 71 documents comprising
Seizure No. 10 were seized from the personal residential
premises of the Applicant. These documents were in the
custody of the Applicant. They include books of accounts,
transaction records, correspondence, and other material
that directly pertain to his version of events. It would be a
fundamental travesty of justice if the investigating agency
were to seize documents from the accused's own premises
and access to those very documents is denied during his

trial.



b. The prosecution has examined and is continuing to
examine witnesses. Effective cross-examination requires
that the Applicant be in a position to confront the
prosecution witnesses with the documents in the
investigating agency's possession that contradict or qualify
the prosecution's case. The Seizure No. 10 documents
being 71 documents seized from the Applicant's residence
contain material that can be put to prosecution witnesses
during cross-examination. Without these documents before
the Court and in the hands of the Applicant, cross-
examination is necessarily incomplete and prejudiced.

c. The prosecution's case rests substantially upon a forensic
audit report. The Applicant's case is that the audit report is
based on a selective and partial examination of records;
that it ignores several documents which conclusively
demonstrate that the funds in question were legitimately
deployed for the purchase of Government Securities,
backed by proper contract notes, banking trails, securities
delivery records and correspondence with regulatory
bodies. It is submitted that some of the exculpatory

material is in all likelihood part of the 71 documents of



Seizure No. 10. These documents must be placed before
the Court so that the truth can emerge.

d. The Applicant has no independent access to documents
that have been seized by the State. Once the State exercises
its power of seizure, the documents pass entirely into the
custody and control of the investigating agency. The
Applicant cannot obtain these documents from any other
source. The only mechanism available to ensure their
production before the Court is an order under Section 91 of
the Cr.P.C.

e. The prosecution, in the exercise of its discretion, has
chosen not to rely upon or produce the Seizure No. 10
documents before this Court. However, the fact that the
prosecution does not rely upon these documents makes
them no less relevant or no less necessary for the defence.
It is well-settled that documents in the custody of the State
that are not relied upon by the prosecution but are relevant
to the defence must be produced before the Court.

5. That the present application is specific in its request. The
Applicant is seeking production of documents seized with
Seizure Memo No. 10, Case Property Sr. Nos. 1 to 71 whose

existence, contents (71 documents), location (CID Office,



Nagpur), and the identity of the person from whom they were
seized (the Applicant himself) are all recorded in the Index of the
Charge Sheet. There is therefore no ambiguity as to what is being
sought or where it is. The CID, Nagpur can with ease identify
and produce these documents pursuant to an order of this Court.

. That Section 91 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973
empowers this Hon'ble Court to issue a summons or order to any
person in whose possession or power any document or thing is
considered necessary or desirable for the purposes of any
investigation, inquiry, trial or other proceeding, to produce the
same before the Court.

. That the Applicant respectfully submits that the power under
Section 91 Cr.P.C. is a tool for the Court to ensure that the truth
emerges in the proceedings before it. The withholding of
documents seized from the accused's own home from the Court
and from the accused during an ongoing trial not only prejudices
the defence but also deprives the Court itself of potentially
material evidence. An order under Section 91 in the present facts
is warranted in the interests of justice and for ensuring a fair and
complete trial.

. The Applicant reserves the right to make a subsequent

application or applications, as may be necessary, praying for the



summons to produce other seizure attachments or other
appropriate relief that may be subsequently found to be relevant
and necessary or come to the knowledge of the Applicant during
the pendency of the present proceedings.

9. That the present application is bona fide and made strictly in the

interest of justice.

PRAYER:- It is therefore most respectfully prayed that this Hon’ble

Court may be pleased to:

A. Issue appropriate summons / order under Section
91 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 to the
State CID, Nagpur, directing it to forthwith produce
before this Hon'ble Court all documents comprising
Case Property Sr. Nos. 1 to 71 of Seizure Memo No.
10, as recorded in the Index of the Charge Sheet in
RCC No. 3030147/2002;

B. Upon production, the Applicant/Accused No. 3
and his Advocate be provided copies of all the said
71 documents;

Pass such other and further orders as this Hon’ble

Court may deem fit in the interest of justice.



ACCUSED NO.3

COUNSEL FOR ACCUSED NO.3

SOLEMN AFFIRMATION

[ SANJAY HARIRAM AGRAWAL, Age 59 years, Occ: Business
Residing at 7 Hari Sava Street, Kidderpore, Kolkata, 700023 do
hereby takes an oath and states on this Solemn Affirmation that the
contents of the above said paras of Application are true and correct to
the best of my knowledge and belief, it read over to me in a vernacular

language known to me. Hence, signed on this ™ May 2026 at Nagpur

DEPONENT

I know and identify the deponent

PANKAJ A. TAMBOLI
(ADVOCATE)
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MHNGO030023772002 RCC No. 3030147/2002

E.:-E State -- Vs — Sunil & Ors
!;:?'if:a-:'ﬁ
O

ORDER BELOW EXH.3832

The present application is filed by Accused No.3 under
Section 91 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, seeking the issuance of
summons/directions to the State CID, Nagpur, for the production of
documents seized under Seizure Memo No.10, comprising Case

Property Sr. Nos.1 to 71.

02. The applicant's case is that during the course of the
investigation, the State CID seized 71 documents from his residential
premises at Kusum Apartment, Vashi, Navi Mumbai, under Seizure
Memo No. 10. According to the applicant, although the charge-sheet
index reflects that the said documents are in the custody of the State
CID, Nagpur, they have neither been produced before the Court nor
supplied to him along with the charge-sheet papers. It is contended
that the said documents are necessary for conducting an effective
cross-examination of prosecution witnesses and for establishing his

defence.

03. According to him, the prosecution case is substantially
founded on a forensic audit report, whereas the seized documents
allegedly demonstrate that the funds in question were legitimately
invested in Government Securities and are supported by contract
notes, banking records, delivery records and correspondence with

regulatory authorities. It is further contended that the documents are
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in the exclusive custody of the investigating agency and, therefore,
appropriate directions under Section 91 of the Cr.PC. are required for
their production before the Court and for the supply of copies to the

applicant.

04. The learned Special Public Prosecutor opposed the
application by filing a reply at Exh.3839. It is contended that the
application is not maintainable under Section 91 of the Cr.p.c. It is
further submitted that the applicant had already received copies of
the charge-sheet and the supplementary charge-sheet under Section
207 of the Cr.PC. on 22.11.2002. According to the prosecution, the
seizure panchanama pertaining to Seizure Memo No.10 has already
been exhibited at Exh.1361 during the trial against the co-accused,
and the documents referred to therein were part of the record. It is
further submitted that the present application has been filed after an
inordinate delay of about 22 years and solely to protract the

proceedings.

05. Heard learned Advocate Shri Pankaj Tamboli for Accused
No. 3 and learned Special Public Prosecutor Smt. V.C. Chawariya.

Perused the application, reply and record.

06. The applicant's principal contention is that the documents
covered by Seizure Memo No.10 have not been supplied to him and
are required for his defence. However, the record shows that the
seizure panchanama in respect of Seizure Memo No.10 has already
been exhibited at Exh.1361 during the course of trial (for the earlier
accused). The documents referred to therein as Article AA-1 to AA-71

form part of the record of the case.
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07. It is pertinent to note that the applicant received copies of
the charge-sheet and the supplementary charge-sheet long back and,
for more than two decades, did not at any point raise any grievance
regarding non-supply of documents. The record further reveals that
the entire proceedings and documents were scanned for the purpose
of preparing paper books in connection with appeals preferred by the
previously convicted accused persons. In the order passed below
Exh.3801, as well as the order dated 20.04.2026 below Exh.3819, it
has been specifically observed that the entire record of the case had

been scanned and preserved.

08. The fact that the documents mentioned in Seizure Memo
No.10 were marked as Article AA-1 to AA-71 and were part of the
trial record clearly indicates that they were on record. In view of the
material available before the Court, the contention that the
documents were never produced before the Court cannot be

accepted.

09. It is also significant that the present case is more than
twenty-four years old and is now at the stage of recording evidence
against Accused No.3. The record further reflects that, on several
occasions, the progress of the trial has been delayed due to
applications filed by Accused No.3. The present application has been
filed at a highly belated stage, without any satisfactory explanation

for the delay.
10. The power under Section 91 of the Cr.PC. is undoubtedly

wide and can be exercised when the production of a document is

necessary or desirable for the purpose of trial. However, this power
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need not be invoked when the documents sought are already part of
the judicial record and have been made available during the course of
proceedings. In the present case, the material on record shows that
the documents referred to in Seizure Memo No. 10 were already
brought on record and formed part of the case papers. Accordingly,
no case is made out for the issuance of fresh summons to the State

CID, Nagpur, for the production of the same documents.

11. The judgment relied upon by the learned counsel for the
applicant in Muhammad Rahim Vs. Emperor, 1935 Cri.L.J. 581, is
distinguishable on facts and does not assist the applicant in the

present case's peculiar circumstances.

12. In view of the foregoing discussion, I do not find any
merit in the application. The application appears to have been filed at
a belated stage, despite the documents being part of the record, and

therefore deserves to be rejected.

ORDER

1. The application below Exh.3832, filed by Accused No.3 under
Section 91 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, is hereby

rejected.

2. Proceed with the trial.

igitally si db
TODKAR Date: 2026.06.19
Nagpur. 17:46:22 +0530
Date : 19.06.2026 ( M..S. Todkar )

2™ Addl Chief Judicial Magistrate,
Nagpur.
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Nagpur Seizure List - Status
Seizure Documents missing in the Pen Drive provided by court

Seizure List Documents not found which were seized and mentioned in
charge sheet

1 Not readable in charge sheet . Need clear copy

2 Documents no 8-12 in this seizure missing

3 Some documents missing

4 Documents found

5. Documents found

6 Not readable in the charge sheet

7. Not found

8. Found

9 Found

10. Not found

11. Documents missing no 8-16 and 14-22

12 Found

13 Cheques as part of this seizure not found

14 Found

15 Found

16=39 Laptops, Hardware etc

49 Approximately 105 bank accounts in various banks in Mumbai
held in the name of Hometrade and its associate companies have
been frozen and statements of accounts showing credits and debits
from those accounts have been obtained from the concerned banks
by issuing notice u/s 91 of CRPC. THE DETAILS OF THE BANK
ACCOUNTS ANNEXED WITH KETAN CHOKSI REPORT .
THESE 105 BANK STATEMENTS NOT RECEIVED OR SEEN WITH
THE KETAN CHOKSI REPORT
Details of all bank accoutns and ledgers of Hometrade and its 29
associate companies handover by the Auditor of Hometrade Mr
Jinesh Vanzara not found




n

aurmiten At wa Reslicte / sia Setee il Jaeies TG eed AeEadl/ aRgal AU

AP | A a0 3emla | qL. BIEHE/ BIGA TR faegae
H A | resiaett oot sta et
alicadl .

9 R 3 8 o) &

9. Sl .9 Hellel 316 00.00 - sft. QoRTE eAERE als AR TRTE
B.9 A AR T AR, TAS -

FHedtem del¥e, Al i, AETGE
. 9d 83 wia
(ax0a)

R, oIciuses B.9AER A 00.00 - ame M FEER ASDS
Plegac ACH, Blcaiol 00.00 - L e WRIeTUIRAd
L) F.3,6,99.8

99,98,2%,32
9.31.fa. @i

3. Scees B.9 #dfi| 00.00 - —mm e 3.3t fa.eorgg
SRTEA AHA THI-99 BATDS
(g=0ast)

Q. ociuses-R Afid 00.00 - MAYFRCA NG asR® .31 awngg
FAAEA-9 d 93 wia “qVat SR, TR - FrRiteEens
(axRast) e, FOGR

Q. Sius-3 Aefid 00.00 - 3R, ST eeRE oS 7.3t fa. g
HicH B.49 Al 3B UHR ST, TR -

9 d 33 W FAA e, AR
(Exas)

&  olciuses- Adte 00.00 . . amee s, et g3t amg
3. 9 A wiad FHA iR, B L3, HsE BRICEES
(azaRast) :

b,  SiiwERs-g A 00.00 - 3R, Rrearel JewEs Rior 9.31.fa . stergR
Bl B. o ALhe 3B T 38 ad, Raferr T HECDS
9 & § weican FRene 3ER, Bl# ¢8, Hag
(Gzamast) A TFET, AR .90

ERE. /¢, HI




90.

99.

R.

2

STeitusen- & AAefiet
3P 9 d R0 WA
FRATE TR 36D 9 A
98 QRiaa HeRTe aud
3.9 A 3 Ta
A (AR 3T,
®.UAEA.097,903¢,
&.0ATH.09 Z.8903,
30T H.0ATA.09-
TRI-C3C(9 TR 3 BR

&,99,000/-

STTh- & Ahe
3. 9 ettt
s

0,000/~

STeiUsTes-19 Aslict
3. 9 d o FLfA
(Sawast)

00.00

Sliuses-¢ At
369 d 3 Fhet

S HEATE

Sliuses- FALliet
9) 988.00 Bl
(3ARewer)
TgU 900-9,
R0-2, 9-Y

39 THY ¢
dAleA

909,000/~

99,000/~

) UH UiFe,

3)3nB.9aAga 00.00
& @ 3 wiam

HAHAE (FTA0TST)

8) U6 ARG BR-C00
. 0ATA.09-TA-
83%¢

18

e anefht
et e
A vgn
3 PR Al

RIS

AR AF G-
&. 9319/2002(R)
f€.¢.99.2002

HE 986 /02
.22.99.02

URe I0INS
STOTYR &

A &.93¢/0
f€.92.99.2002

ft. R FFHAEITE B .8 T
PR, ad

. JGeR o, 9 FIHA 3

o a1 3est, anelt ot FHars

Q2 amtenie
glojece

ACTTEHER
Sl

. e gt fpmeem 9,31 amTR

Agal, . Has PRICRITDS
Bt s duet
ot
36 TR, TA Lo T IWLNS
AFES Jeftet Fe-
FATA ST
2AFA AR TR Imeie
oimRenal Bt ARG &R A
A TAZHE IAE AR AT
e, e ST
7.3t [ st
BRICTRIEDS




93.

98.

e

9&.

9.

9%

ar.

St B 90 Ashia 00.00

33,9 A 99 wam
A (ST

St B 99 Heltet
3.9 A 3 Wam

HRAHATH (STAVTR)

STt B 92 FAefie
3.9 A W wam

HRAE (SAdst)

STEUsTED &6.93 HAelie
THB.9ACA NRIAT

9, 9§,9¢ & 8o WA
(FxAWast)

3. R & Yuadn

HAHE (ITXAVTS)
313,600,998, 909 HB AR

SltEtes &. 98 Felet
316.3. 9 A R wam

FAAEA (FAVIRN)

STettte 6.9 Feliet
Dlc 3.0 Aeftet 3B
9 @ 8 TR He
(azRast)

ST 6.9 Felet

9) At-t, 9 TR

) Hard T B.88893-
0 TSI & clez
2sadid Retdbe Haswie
o ot o=

3) Bl g8 d ol gsR
3PRAT A Hptdl RSide

00.00

00.00

00.00

00.00

00.00

00.00

00.00

00.00

19

IR I FERHA 9.3t awgR
3PRATEA T 39 qW FHRICEES
AFIA e, aeht

s .

9.3 fa.smgR

sft Rrasie Tgeiaa 731 fa.awrgg
qi3, .09, IR =~ BRIATDS

s, TAAB 8 AT Al
Fett -§ DHicTepral

o Rafin gk fEa gmer denews
. @t 9 fieed, FERTE, R

T BLAD , DI, IS
731 fa. s
BHRATAADS
& go ad . fduwet
A

ot FRATEER AE TR TG
TAERAA, A §O

SRINGBIERR HEA A3

TR

ot JomAR gemes 9.3t fsmong
AR, T W ad HRTIDS
3. EHEEE



R0.

R9.

2R,

3.

8.

RS,

RE.

R0.

STiustes 3. 900 Aefie
it p.0 Fehie
XA Bictd © AN
3. 9 R ARG

STCUsIeD 6. 9¢ AL
BlH B. © FNA

xS

STius1es 6. 9% Felie
BlcH B.19 A

gxAast

ST .20 Fele

9) SHifepn .2 A
Blel

R) 9 gacie B.Altele
ez srereR, Tty

B &ls, ARH, 2 JiwR

KR BIC

ST 6.2 9 Ahet
Blp.cANA3B9A

R T HAAE

SltusIeb .22 ALl
BLB. 0 AN 3.
9 d 3 Felia FEF

Situsies 6.2 3 Al
1.0 LA 3.
9 d 3 welie FPeTe

STtustes 6.8 ALltat
B.B.C AN TS,
9 a © Fehiet FRAF

00.00 - sfiorcht oen shiueser diemr. ger asees
TA LYY AU W-99,3d5g ULV Botal
S e, DIl o131 AP
BRICIEDS
00.00 --  ofioAcht oroft FA3eE 3PRAI® BIeR dslhs
. R Ol SO AIS, ARG TRV
TBIBI
00.00 -~ st oicyett oltfder@ st g.3tfaegR
3. 980 REenR, AGEET BB
A, ST
£3,000/- . 3t arEHeR Agaelet Ieg3tl  URS TS
IS T 3R A AT-9/302 A ATerEIE=N
ALY TCHo0R AU DEAEH A Sl
AB. oM () B 3T
©o/oR(9)
f2.98.9.2002
¢§,8500/- URe. 9N cEGHR WiwaE Agdl TS I0RING
JOWE O 3R AN AFMWNAIME A ATEedd
A BAD A-903, ECOR W=~ Sl
©0/0(R) T SSjen NS A, T.BW
9,60000/- . s el scEw et qQiee J0ILE

IS g 32, AAM-vo3, figadt AA AT
A .90/02 TG [HFHSH AL STHT TBRVATA
(3) Tepletl, MRt () 3MEt
f2.98.0.02 3 GE]
8§000/- W, Rt FIbers AL et

JOMWE g 39, A3 Uen AALATT
A@a.00/0R &%, aeh, 7 HeE
(8) ©€.98.0.02

9,R¢000/- TRR. sftepia aner oA
JeME A 3, A.8/oR 2efaRl Baa
A 5.00/0 TR ATEH] WREER A, FUET
(8) f&.96.0.02 @M@ (T)




RC.,

8.

30.

39.

ST 6.8 Feliet
®1.3. AL 3.
9 d 3 Fehet IR

SIS 3. FALhA
3. 9 A 8 ALt

HAAE

SIS B, 26 ALl
3E®. 9 Al
FHAATEA

ST 6.0 Feltet
3. 9 TUeid, 2 aAlHrR
.1 ASSH 68 AT

ST 6. ¢ A
3. 9 DR . q1
AT g8 A, 9 UE-
rae|

3. R ALllet 9 elue™
9 UH 2

s

3705, 3 Al 9 e
9 U@ e

3. ¥ ALl 9 elueia
9 U €14, 9 SR B,

81

9, £3000/- WX.
BILEIN T
A &1.90/0
(&) &&.95.0.02

e,
IS

9, 20000/ -

ft *¥et 3g o=t >
T 39, .S AT
RC 9890, ABWEIA

EiSS

......

A Rregw ol 2
afesee, ger gs AwE

A .930/02

f@.¢.99.200%

(Ra@3)

8000/~

.
0TS
et 51.9300/02
(8)
f€.c.99.02

9,80,000/-

0,000/~

xR,
IS
A .93/

9,98,000/-

Qe 0TS
A ATTHTA
ST BT
31t

2 gw omt B
dfesee, g 3 acht

it g

sft S TCHENUE SETRAUD
Fteted dot sigen @ aneh

Tl H

el Feen fras Beca
. Aefiet rfdesrt

Bors R meh =t
o (g AR, sg5)

(8) &.c.99.02

qxR.
DRt
A 51,930/

9,9%8,000/-

giaes for.@. el ot

Ao (FEa ez )

(&) B.c.99.02

qLxR.
oS
AR .93/

9,20,000/-

2ft. AlfeTes 281, THAR
giees fa.m. el ot

Hg

() &.c.99.02



R

32

39,

39.

3&.

3.

82

s 6.2 R Fehia 9,8%000/- H@a. 9300/0  sf Totes dua Rvese
3ES 9 A Q@ ALt IR (O)f&.c.99.02 3T HAR, BIHCS
aielt, Had.
Situstes .30 Al 9,99000/- ORL. sft BFHd TceTEB T IS
3E®. 9, R Felict ete™ IS FEa UEe, giees A ARAEIA
9 stifepen &. gosie AR A930/0%  for. e, it HuS STH BRI
(%) &.c.99.02 3MTetl
STwses &6.39 Fele 9,00000/- URE. st Al prRaE O smiee
3E®. 9 Alia etue™@ TS TeLpEA tREw, A AcREa
A &1.9300/02 Biecs for. aneht, st S aRvaE
(90)®.c.99.02  FHwE 3Tl
319 .2 Al 9,08000/- &, 930/0 it fipia weaet
9 elUe, 9 UHe (99)%.c.99.0° BRI IS Becs
aieht,adt FwE.
319 %.3 el 9,00000/- &M@, 930/0R it e FRBIER
9 eluet, (9).C.99.0°  gwres meh =t FHeE.
319 B.8 Al 9,20000/- @M. 939/0 5y
9 UeU, 9 W™ (93)&.c.99.02
9 ATBA gosAe AN
ST .32 Aeliet 9, 00000/- A&, 930/02
@15, ALl 9 etaeia (99)%.¢.99.02
Seliuses .33 ALhet §,4¢,28,000/- —---- TR TR
31E.9 A 3] Wiam gecs faaeh
ol A
EeRiol
b U,
SR .3, 8
st A Rt
el SV
30,
STt .38 ALl 20,$%,000/- o A I 3w geRes . fa.

316®.9 A Qo ALk HoIoR 3PEE PPLE  [Aaiel Bl




3C.

3R

¥o.

89.

8R

Sttt .38 Fehe
3.9 d R Al

STt U 5. 38 Aefte
31%.9 A R Al

STt 0 2B, 30
HENA 3.

9a 9o F:h=
el

STt 1.5.3¢
Aeftet 31 5.

9d R ada

9 @ R 31t
3. 9 A b At
xAast

STCAUSTER .39
Aeftet 369, 9 A
30 @i exas

fer.a. aeh ardt
HaE

aRaE ulse
g Afet

9&,30,000/-

R19,00,000/-

?,98,000/- -—

99 &Ra 3.3 s
qlesd,

A WA

00.00

00.00 -

HrRIterR et
el SauTd 3Tt
=== Bl @, aifen
s, feadtor
VABSIT R A
1, Tt~ 9
1 BRI
et a5mat
ST 3.

_— M Fs=
3PRA A
Toic .09,
QoR , Ro3
Ags 3R
Tl 3IR.3EL
piFcad el
afa Fag AA
f1et et
auerd 31,

-—- s &. ot
BT TR ATl
afa e AR
BRI e
el SavATd

3

faetie setpe Fetet, fcae B 2.
Tog 3reanm [.0/983/9%8 BeeE

GGGl DHRCR ARTGR AA
BRI S

HE AYeA

S TBRAT

3.

ZHICH URb TR Tl XA
3,8 @1 Fest arfdn =z uf¥etes

afa Hag Ayt o  qauriicstan
ot dias I &g



8.

83.

88,

8.

4.

STRUSTED B.80
Tl foreg 3t
SRR =0 ufd
ST 6. 89
Al 3EB 9
ANA FTAVAS

STl B8R
1.8.19 At
31.%. 94 3 Ad
HAATA

D AP ATett
3RINBgE Bicdetet
el TRa DeEl
S8 . VELEOR

SRRIRRE s

.0 &b st
uige, A

Stetal Jg. 3 die
FHag A Ridide
FHelotic Ales. .

o TATcehiet S
P. CER JuSAd
feaa 3mdeeu

AR 3AEHR Biel

T 303, STl
. 93

STelcll HB.3lb ble

B.REIBTARCI

SR Rroetest sgue
HEs 3PRATA d UeBIL
TR AR TG d Bt

84

00.00 -

00.00 =

£9,000/-

¥,30,000/- --

00.00 =

00.00 -

AT E.983 /0
f€.22.99.02

------

BIHACE BUei

@ @i At

BRICRNGE Bat
TRLMES ATBARN

& 33 fSgen

S TN A

2ft 2ftesia TR
39S TE.ABR
TR, TELHR
TG HE. 56 HIAS

3 33

3.31.fa. wrie=

EEAVAST T
uf¥aih Ardeps
aurelt et

Q. IS
M Fe=-
AT ST

R e A
R o,
aEgE Aefe
TA1 B.8Y19
Fe Eeticn
20.99.02

1 ST DA

BRI sl
i B2
TR



FWIEe 3NAEs Bl
SRIE TS
(STitastene. ggaediat
31.3.9d 90 wa

8¢, SHTEIER ATGINAB 80,000/~ --- qTAIER AgeAetIel HRA(I XC b
RNBZA Hactat qG3N fceer e,
Ael TR Dol , TR ABTYR
S B.Q%R839 it e .
STRRASERA 880 AeA feeticn
ofep sla 318, e R0.99.02 SEN

et

8. B 3 o duelt a IR Agwrt Bt e s efia faftes dda srEe AR 904 da
STSIATT 3T 3TYe = FeEHel BV e T Fa faary w3t Halda depren aweta {9 it.3m.dt.
. 3T AL IqE XA B 3 3R, FIAVA BT INIel b FAeATAIE (aRvl Wi ausitet
sft Bae At , .. AR AR AT 3.

Q0.  JlGHUE el FNA JFRR 8o 131 . [Riewies 3ge dt Iarda A UwHlt diei vk gigzaa
MSTE e A SAeptenl AT QAT JTete=l 1.

99. va.R.un.f dn AR Wet, HE AA s B 83,0%,¢83/ - 5. fora Builde e son g
R B Yolat meenwRid sefvem fder va.ft.uw i daa dafta siftmm-aen ke smga & zawn
TMBfvaa NCEIaEd el BB HB.

fa:- R wdle Bie d. 90 HeA TR Sl THBHADM TH {,59,8%,863/- H. I o1
THRUATA AT 3TR.



