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EXEE ElE
Ot R

sruferrer

BRURIG Iod ~I-Ted, faegR

T1foe® erdia pHiHd-434 /2026
o ThId 3EFe UAT-Thid 3f8de, IT-THT 49 ¥, FERT-Ha-gR, ars
HEIT-14, Tehl, Yl AHT-I<h!, FaT—I<h!, BRITe

forog
1. BTG IS, GRT AMT TR, Gl qHT-Ehl, Niell-&<hl, B

(F=3)
2. gHs e - JBgr {8, Sg-am 32 oY, fFarfi-sRier 98,
Tht, Sier—a<hl, st (ureff)

————— SLCISU|
Jrdterreff / Sifirgeh g1 :  Sieex 3RgY fQElb!, Jrfdashr |
ST /ITRAET pHIb—1gRT @ 37 IASIPHR 18, Uiel 3rfdehr |
mreff /STRaE i -2 GRT ¢ oft g9 T, Sifdeshr |
<IREf sft H9T $AR SRIEdTe
I ey dis R aiiRa !
10/04 /2026
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grRT 14(P)(i) I S Td g S (JfgraR - Heron)
arfafe, 1989 (S M &y & “fady arfafe" wer | 8) & Ifaid
T 39 el § faRur =amrerr— Ay =grmefter (9w srfef), SiorfR
IIYT, BTG g1 fAAT I Uh_uT thHih—37 /2025 “BiigTe I freg
T EHe” § RATP-05/12/2025 &1 dieneff v forfd eRIg o
AT gRT-296, 351(3), 115(2) WRAT =T wfgdr, 2023 Jr Iy
srfafd it ar1-3(1)(2), 3(1)(d), 3(2)(vw) @ AR A W & | IH
3TTRLT T 3T WY H “HeTefi oeer” | Haferd 5 1 &7 8 |

ardareff / SR & g sifeiachT &1 d & b e o1 wreff evfs i, S

IS G d8TgR 68 &1 e A &, & AM WR YT oIt T S

THIUTO G5 JBIGR 8 Pl ST b AMER R SR fpam 17 € iR IAT 3eR

R gfeRT GRT e g & =T wR i 24 /04 /2025 & geT & Hayg H
arftereff /iRy & faog ruRTY i 131/2025, f3Hiew 24 /04 /2025
DI Uoteg frar T 8 | g +ft 9% wgd ot man € 1 wieff et g v
Ith SITfT BT FSHT 81 &, dfcdh g GF 81 & HRU G Ja8IgR &8 &l A1l
¥ YR R IHP Y& § SATRT FHOMF STRT T 77 § AT I9AYS P T g
T fy Haeft e off 9o <@ & 1 31 adH e o H 9w rfafem &
UIgeT Tefd 781 81 & | 39 bR, A9y srfafem & sicia forfaa s
fiferma 7€ e ¥ R @ I arg 98 § | o ol TfleR R
ardiereff /R @1 A9 srfeifem & TRIdl 3 =& fopar Se | fag=

rfdiamhT GRT 319+ % & THeH # fAAfafyd =Imgeidl &1 garer f&ar a7 2-
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I Masumsha Hasanasha Musalman v. State of Maharashtra,

reported in AIR 2000 SC 1786,

II. Dinesh alias Buddha v. State of Rajasthan, reported in AIR 2006
SC 1267,

III. Amir v. State of Madhya Pradesh, 2004 Cri.L.J. 3686, &
IV. Mekala Raji Reddy v. State of Andhra Pradesh, 2002 Cr.L.J. 3407.

IIRAET /5T T it uet & fag 3ifeiawhior 1 a & fh TR & TR IR
T o UF Ud JIRRINIS & SMYR TR & Ig @ ST 81T & b germgear
JRTY AT & AT A8l | UM ol 99 ¥ I8 uRelferd 8iar & b fadw
AR & T rdiarell/ SPRh & g TuRTY Uil fhal T8 | I8
o 9% gvga far = § 6 S S v it e Y 18 7, e wneff
s g & gt fIaT & 9§ gmaR {68 3 el & a7 g g W St
ST fI9Y T Ty & | 7c: 31feig H Suctedy Irft & HemgEan ardtereff /
PR & farog Ay srfafyad & sicia erurty Aififd 81T 2 1 ora: R
AT gRT 9IRS “meArefi areer” Ifya vd fafdamia g, e faeft g

P EEAEY DT MEAIHAT 81 & | 3: UFd el WIRST fhar Sy |

AT gateg I gRT State of Rajasthan v. Fatehkaran Mehdu, AIR
2017 SC 796 H Iz fafg wefog & s & fb 3Ry fegiRor & =Ror . ~grmerd

TR Iueteds AT &P YR TR I8 IR el & b a1 ARG SIRT 3TR1Y 6y

S B Udel T8 Icuel aidl & | Ife Suotey grft I 9T g9kh g

gReIfera 8iar 8, S faaRmwid Sflfg 6 o o 3R & goar &, ar
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IR fHgfor Hr sraeen Sfafg & sifed

gt UK, State of M.P v. Deepak, (2019) 13 SCC 62 H A= Haied

I H 9RT 397 SUS UfhAT HiZd & 3icria sday Hi uRkfe F9¥ &=l §Y

yferarfed fpar @ b 3TRIT iRy & TaR IR =TT Y haet Tg UNIeTur bl

BT 2 o o/ S1fRIh & g JTURTY fhY ST &l S1gHT @ 3 Uafe SeR

e 8 | 39 R0 R AT 181 BT [U-aN P YR TR eI 8l

PRAT IR 7 & I8 sy arerar & b sifteifea Tey ewfafg & faw wafg

g a7 T8 | ORI HoSHT-16 R 8:—

“16.

It was also noted that at the stage of framing of charges, the

Court has to consider the material only with a view to find

out if there is a ground for “presuming” that the accused had

committed the offence

( Chitresh Kumar Chopra case

[ Chitresh Kumar Chopra v. State (NCT of Delhi), (2009) 16

SCC 605 : (2010) 3 SCC (Cri) 367] , SCC p. 613, para 25)

“25.

It is trite that at the stage of framing of charge, the
court is required to evaluate the material and
documents on record with a view to finding out if the
facts emerging therefrom, taken at their face value,
disclose the existence of all the ingredients
constituting the alleged offence or offences. For this
limited purpose, the court may sift the evidence as it
cannot be expected even at the initial stage to accept
as gospel truth all that the prosecution states. At this
stage, the court has to consider the material only
with a view to find out if there is ground for
“presuming” that the accused has committed an
offence and not for the purpose of arriving at the
conclusion that it is not likely to lead to a
conviction.”
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AT Hafed =IRITE §RT State (NCT of Delhi) v. Shiv Charan Bansal
and Others, (2020) 2 SCC 290 ¥ Ig Y=: YT a1 771 § {3 1Ry ferfkor
P WU R AR =R GRT A1831 BT geH Ud faegd faeiyor a1 <ams
oRieruT fohaT ST Sufard FEl B | qefy, <ITerd @l I8 SffgeR § b a8
SueTey HHHT T AT gRierr R g8 FHfeRd o b 31fgd & faog o

URY H3 o TFGEIT AT A1 8IaT § a7 8] |

IRIh IRIGEGI & UHeT H, Yfh T I uA, Ay srfafem & asd
USiieg g3 & a2 |quf Ings & gRefied & I8 +ft aRaféra giar @ &
oy srfaffm & oicFid foRfud IR Yergear 9w S & | el d@

ardicrreff uer & b 1 U 8, I8 ST BT A9 & T ST v i oft

faaRur & SR AT S ST Fepelt 8 |

T UPR, SRS ~ITIGE] qAT TRT H SUTe e deg U uRfeyforay
T SR G §Y, R =IRierd gRT iR gl | oreer” § BIg ededn
AT INYEAT URATRT & Il & | o7cf: ITH exady fhy I Y smaegendn

ST gTS STt | 31c: I8 ITfRIhT URfh TR U= GRS hY STt © |

SRS T T fasam Srerm & 13 399 sreer &t iy genefiy fommor =marer
P! gaArel ufa far S |
g/ -

(TS AR SRIHaT)
rarefter




