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Crl.MP. Nos. 5805-5806/05 In Criminal Appeal No. 1265-1266/2004

ARVI ND MOHAN JOHARI & ANR. Appel | ant (s)
VERSUS
STATE OF U.P. & ANR Respondent (s)
( for clarification/nodification of court’s order dt. 4.5.2005)

Date : 12/05/2005 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE N. SANTOSH HEGDE
HON BLE MR JUSTICE S.B. SI NHA
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE B. N. SRI KRl SHNA

For Appellant (s)
M. Dinesh Kumar Garg, Adv.

For Respondent (s)M. R Mhan, ASG
V.G Pragasam Adv.
P. Par meswar an, Adv.

Rakesh Dwi vedi, Sr. Adv.
Vi vek Raj Singh, Adv.
Ms. Meenakshi Arora, Adv.

s 5%

Ms. K J. John & Co., Adv.

Ms. Rohi na Nat h, Adv.
M. Unmesh Kunmar Khaitan, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER

Crl.MPs are allowed in terns of the signed order.

(Ganga Thakur) (Prem Prakash)
PS to Registrar Court Master
Signed order is placed on the file.l IN

THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
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Crl. MP. No. 5805-5806/05
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CRIM NAL APPEAL NOS. 1265-1266 OF 2004

ARVI ND MOHAN JOHARI & ANR
... Appel | ant (s)

Ver sus

STATE OF U. P. & ANR
... Respondent ( s)

ORDER

This application is being entertained on a statenent nade by the | earned senior counsel appear
ing for the applicant that they have surrendered to the bail
This Court as per its order dated 3rd Novenber, 2004 granted bail to the applicants because of
the assurance given by the applicants that the entire amobunt due to the creditors will be nad
e available for distribution anbngst them Subsequently it was found that assurance was not
correct because the assets that were shown to this court were disputed and were not avail abl e
for distribution, It is based on that fact by our order dated 4th May, 2005 we cancelled the g
rant of bail earlier granted.
By this application applicant prays that his right to nove any fresh application for bail on
other grounds if any should not be foreclosed. He submts that what is stated in the order da
ted 4th My, 2005 should not be a ground to refuse bial if in law he is otherwise entitled to.
We have heard | earned counsel for the respondent. We think it appropriate that a nodification
in our order dated 4th My, 2005 is necessary. Therefore, we clarify that while cancelling th
e bail on 4th My, 2005, we have confined our attention only to the assurance given by the appl
icants and not to any other fact, therefore if the applicants are entitled to nmake any applica
tion for grant of bail on any other grounds available to them in law the sane is not foreclo
sed by our order dated 4th My, 2005. |If any further application for bail is made the sane will
be decided on nerits of that application

(N. Sant osh Hegde)

(S.B. Sinha)

.................. J.
(B.N. Srikrishna)

New Del hi ,
May 12, 2005.



