Reserved on : 21.01.2026
Pronounced on : 30.01.2026

IN THE HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA AT BENGALURU
DATED THIS THE 30™ DAY OF JANUARY, 2026
BEFORE
THE HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE M. NAGAPRASANNA

CRIMINAL PETITION No.5539 OF 2024

C/W

CRIMINAL PETITION No.7416 OF 2023

CRIMINAL PETITION No.9272 OF 2023

CRIMINAL PETITION No.7032 OF 2024

IN CRIMINAL PETITION No.5539 OF 2024

BETWEEN:

SRI K. BALAJEE @ BALAJI SHA
AGED ABOUT 41 YEARS

... PETITIONER

(BY SRI PRATEEK CHANDRAMOULI, ADVOCATE A/W
SRI SMT.VIDYASHREE K.S., ADVOCATE)



AN

54

1. STATE OF KARNATAKA
BY ITS CHANDRA LAYOUT
POLICE STATION
KENGERI GATE SUBDIVISON
BENGALURU - 560 040
REPRESENTED BY
STATE PUBLIC PROSECUTOR
HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA
BENGALURU - 560 001.

2 . VINAYAK KABADI

... RESPONDENTS

(BY SRI B.N.JAGADEESHA, ADDL.SPP FOR R-1;
SRI SUDHANVA D.S., ADVOCATE FOR R-2)

THIS CRIMINAL PETITION IS FILED UNDER SECTION 482 OF
CR.P.C., PRAYING TO QUASH THE PROCEEDINGS PENDING
CONSIDERATION BEFORE THE 4™ ADDL. CMM COURT,
NRUPATUNGA ROAD, BANGALORE IN C.C.NO.14359/2024
(ARISING OUT OF CR.NO.219/2022) FOR THE OFFENCES P/U/S
420, 120B, 406, 419, 465, 467, 468, 471, 34 OF IPC OF 1860 AND
SEC. 66-D OF I.T. ACT OF 2000.



IN CRIMINAL PETITION No.7416 OF 2023

BETWEEN:

SEBA JEEVAN SEBARATNAM
AGED ABOUT 47 YEARS,

(BY SMT.SONA RAJKUMAR, ADVOCATE FOR
SRI JOSEPH ANILKUMAR A., ADVOCATE )

ND:

>

1. STATE OF KARNATAKA
BY ITS CHANDRA LAYOUT
POLICE STATION,
KENGERI GATE SUBDIVISION
BENGALURU.

N

. VINAYAK KABADI
AGED ABOUT 41 YEARS,

... PETITIONER

... RESPONDENTS



(BY SRI B.N.JAGADEESHA, ADDL.SPP FOR R-1;
SRI SUDHANVA D.S., ADVOCATE FOR R-2)

THIS CRIMINAL PETITION IS FILED UNDER SECTION 482 OF
CR.P.C., PRAYING TO QUASH THE PROCEEDINGS PENDING
CONSIDERATION BEFORE THE XLV ADDITIONAL C.M.M. COURT,
NRUPATHUNGA ROAD, BENGALURU IN CR.NO.219/2022 FOR THE
OFFENCE P/U/S.420, 120-B, 34 OF IPC 1860 AND SEC.66-D OF
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY ACT 2000 AT ANNEXURE B.

IN CRIMINAL PETITION No.9272 OF 2023

BETWEEN:

MR. VINAY KUMAR AGARWAL

... PETITIONER
(BY SRI HASHMATH PASHA, SR.ADVOCATE A/W
SRI KARIAPPA N.A., ADVOCATE)

AND:

1. STATE OF KARNATAKA
BY CHANDRA LAYOUT POLICE,
BENGALURU CITY - 560 040.

N

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER OF POLICE
KENGERI SUB-DIVISION,

MYSORE ROAD

BENGALURU - 560 026.



R-1 AND R-2 ARE
REPRESENTED BY LEARNED
STATE PUBLIC PROSECUTOR,
HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA,
BENGALURU - 560 001.

(6V)

MR. VINAYAK KABADI

... RESPONDENTS
(BY SRI B.N.JAGADEESHA, ADDL.SPP FOR R-1 and R-2;
SRI SUDHANVA D.S., ADVOCATE FOR R-3)

THIS CRIMINAL PETITION IS FILED UNDER SECTION 482 OF
CR.P.C., PRAYING TO QUASH THE FIR IN CR.NO.219/2022 OF
CHANDRA LAYOUT POLICE STATION, BENGALURU WHICH IS BEING
INVESTIGATED BY 2"° RESPONDENT FOR THE OFFENCES P/U/S
420 AND 120(B) R/W 34 OF IPC AND SECTION 66-D OF
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY ACT AS PER ANNEXURE-A AND B
WHICH WAS PENDING ON THE FILE OF I ADDL.C.M.M.,
BENGALURU AND NOW GIVEN TRANSFER TO XLV ADDL.C.M.M.,
BENGALURU AS AN ABUSE OF PROCESS OF LAW.

IN CRIMINAL PETITION No.7032 OF 2024

BETWEEN:

SMT. SILMIA @ SILMYA FATHIMA




XXX XXX
DX
... PETITIONER

(BY SMT.LAKSHMY IYENGAR, SR.ADVOCATE A/W
SRI MANJUNATHA A.C., ADVOCATE )

AND:

1. STATE OF KARNATAKA
BY CHANDRA LAYOUT POLICE STATION
BENGALURU - 560 040
REPRESENTED BY
STATE PUBLIC PROSECUTOR,
HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA
BENGALURU - 560 001.

2 . SRI VINAYAK KABADI

... RESPONDENTS

(BY SRI B.N.JAGADEESHA, ADDL.SPP FOR R-1;
SRI SUDHANVA D.S., ADVOCATE FOR R-2)

THIS CRIMINAL PETITION IS FILED UNDER SECTION 482 OF
CR.P.C., PRAYING TO QUASH THE ENTIRE PROCEEDINGS IN
C.C.NO.14359/2024 (CR.NO.219/2022), PENDING ON THE FILE OF
THE LEARNED 4™ ACMM BENGALURU, FOR THE OFFENCE P/U/S
120-B, 406, 419, 420, 465, 467, 468, 471 R/W SEC.34 OF IPC AND
SEC.66-D OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY ACT, 2000 REGISTERED
BY THE 1°" RESPONDENT CHANDRA LAYOUT POLICE STATION VIDE
ANNEXURE A.



THESE CRIMINAL PETITIONS HAVING BEEN HEARD AND
RESERVED FOR ORDERS ON 21.01.2026, COMING ON FOR
PRONOUNCEMENT THIS DAY, THE COURT MADE THE FOLLOWING:-

CORAM: THE HON'BLE MR JUSTICE M.NAGAPRASANNA

CAV ORDER

Two of these petitions call in question proceedings in
C.C.N0.14359 of 2024 and the other two call in question crime in
Crime No0.219 of 2022. These petitions are preferred by different
accused challenging initiation of criminal case/crime registered for
offences punishable under Sections 406, 419, 420, 465, 467, 468,
471, 120B, 34 of the IPC and Section 66D of the Information
Technology Act, 2000 (‘the Act’ for short) in Crl.P.N0s.5539 of 2024
and 7032 of 2024 and for offences punishable under Sections 120B,
420 and 34 of the IPC and Section 66D of the Act in Crl.P.N0s.7416

of 2023 and 9272 of 2023.

2. Criminal Petition No.5539 of 2024 is preferred by accused
No.4; Criminal Petition N0.7032 of 2024 is preferred by accused
No.2; Criminal petition No.7416 of 2023 is preferred by accused

No.5; and Criminal Petition No0.9272 of 2023 is preferred by



accused No.3 all in Crime No.219 of 2022. In two criminal petitions
charge sheets are filed and in other two criminal petitions charge
sheets are yet to be filed owing to the fact that an interim order of
stay was operating. Since the issue arises out of a solitary
transaction, they are taken up together and considered by this

common order.

3. Facts adumbrated in Criminal Petition No.5539 of 2024,

which are almost common in other cases, are as follows:

3.1. The 2" respondent is the complainant. It is the case of
the prosecution that the complainant generates interest in
establishing a sugar factory and was looking to raise loans for the
said purpose. In the month of October, 2017 the complainant is
said to have visited Celestial Tiles showroom at Indiranagar,
Bengaluru owned by Vinay Agarwal. Vinay Agarwal is said to have
arranged a meeting with Niyaz at Shangri La Hotel at
Vasanthnagar, Bengaluru. Niyaz and Vinay Agarwal are said to have
assured the complainant that they would arrange for a loan of

3225/- crores. Niyaz and Vinay Agarwal are said to have asked the



complainant to come to Chennai and meet State Bank of India
officials at Park Hyat Hotel in Chennai. Niyaz and his wife Silmia
introduced the complainant to one Sebaratham Jeevan and
Krishnamurthy Balaji. All of them are said to have lured the
complainant that they would get ¥225/- crores from State Bank of
India, Corporate Finance Branch and demanded a commission of
7% of the loan amount for getting the loan. The complainant is said
to have agreed. Documents were transmitted to those accused. In
furtherance of the said transaction one e-mail is communicated to
the complainant and 249/- lakhs is said to have been credited in
the account of the complainant that was opened in State Bank of
India on 04-01-2018. Another e-mail transaction alert came from
the website of sbicf.co.in informing that ¥115/- crores have been
credited into the account of the complainant and again ¥110/-
crores was shown to have been credited to the account of the

complainant. The total available balance showed ¥225,49,00,000/-.

3.2. On the said balance being shown in the account of the
complainant, the complainant pays ¥7.15 crores which is 50% of

the commission amount. The complainant then goes and checks the
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account in the State Bank of India physically. On coming to know
that the complainant had been duped out of a conspiracy, registers
a complaint on 16-07-2022. The complaint becomes a crime in
Crime No0.219 of 2022. Two of the accused approached this Court
in two petitions, where a coordinate Bench had granted an interim
order of stay in favour of one of the accused and following that
another Court grants an interim order of stay. In two of the cases,
by the time they could approach this Court, the Police after
investigation filed charge sheet in C.C.N0.14359 of 2024. Therefore,

all these cases are heard with the consent of parties finally.

4. Heard Sri Prateek Chandramouli, learned counsel
appearing for the petitioner in Crl.P.N0.5539 of 2024; Smt. Sona
Rajkumar, learned counsel appearing for the petitioner in
Crl.P.No.7416 of 2023; Sri Hashmath Pasha, learned senior counsel
appearing for the petitioner in Crl.P.N0.9272 of 2023; and
Smt. Lakshmy Iyengar, learned senior counsel appearing for the
petitioner in Crl.P.N0.7032 of 2024; Sri B.N.Jagadeesha, learned

State Public Prosecutor appearing for respondent No.1 and Sri D.S.
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Sudhanva, learned counsel appearing for respondent No.2/3 in all

the cases.

5. The learned senior counsel Sri Hashmath Pasha appearing
in Criminal Petition No0.9272 of 2023 and learned senior counsel
Smt. Lakshmy Iyengar appearing in Criminal Petition No.7032 of
2024 along with other counsel would vehemently contend that the
issue is purely civil in nature. The crime is registered for recovery
of money of ¥7.15 crores. Therefore, it is a case where criminal law
is set into motion for the purpose of recovery of money. Plethora of
judgments of the Apex Court hold that it is impermissible in law. All
the learned counsel, would in unison, project that the transaction is
said to have been done on 12-02-2018 and the complaint is
registered only on 16-07-2022. Therefore, there is delay of 4 years
in registering the crime. The learned counsel would submit that
each of the petitioners have no role to play in the transaction and
would allege that the offences are said to have taken place in
Chennai and the crime is registered in Bengaluru. On all the
aforesaid scores the learned counsel would seek quashment of

proceedings, contending that a pure business transaction has
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become the subject matter of crime, and if this is permitted, it

would become an abuse of the process of law.

6. Per contra, the learned Additional State Public Prosecutor
Sri B.N. Jagadeesha takes this Court through the charge sheet so
filed against two accused and the charge sheet material that was
available against the other two. According to the learned Additional
State Public Prosecutor, the charge sheet materials or the charge
sheets would clearly indicate that these accused have created a
fake SBI website, generated one time password to the mobile of the
complainant to make him believe that his account has been credited
with ¥227/- crores, the loan that he needed to establish a sugar
factory. Believing the accused, the complainant transferred ¥7.15
crores to the account of the accused, which is the only transfer in
the case at hand. Creation of fake website and transfer of money is
a product of luring the complainant by the accused. It is the case of
the State that in such cases if this Court would interfere, it would
become a travesty of justice. He would seek dismissal of these

petitions.
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7. The learned counsel appearing for the 2" respondent/
complainant would toe the lines of the learned Additional State
Public Prosecutor in contending that the complainant has lost 7.15
crores. The demand was %15/- crores, 50% of which was paid and
that is the only real transaction in the case at hand and everything
else is fake. He would also seek dismissal of these petitions,
contending that it is for the petitioners to come out clean in a full-

blown trial.

8. I have given my anxious consideration to the submissions
made by the respective learned counsel and have perused the

material on record.

9. The afore-narrated facts are not in dispute. The way the
accused met the complainant and took the complainant all over is a
matter of record. The entire issue gets triggered from registration
of the complaint. I, therefore, deem it appropriate to notice the
complaint. The complaint dated 16-07-2022 reads as follows:

“From,
Vinayak Kabadi,
S/o0. Ramakrishnasa,
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Kashinath Krupa, Kabadi Road,
Betageri, Gadag,

Karnataka - 582 102,

Ph. No. 9901772344,

Age:41, Hindu. S.S.K

To,

The Station House Officer,
Chandra Layout Police Station,
Bengaluru.

Respected Sir,

Subject: Complaint against Muzib Abdul Mian @ Niyaz,
Silmia, Vinay Agarwal, Krishnamurthy Sha Balaji,
Sebaratnam Jeevan and others for having cheated me by
taking 7.15 crores Rupees for getting Rs.225 crores loan,
defaulting, and not refunding.

With reference to above I am a resident of Betageriand I am a
businessman. I, and my brother, are individually and jointly
running various businesses such as Daya Wines, Welcome
Enterprises, Narayansa and co. etc. I have a friend by name
Gururaj Annigeri through whom Vinay Agarwal, who runs a
luxury tile shop in Indiranagar Extension of Bengaluru, came in
contact with me.

Since I was interested in establishing a Sugar Factory, I, was
looking for raising loans for the purpose. One day in the month
of October 2017 I had visited the "Celestial" Tiles showroom,
100ft. road, Indiranagar of Vinay Agarwal. Vinay Agarwal who
had already come to know about my intention to raise funds,
offered to introduce some persons who would get loans on
Commission basis.

During the same month, Vinay Agarwal, arranged a meeting
with Niyaz at Shangri La Hotel at Vasant Nagar, Bengaluru
wherein Niyaz and Vinay Agarwal offered to get Rs 225 Crores
loan. In the month of October 2017, Niyaz and Vinay Agarwal
asked me to come to Chennai to meet State Bank of India
Officials and I went to Park Hyat Hotel in Chennai where Niyaz
and his wife Silmia introduced me to Sebaratnam Jeevan and
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Krishnamurthy Balaji. All of them promised, to get loan of Rs
225 crores from State Bank Of India, Corporate Finance Branch.
They demanded me to pay 7% commission on the loan amount
for getting the loan to which I agreed. They asked me to get all
the documents. Thereafter, they took my signature on an
agreement prepared in the name of M/s Rolta India Ltd assuring
to get the loan from SBI. They asked me to open an online
account in SBI Corporate Finance. After a lot of paper work and
after taking my signature on a number of papers they carried
out a bogus KYC. Thereafter, I was allotted Account
N0.60971523983 which was communicated through email.

On 03/01/2018, I received an email alert
from www.sbicf.co.in informing that Rs. 49,00,000/- has
been credited into my account in SBI. On 04/01/2018 I-
received another email transaction alert from the same
website of sbicf.co.in informing that Rs 1,15,00,00,000/-
credited to my account to my account from the account of
Rolta, India Ltd. Yet again the same day in the afternoon
another Rs 1,10,00,00,000/- was shown as credited in to
my account and the total available balance was shown as
Rs.2,25,49,00,000/-. By posing as honest and capable
and respectable people in society they demanded me to
pay the commission. Accordingly, we have paid them a
total sum of Rs 7.15 crores towards 50% of the
commission, on various dates. Out of the Total amount
paid the amount of Rs. 95 Lakhs have been through Bank
Accounts of Well Come Enterprises, Daya Wines and M/s
K. Narayanasa & Co. on 12/02/2018. The cash amount
has been paid to the Muzib Abdul Mian @ Niyaz, Silmia,
Vinay Agarwal, Krishnamurthy Sha Balaji, Sebaratnam
Jeevan and others at Bengaluru near KFC, Chandra
Layout.

As per the website www.sbicf.co.inmoney was shown as
transferred to my account I was unable to withdraw the
same because the website was not active. when 1I
vehemently demanded they sent whatsapp message
offering to refund the commission. They also told me that
there was some technical problem with SBI and called me
to Chennai. Further assured that, the technical problems
would be resolved and soon I would able to withdraw the
credited money. In spite of the patient waiting, I could
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not get the money which purported to have been credited
to my said Account. Then suspecting the bonafide of
these persons I started vehemently demanding to enable
me to withdraw the money or return the Commission
money received, then they said that there is some
problem with SBI and hence they would get the loan from
ICICI bank instead of SBI. On 23/03/2018, the above
persons called me to Chennai and sent me a whatsapp
message of a DD for a sum of Rs 49,00,00,000/- drawn
on ICICI bank, in favor of my company but they did not
hand over the same. Later, Vinay Agarwal sent message
saying "Niyaz Bhai Gaya”.

Since then, all of the above persons have become
incommunicado. Then I became suspicious and on
verification I found that the above persons have no
connection with Rolta India Ltd or SBI. They never
intended to get me the loan. They have created bogus
agreements in the name of the famous Rolta India Ltd. To
make me believe that they are genuine persons and to
deceive me to pay money to them, they have created fake
website in the name of SBI CF with the help of hacker
Sebaratnam Jeevan. Made me open a non-existent
account, and just to convince me that they are genuine
they created fake mails showing that money has been
transferred to my account. Later on, they have shown me
a forged copy of the DD of ICICI bank for a sum of Rs.
49,00,00,000/- (Rs Forty Nine Crores only) in favour of
my company.

By these affairs it is clear that, Muzib Abdul Mian @ Niyaz,
Silmia, Vinay Agarwal, Krishnamurthy Sha Balaji, Sebaratnam
Jeevan and others had the intention to cheat me since beginning
and put me under great unlaw full loss: Thus, all of them have
conspired and cheated me of Rs. 7.15 crores. When I was in
Chandra Layout bus depo in Bengaluru, I telephoned Silmia to
find out the whereabouts of Niyaz. She abused me and told me
that since I am vehemently pursuing the matter they have
decided to eliminate me.

Up to, 23/03/2020, when I was called to Chennai, I did not
realize I was being cheated. Only after that I became
suspicious. It took me a lot of time to find out that the



17

agreement, website, DD's etc are all bogus. The Covid-19 onset
created further complications. Hence, I was not able to lodge
the complainant earlier.

I request you to take action against the above persons and get
back my money. I request also to, protect me from them since
they have threatened to finish me off.

Bengaluru

Date:16/07/2022 Thanking you Sd/-"

(Emphasis added)

The complaint itself is a document of striking detail. It
narrates, step by step, how a fictious banking edifice was
erected to lull the complainant into a false sense of security;
how a counterfeit digital infrastructure masquerading, as the
State Bank of India was employed; and how the complainant
was induced to part with enormous sums of money. The

accused have created a website www.sbicf.co.in which was never in

existence and generated one time password (OTP) to the mobile of
the complainant or even whatsapp messages. At one point in time,
the complainant is said to have got a message from SBI that a sum
of 225/- crores totally is credited to the account of the
complainant. Sebaratnam Jeevan, accused No.5 and petitioner in
Criminal Petition No.7416 of 2023 is said to be the brain behind

hacking in the episode. He has created fake mails showing that
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money has been transferred into the account of the complainant.
The facts obtaining in the case at hand clearly indicate a large scale

cyber fraud.

10. It is the case of the complainant that upto 2020 he was
called to Chennai for discussions about the remaining ¥8/- crores
commission that had to be paid and it is when the accused stopped
picking up calls of the complainant, he gets suspicion and digs out
the entire issue. The complainant has explained that after March
2020 Covid-19 had engulfed the nation and no complaint could be
registered immediately and, therefore, registers the crime on
16-07-2022 when nothing came about. The Police conduct
investigation and file a detailed charge sheet against the accused.
The summary of the charge sheet runs into 10 pages. It reads as

follows:

7. BeAS BoZS Te0203

8 dpemalnesme B 00 STWeDIDS S037eHTB0E Tog-1 e ITahd Bl
S8D non BJab WerfedmododreNdhEad. b, Bewow IBTTC @oenwad3ahd
edBpord TODID Oedad FIHONwd Dodre IR, IO,IF 20wt FI,
To00EITd WOT B0 VBYD BBHIT WeRBeoBDLTIT. IBO Teg-1 T 3D,
JTeeWO Tog-8 Be DOWTG Voo Bl TITeodri Jeddpod 3T
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5950 ST SwmeN TwBYN BOD) BENYY eIOWEY JHabB) 2017:3e
©ER WD SomYY ToZ-1 BBV oty B e&o300T Tog-9 B rHhoees wedried 333 wP
BeRBPOBT) ©edriedTTOr SOIDT, 008 DB WonwedIY DB TO JSTF
e3,0° dpedeo RDBAOBDS 6TRed -3 I’ wriwere* J[0IY Sonteds
Q0DTIINTBODS JJT* €3;e° 100 ©8& TOF, RDTII[INT, Jorded @ 2fee
B, @-3 I[P ormere O[D, Irf  BOBADMAIDT  FBNYY,
B30BRZRRDBES, DR WeFNDS edpex’ BT B8TT BDAF SpwIes0d)
BeRYDST. VT, Tog-1, Tog-8 DI Tog-9 TIW .0 BRoBDLTIT.

2) 20173e SS0wT* onPIY, -3 IVADF vriweref TSW), Tog-10 IS T FER0L3
S Fewv BNDES Woriweds SToSINCBODS TeoNwe @eetetsf IO, Tog-1, 8 &
10 OFTRY, BCIBROW -1 DwReer @ s SBIY, 23eed FBIT, Tog-1 & 8
330t JezNdDE Toud W} FeBTBDTT. B8R -1 DR 3-3 TID PYIIJ
BRLT), TR.225 Beetd BOTRY ORF.D.0. W0E' 0B TevmeN BRBIBTrbI)m.
085N W, 20BT 239,05° WRBONTIRY, Jetd BreBJVAIDID P FBePHZIT.

3) 3UDY) OINY F0BT -1 DF) 3 TSID BePWoB Tog-1, 8 & 9 TID A 41t BeeNT),
B0 8RN B ;3 ToRIBS WPMDS Tog-11 e SRTIV,RF TS J8R0e3
S Senv’ BNDS woz' Bodrez® @eeedees it STDEROD TeeND, ¥ -1 DI -3
33deodt o-1 80 B, AO,0d50 FodFTe AW, STV VG -4 B wewrede DI
@-5 FeBes’ FeSBBF TSR, Teg-1, 8 & 9 IO BOBWDRTeBIRLID. ¥, o-1
008 @-5 TID Teg-1, 8 & 9 030N POIT DR) FoDB eBR), Tw. 225 Foeed
TVT), OTF.D.0. FoeHETEEF ;T 2908 AoT eBUINHITD, WBBYN Te.7 %
BB Aerdeded) ooth TePTD. J033 edabe -1 808 @-5 ICAT 8T eedIRW Tog-
18& 8 03T 3B003 3.3;.0. Gt BBDBER0BR, Tew oD FowoZBowd B0
DedndR S eBABR0BD. J033 deew), 0B H0E BIOIY dpedriw)
Tog-1 & 8 BSC BonAF DegF BNa' e 20ea Somsadeodrt whechots Sradde0la),
Teg-8 0008 B SeBIZR0BDHTIT. B8 J,7F Lol STabeedod Fe? IIT
DEDHEROW), JoNYIY BIEDBR0RD), o3 T0. 60971523983 O DD, R-TeL*
Sweod Sre3) BBBTTHBBR BePDIIT.
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4) ©X908:02-01-2018 ToW) Teg-1 & 8 OIT JonAF Feg® DN BIOI e-mail ID

2983, sangamnathsugars@gamil.com i SBI Premium CF AC ®303

accounts@sbicf.co.in, dod Tedd wodW), ©8I,;>° wF [0.60971523983
B3Teer SNDT W} DA DodI avy FBHTELN MeBST 0B F0.83982541
QeBUNT, B3I STeb3meN echodho AT T8 TR’ IE* VoTS BB
o) VBYHWN Sodd oODIT. ABe BT DIRowD V-heef wodW, LIdes
BT;RF Mo OTP 893816 0T VTYHIN WORDIT. @Te AT DI R-eer*
2007, RoLTFEs* w9 05° B3 BNT dotd BFYHAN Bdd WORDLIT.

5) DT003: 03-01-2018 dord rinte) accounts@sbiorc.co.in
dogddde sangamnathsugars@gmail.com 1 mail 20d@), 320t N’

sNBabhod @y BreN drobd wobdIBH. @de BI IR0 Mail woddy, 'Dear

customer your a/c xxxx83 has been credited with INR 49,00,000.00 on
03/01/20218" ootdh @zydireN &rddoddh3d.

6) D003: 04-01-2018 Sod 230 accounts@sbiorc.co.in

dogede sangamnathsugars@gmail.com 1 mail 200a), 'Dear customer

your a/c xxxx83 has been credited with INR 1,15,00,00,000.00 on
04/01/20218. The available balance is INR Rs. 1,15,49,00,000.00'

Q0T wTyBAN B3 WoRDIT  BIJe03:  04-01-2018  Tode
330 accounts@sbicf.co.in dodefe sangamnathsugars@gmail.com 1 mail

wodd), 'Dear customer your a/c xxxx83 has been credited with INR

1,10,00,00,000.00 on 04/01/20218. The available balance is INR Rs.
2,25,49,00,000.00" oot @zdareN Sredd 20033

7) @-1 008 @-5 FVNS B8BReINRW WOBT BT3B Saerd Tog-1 & 8 BIT TVon®
Jorf DNTE BoBAD BIOS B8P, Wt (8dpednve o D.0. BIOI 3 ;830
30D B DT  De3) wtPT Te. 2,25,49,00,000.00 (VRRT VWRIZD  Beetd
SOSBR003) VFNW) Tew oD BT8R, 8 JeTLe FeRBBWreND[0Z Fe.50
O@), BB BTV o) TowT B By oD HDIITUMHZTD ot Te?
BB BePDBT. BTCoZB Teg-1 & 8 CID B YT IZweBIDHS dedabd), o-1
808 &-5 3BOr V0BT Tew TowRTW JoIBT 2018 Few,SO.. WOSBITMe
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B03B BOBWeN WD, T. 7.15 Beetd (e 50 TR), SeRF) JeBDST. ITO wBZed
JIDOHTY Teg-9 BID TG 1 & 8 TSTRLT FToROTD.

1. BF908:13-12-2027 Bomd SonHWOR TooNeere Teede)d -1 D) -3 TS0t dwe.
50 ©F JND AeBDI3.

2. DT008: 20-12-2017 Bow) WornWeds o Sedes’, 60 W8 TTWHODS 3.05°.J.
WP O-1& -3 3R0r-Tw. 50 ©F MDD BDHIT.

3. BRe08: 23-12-2017 Towd oNHeOST RHTIINTBODS @-3 T3V IS aiévg
Zpe0R0RY -1, 9-2 DR) -3 TIOrt dwe. 50 VF INWD VEBHST.

4. DTJ008: 26-12-2017 Bowd WonEdT TeoNwe @eetees IO -1 & -3 TS0t de.
25 08 JND AeBDHST.

5. Q™003: 17-01-2018 oW 2350(55 ToB°F DA Teeedeer IO, O-1, O-3, d-4, O-4
330t de. 50 ©F JIND eBW), ©O sTpednY sBALT0T Teg-16 Ty’
DI red DI Tog-17 TeRTeNTF TID AFH.

6. D903: 19-01-2018 oW aéaiézs ToB°E DA Teeedeer IO, O-1, O-3, D-4, A5
T30rt Te. 40 OF INWD VeBR, O Teg-17 TID) FoROZD.

7. O903: 30-01-2018 TO) esqéa Doz’ B @eeeder IO, O-1, -3, d-4, -5
T30t Te. 1 Beeed IND LB, 8O Teg-17 BB ToROZD.

8. D003: 02-02-2018 BOWD) ﬁﬁdéd TBE DA @I IO, -1, O-3, V-4, O-5
T30rt Te. 65 0F INWD AeBT, VY Teg-17 TID FoROTD.

9. BOI003: 03-02-2018 TOW) aqéw ToBE DAV TWeLI® IO, -1, O-3, V-4, O-5
T30rt Te. 65 0F JMD VBT, Y Tog-17 TSD FoROTD.

10. BT903: 05-02-2018 oD oI FeoNwe Beeeder I, o-1, ©-2, TIOr



22

Tp. 25 0 FND ABDIT.

DR008: 06-02-2018 Bo JorideOT TeoN e @eeedef IO, a-1, ©-2, TI0rt
Te. 30 0F JFND ABDHST.

BT908: 12-02-2018 ToWD -1 TBD LBTY 2Y05° WB JBTHT VT, DB 3T
QOBE’, BoBAAD Ty w9 08°, B0, WoB F0. 3469326745 VWIS, Te. 35 U,
Te. 20 ©F DA Te. 40 VFNTRY, (W), 95 VFNW) FheeN Tog-1 DA, 8 TSD
B, 1)BBIF Q0t30° BT’ I 3308° 87 DTG, , W0, NAT TS 93
S0.60248564956 D0W Te. 35 ©F, 2)3. T000DEITY WO B0, W0 BT
Q080ye, NBF 298 w93 50.848630110000010 BoB Te. 20 ©F, @) 3)Ddalye
TR, DEFE 3D ToU0EITe S0 edores’ OwTL* Bee-sBTetden’
w908° . MBI Teaf e Fo. 00023020001068 DoB Te. 40 VFNVRY, BMeFSEs
plaleif:plol

D908:22-02-2018 Bow) IoNHROI] ©-3 BI3 JeJe3s fjéog Zpe TROIJY, -1, -3
3301t de. 30 8 FND ABDIT.

BF908:26-02-2018 WoNEROS @-3 OFT JJex e3,0f e TroIY, -1, -3
330 Te. 40 ©F IND BDHIE. Lerf Bod BoBweN wezTalreN Tw. 7.15
Betd BET, BTNV STWRER0BW), 8 &3 -1 TBD eBZ Bwoed; Swevd
U B3 et Q0TS S0BAD WSt Teg-1 TIOI VowoRIZ SweTe BoTINY
LoBNRY0T Te. 95 OF B BNFREH FTBDIT.

8) Tog-4 S IBO 8TREINYW T o S18F IBO o3 Jo. 60971523983
393 T.2,25,49,00,000.00 MY, B, aeBe Ttk enicieddm), 8 wrf esTrednYY,
BedeoN 33,1 whTod TePW). AU 1 BeeNd), @ez’s TaleeF @eetieerf IO SoNg
8TRLINTIRY, NIOJUN o .D.0, Wy0z° S039,038 O SporTaNG. Jo, BI
Zo0LD 0w FePDZT. Jo, BINY JoBT DI Teg-1 FSD B8TREINYIY wIID
SeBweN, OF.D.0, Wos' IO, IDTJAND, ©.0.0.00D WYos* oW TV
BRBTUMDID 20w TePW), BR008:23-03-2018 T BTRedNWD I, s0OD,
Sonare,p* ric's TTOSOY de. 49 Beeed SRST 0.4.0.0. O Wod* I BB -3
3D Teg-8 TION @ees 9 Swewd 3VHIDTIT, S8BT BedHPDY. 3u OINY



23

Jo80 @3 O3 DIeer BWdAD, 'Niyaz Bhai Gaya' oo D3eF 9,
39ADTT. Teg-1, 8 & 9 TIO edeedniy wri ToBod wolW), NRIOTJUNN
sdpednivne Srey) @085 S0zt DB, o .D.0 it e FooBIDHZHDY.
TYB0* 8B DA 20.D.0 DYIort BB B BT ODRIBIDI -5
JewdZBar Jewdedy SH3D D0, BTIOIY [z Fef e AW, B3O
JBOeN Teg-1 B33 JonadF Teg’ BN BIOIO, wed STODH@T. ewde
JoworAIVT Tree, REBAITD F0BJIWD BIT, WYIBROW), Tog-1 83T Jorarys®
2’ Boaadeodrt eNeotr IedBeoBhEd. Jo3T Tew SoRRTINDT0Z
Fpedd, BLeRY T DBREROBD, Fo3T BewwaN, 3033 JDI;0Dotd Te?,
0,3,0.080 Wy0z° FIOI IBO BB B [0 Beed, DouS WBHIT. SoST
Tog-1, 8 & 9 UICRY, SRBO S0ILTTBZRLT @-3 ST, BevwoNd), Dred
20BRTT IRFB IV T BoTRTRTY 2oOLTIT, [o3T Beedd o1,
BpedtF o, 3BDNZO0T Tog-1 TSD BFT003: 16-07-2022 Towd 30T eSeddes®
BPOLRF Tt word B BT ednt d.OFF.0. Teg-34 B JeeDd P8 DTw3
O BRe0R) BIBDBR0W e.Jo. 219/2022 BLO 120(D), 420 AZHOWE 34 DR
Y BOO 66(R0 0.63.590) 03, TFTEo DoOIZROWD 3 B;rieoBTTIT.

9) T9g-35 3 DI OF.BeF., .0. TSD BBTEISY, SMFSEH SBHERD SIS
B0oDTBIDTITB. TFeweG For3RdBR0R) WADT0B Tog-34 DR) ) 0dNY SoB3,
BN VeBDTT, ¥BT08 Teg-34 G BoBDY) B 1t BeeN Togewed JorybIBR0R)
200, DB FI FIP0MLRT VoLdeRY Bred SBDHBROBT, JBTHT -1
sdpedaly 8 o ©ordd 2001-02 TOe O .. WRBZONRWeohrt Jeddpomd
BBAYRY IBO DI D) BYBI el DHEYE FeBBRoBDLT WBTFRYY
0D D DA AW z;iwamé N¥Y 33NOadeNd), FS F9,0iP0BY VDT STE
BBONRTO, Tego B8DchairND), B, Se0t) Fo0RYBBORW), (LT-8410) BBITY, 2Jeed
S8 N3TE Wl WoreBler Fpded® vomad FBTTW D) VST BedSNYY,
SorBABe0WD WoDHIT, o-1 sdeedody I[BOHBOI sdeeasny wri ST
0 80080), ¥BTIFSINDZTeN ITOD BePDHBT3, -1 ... sdpedod 8 -2
0,000 TSI TIO  Jeedexr®  wedIJBDBT. -1 eBeedody  T[ese
8T DRNDE ADNDT D DR ‘Qéud?,l@s nert 3,806n1% SredbdmeN Beedd
BOADBT, @O -1 BB Se0NYBBOZTARe DT0WD XeST IEDID, el ef
WIDIBEYN 83T IDG Do A0 Fwer Fpdes* varab i BBTE WoRUNDIT,



24

T30 -1 BoB -5 OIVNS ©8BeednD Tog-1 T30 [odddhTodode e
o3pbOde IO oFD.0.3 IBO Tef (e WFIBeoD, BOTD 1IOT Tew
BpBDIYTN S0BAW), 1)B,;B00I0R wdaes® deiemoesr (9866700021) B3Ot de. 50
Beetd D0 BRBRDPYmN BeP 93008 Tp. 50 OF BRI Q0D BBRBRORD
B03dDHBT. 2)Rwoed ;S Teed® (9819599977) BIOM 250 Bpeed Tow BPBWIYHoN
@eR, de. 10 Eeeed BRI 2ot BBREROR BoBITW). IBODTD BsTRedTY IWHT
Bwoed;d Dt e’ vemab® &e.To. 235/2019 TO, BBV TeOIDST.
3)BLWTBT SedI eOeF (9843978679) TIOM Te. 50 Beeed Tow BPBIZoN
Be® Tp. 50 OF BDERT Q0B BBDBR0RD Beexd TeBD@T. derfe IBO
8CReINY 308 OF°.D.0, BIOIY IBO e 4£3° A, IBO Fed ;€3 IO I3DayeN
003 BVIBR), B8 JIBO 03NV Tew DoRed BJeBDBoZ BeedATW), BLTID
B30T Beeesy030 Cpmadd R SEWWBEROWD BoBIDTIT. S SVTY
VDT TFIPIONYoS @ BTBY ed)3O0dreN Bwo 406, 419, 465, 467, 468, 471
DAINTRY, VYSBIZROD 3 BoTDITODIT.

10) -1 &38ReIM JDZ 8 Y808 ¥I3T BBTELNOPDI.

1. CBI, EOB, Chennai, case No. RC1/E/2002 U/s 120(b), 419, 468,
471, 420, 201, 5011 IPC and 13(2),13(1)(d) P.C. Act. -- Case
convicted.

2. CBI, ACB, Chennai Case No. RC MA 1/2003/A 0018 U/s 120(b),
419, 468, 471, 420, 201 IPC and 13(2) 13(1)(d) P.C. Act - Case
convicted.

3. Malad Police Station, Mumbai Cr. No. 235/2019 U/s 406, 465, 467,
468, 471, 420 r/w 34 IPC and 66 (d) IT Act. - CC No. 2830/2021.

4. M-3, Puzhal Police Station, Chennai Cr. No. 477/2022 U/s 42 of
Prison Act.

1) So3T 9g-35 O[T TP, BeramadreN woB Teg-36 B J.oF. TLITID
DBOSIY, SNeeSH BB BAF BoDITIDBIT. -1 8TReIDRY, 2ol
Do00e3* 8708 et BDWTBI BRqAZD BeodBo0MBNOT (LT 17368) S3B,
BB BB oD BR03: 30-05-2023 BoB 05-06-2023 TRT BpDe® HNTZN
BB  NRITVE BDHIT. 8deeddy Teg-1 O3B BDHI OIS



25

seesBT) IZSowd Borte Togy) WBTEIINDIweNodwe 2:dBR0BDHBT. wuTe
BoBJah BT DEDOTYN DTITD FoWNMFRY, VF20ST WIS T W
SESAW, BJBINWD, DeF MY, JRNYRY 00DIDZweN Terte Idednert
@eeN Sod SreBdymeNodie BePDHTT. ST B, A, 0150 Fodae BT BBTEHTO
&-2 TRedINDYeN D) BB esBodwe eNalreNDYeN 2w BroBhEes.

12) -1 8TRed0IN BwEer e D @ m@dmae &ﬁdas @ AXRE T @
AcIeT  ber! BOTD BIDNLOT BODID RIONT G Oedabd  FoddW)
B0ee39,030 Cnwodd w8 meN SEHERoBHTIV. B3 wrehde s dedod
&BDHT BRODTTE, BOTID JHMV0T Tow VB SBTOT Voo BN,
3O SRV e3ed 3BT BY, SrertrereN Sord BTN JTBD dowd Byevees Syl
BoR1S 230eBRNDTIN. @-1 BT ‘Benowd, Wrede Brahd Swewndy BFTe,
u3ID Bnue IS FedB DIJeD TR.1.5 OF RIT 0TTD JUIBY 3eBeTTN
Q0eT, vt W) B303evIMOT SPODT0Z DTTID D) Fidpesed VeSS
SBD3wT, -1 sdeedddy B3 oTEIe B -2 A0 PoSe TITRY
QDN 830dh BJOI) SthaNabd) DR @33 3BAYY DI, W0 T3,
B3 0d 308 BTOT STH0B WRBL, WoNB DB FeteRd FTHIVNYY BpeeI 03T
Cemed) Be&3 F1eBDHPD B0R0DDIT.

13) -2 39,0850 FodTe, VID LB -1 BUREIWD 03 LUNTIE SDWTBS
Sz DadadreNd), -1 307 weryBoBere BOWBMJTNDTIT. ¥ST SPBL BID
B, ABD 199880, W ; BwOT BEFT* 0BT, JTe® STBERBD), 200200
QDS SBDBZe0BDTC. ¥BOT SLE' wWewed ool DNIF, B @-2
S8R0l HRETBZR0BDHTIN. -2 TBD 200288 ety DdoBue BOIDAG -1
O30, e eBBeoBn, BF2033 rteod I0338 O, Fodae Do BID
WBUIIZROBDIIT, @-1 B0 SedL B3 aleodrt delerdSmeNd, =0 sabame
Fo3T0 20T DAPW), -1 DAY D) -2 Dt ¥QYTe B -1 DIF) -2
33800 SeTreBB8e08HEI8. ©-2 TID DFe038Twerd I033 HI) D, SPTY
B3 3erdo’ SR 200280, IR BEDEROB F0BTZP 33, HoOI BID-IB
Q0T DFYS BrBRR0RD, B ©efedI SSodh FID WRIBROD 33 D S’
e OIOT TBH0 B, Tosl: 23947408 BT IBRDEROBWLSIT. --2 TSD -1
D) 23T FedBpoR Tog-1 D) WBTOrT SodIDYID B)BBIDHIT. weerde



26

Ty B H0T BUDTD IRFNY HOT BeTO w0 IRE BJoT) TRIG Tog-14 TIT
PodesB B [o. 50/42, To0AE IR, AT, @IS, WIy - 600002
BDWTRD 8 IToIBOD DT IR DID IVIRVBI e DUy BB odwe
WODAW, FI BV DYIPVATY ABeFEd wabeD BEWBRYLR (ST IR
0. 10979/2023) 3RV VWL IVIT WHIDBT. S8BT JRmeN WD T8 ads
0Fo0BT Tmedd SPITo@S, 0TTD U, J0. -1, VDTWT0B, X.Q.80°.
0%, @o03,0, Wy - 600041, SDWTWD VY DoTBBLR0BHZT, ITO -2
sdpedaly e IBWDER0B [o3T  Wonweds  90.83.8J0bODHE  dodreF
®Breetdeer IO SoNDFHToN ISTT LB, SeSw 2,03V BN o3, W@, J03T &ed
SeBBeodD BeeNDBT. Wacexd IBHBEROW), AL JIBOITe VG F0k€,
e T SeBe) JIFeDIZROBDHBT. (V5oFTT LI IR [o. 8289/2023).
@-2 03D B306 O Beed &S oved JFodevadd, DI SRS [o. 3417/2023
89, v IOIDBIT. -1 DA ©-2 TID BoWIWoT BEDHBROBDET Bt 033
Srwedd BOTY I, F03 TS S odh 50 + 60 B vYIaD BB Joad: 11, 60
+80 098 Y3 A3 Josl: 9 DI 10 TR ASeBINYRY, w0eDITTIT. WY VB9
RBOD et 11 Bpee3 038 dpmedd WYIBPOBDTIT. UL BOTID
Seeedes® NYIR, AeBBTR SBAr IBBZOIDHPOY. IBO -2 8deedrt FowoddBoZ
TIZIPIONY Torjd VR WD, esdpedody I IBBOIB 50 3
BPEFROBDIHDY.

14) ©-4 8URed 3 Wovede HBI, BLWTBS B3 ;3O &3 eBa), BTe03:26-02-
2023 Sord BIVNOTBR) 2308 JewmoN Fpdex* BTFN FBDBRBDIT, 83T
e8RS TR ReBITNG, NeFo0E BBy TIF@INDIHDY. BTReIA)
QBRedAr 83 30hY wYdeeNwdroN GddT) So88 DF208:02-03-2024 TowD
DBDNBTNGY, BTRedDRY, Fe0dreon WoFRF, wLATTH.  BUpeddI BINO
Se83 BIToD 8T0DS Ne390E JoBW) OFF.0.0. WwhBONRYoS esdpedody B3
BBB WI§ wHERBDTIN. IBO 04 DA @ 5 8TRINW oFF VD WHZONYS
SR, -5 esdeedode OFF.D.0 BIOIY, IO T 1t AR, ITO ISHTO
BAeaeNDPmaNcde  VAD@e3,  SJoBdIdod BET BRBY,  d0TR
BoBeoBhYweNale Terte 33 @edrt wen de. 2 Feed woddPHmeNabwe
2 BpoBDE0, el Bed o-1 BBD B3 Fed), Bt BBBP0BR, WTD BePBoSabe
BB BB SINDIT. IBO oBBOG TersBeHT &) &,000* DHIrd ried, [STS3ea,



27

DezE® FedToZ BOBD BB FZBO NANDBIT Dot NFTH  F0TY
WA BROBDTIV. BUpedDIY Rpf SIBRISBIW  ToT@onSeddHIHBOoT
3B BperrieoBDYD. sdeedody SodFah BEDOT TVomeRAFZD BePDHS
Uywe, SR FpeFWw, BnBalednivd, IIBIMW, oYy IBO
©8RedD FBHT FeeBBPNB ToZ-19 de BFT TID DD008:01-03-2024 Tow
Botdh BHoRDHBBIW, IBO FRNTIRY, B0owerdnwCUE Teg-6 & 7 IBZTTROMT
VTIIRBBIZR0BT JA@e], Tosl: 43/2024 TY OYIBIZROBDIT. F;00°
3RO B3V IBOBBDIeFNDHIE. IO esBeedody Bo[e  doeTSIeod
JedBpo P00, SFHT WoDAW, JoWdIMWoB oW BT, FoWNTY,

VBTN FeBBR0W), FyTor, B, Fvdhnves 1) 1) TN 14 AE 0333, Volvo,

2) PY 01 VC 1999, BMW, 3) TN 22 DS 0007 Benz, 4) TN 60 AB 0444
Benz admsixig( =3TY a%@o@&@g& e JodSod BT TN 02 BR 7000

Pork wYAHS za0xy OB, I3 BIOH ~weomadABRBIIOY. THO
esdpedaly FouIMWOT WoT BRTO, MNYR), VBIRR DB, TP,
QWS FSHO ARRAT), TFPFT ForhRIeNDIT.

15) -6 OT, BT eI VOBTF, H9ahe3T’ Todt' FPBR,T* WRIYHo 8N, IBO
BoBAAD Toegef wy0z° ©x' RoBaY W0E* weF To. 3469326745 Ts LI
SATEDTICTIT F9g-1 TBT BR),0 DOWHB,FIX’, 3. V00T WOTF Jo, DI
Dol SR B REI0° B0BANY WeBIRoT BT03: 12-02-2018 TOTD Ed), TR. 95
O IMESBOLIND. IBO TS, JNFBH WRB0Z -1 TBD  SPIDIYD
30RD0DDTT. IBO ©T I et ROTS, BoBAD 93 T0. 3469326745 VT
WIS, BAEF e’ BB Foetf wa0zs° RoBadrert Jeetdes® Swws Bpedd
TOIDBT. IBO B30BAD 9ahee3T’ BNDS TodbtF WRIY&HO Fpevs TSV IO
Joe3ef 2905 RoBARNEY IR0 eI [o. 3316890426 VW), IBO BoBIAD
0BA0T YD) ALLEIT® WIBTT Ted TTTIFSEH FBHT VDPT S0RWODHIT. -1
TS0 3008 FoB0), JBO -1 TSTe, 2.0 BeoBT), Be¥ried Tod Dbt Spdah,0°
QY0 QOB BFyd TotS SBDZROW), B BBHATHY,NAe VIBT eI e
Qo JFedBoZF TOTOD BoBINYRY, ITOF, SodJah TSI, IO IBO
BoBANER DT3B THAR), wde 0ed IO BBTHE  SalerdhweddoBLse
O3 )BT e QOB BomJoh WSt Tw. 95 OF By HdAZR0BHLFHeN

(Al

238008030, IBO B08I0P IR, WG TIF-34 Be TeeDFPE D0ITT



28

O30 BederF Bowsy BeeN NF0H wBE), Bdeeday T35 TFT RredesIT
SOIBBO IReETT BEDOWTEODI BV FRENY HoT TFAT & ArBRPOT
BeeNsy, ITO Bdoh IDG Bwodd; DUV FpOeF THHADY T ADITN
39woDDTT 0w IVIBD. BEO NFCHN et BBEHERCD TTLITSRN
Dene DedeeT R Swego. 235/2019 U/s 406, 465, 467, 468, 471,
420 r/w 34 IPC and 66 (d) IT-Act. - CC No. 2830/2021 eshah, @0
BBORTO -1 368 BELY BUESATNVTIS. IO -6 BURedaly MIBIairNE,
BIIBIeFNDIT,

16)2-7 SR’ DRTT® BB -4 IBITDNG), BT STIETDTITTIT Tog-1
030 330bod B BBWDER0D B0ddT Jo33 DBe Teg-1 TR 3BT S0
DROT T THEOINE TN JoIBe, wodR), WBOIZADBES, 8TReIIW
S, VoBBEBOTHT Q0T FOWR TR. 20 U BEY BBRZROWD Bo3dDHTT. ITO
s8pedly STDTIZe0BT, Jpeled® O ©oxd RO TZAIW, BTReS
BBNDHYOY, BS SrereSe5NDHIT.

17)2-3 IJAF BDF0° T B3 Soriweds @0dve INCBY, JSF edef
Fpedeo DA eI HYE0 VD BPoBWLSIT. vl Bed F;B00eTen’ IYAwe 8RB
Fpedro DR FYBO VW, IBO BBTEHT d03TerrHTdTR JedBoZ BOTOD BIT,
88eedNROR B0BAIBRLER), Tow BpBDIWN FeP S0, ede Oed, ede
OBRDY 0 BRWDJYTN BodW, IBO BNV Sow T WD BION
SoBAW), T Ded de. 20 Feeedie OB BJOTFY BRI 0T
SEDBR0BDFHD Bo@r0BDIT, IO edpedode 0.4.0.0.80 Wy os* BSOS, de. 49
Beeed SBT d0eEEhTICs BoBIh BIOIODHS IBO BBODRY, S0irerHeds
JBRETT Tog-8 TIO Dok, 9 [wewd BW&HAIT), [oBEIDY JIwe TS,
SeAD@B. IFO esdeedody [oBdFodh FwB) WYY Fe;NY TS wowd
SR R, TRDIBIW, FABE Fosl;: 139/2023 VY TSR SBIZRBHIT.
B0t el ef B FTRDIBIS0Z Fe¥dDHIT. IBO Bdeedddy FI dITF
D9;0dro00hB0T TR WG Adegme woched BEHEROW WoBWY, BT0WS eIoTE
BDHBE. B3I NITB  Je@eFNDHIE. S8BT IFO esdeedody T v
DA aBY, DT IR, F0.9272/2023 TY IASTT IBabey 8T
BBHER0BDTT. STz08 Fo83 B SwodBTD, 2ISALE  TeFITONRFY,



29

Sofd I Jyaevcdhd, 0L ASFedIZRY DR, SHB0B IBO edeedr
TowORIB  TIFIPONYSY B0  deemedeedme  Bobd,  wBBRITTe
93 ABIBROBHBT.

18)-5 8T, 04-06-2023 Tord BINO B, 12-06-2023 TJT Fpde*
e)TZR SBHER0R NRIITHE BB, IFe0E SewRL) BTeed 8dredod SZFOT
oy o, dedit FeedWw DD B BB0003 93T SRR
SBBBIZROBDTT. IBO Uy DR el Feer’ MY B03eu T areBIeweN,
8dRedNH Toer), OB B, O. FoB) BJIOIY, Teg-1 BB0 Jor=wd* D'
3050300 SreBHa wNeshotr &3, IBO BBred o-5 BB B JFedbSTe Teg-
17 330 @-Deef FeBDT o, OFF.D. . BIOT IBO Fe ;€3° Fyoddrih Forie
JBO FpOed ZHZB Jowor Dot wH WW LPDNDIS.  wsdpedodn
SodRdoT [omRAIT, BB B33 I, IBUTT Teg-16 TIOMt QeBG @ed T,
6,96,500/- MY, T9Z-16 TS DV03: 06-06-2023 TowD B0W) FIVIBBEW), J;B@E,
Sosl: 7172023 BQ, WTISABBIZRBDIT. BT03: 11-06-2023 Towdh U
SBD0T W ISDBBIZRBDS J,B) Bty Foad;: 73/2023 SO U e30a, Sed;0f
e NYY BBTHT Fowod ToFePONW L @eNDHBS, edeedody IBO I
BFDOS wdmIes JD@De Tofoh) vy, Bedef Peedwe, S B,
DOZAIRD, @R Fpeer’r JFedBoZ BOP I[NV, FI Jyeoodd  sded
BBDZe0D DBDNRE FaBIBp0BDBT,  8TeeIWBY 90.0.0 BBILBTTNGY,
000508 ROTS0ND BDEQ &S, TpoAW), V) BRIDRY, JTedZN
VOB I, ToJIeBZ0BR), OB JYadbe Finno Medical, Idiosysy, Opal
Invest Limited, East and West Market Limited, JPM Max Limited, Zcdw03
TOTODL  TOTANGT), TRODTR, @ -1 @-2 TSTRoLT Jeddpod LB SO,
Ellismuir Limited oo A, ST svZ9370 308 TeodWLBIT, -1, @-2 DA
Q-5 O3D edBpoD [odR BHTY DIjeD 5 Beetd B BABZ STBDIeN
wABROBD, VY TYI B BPBZ PBDLT TFIBWDHIS. ITO esteedn
Bpe), 300 Idiosys Bozdah TedSAbDZmeN  eTeeddy DWTR  FTOTY
LBRORT), TBUI [PLE TINLALCFTNDIB.  STRELD BodS JewmoNobe
B33,R Bobez® Beetdeef IO @3T sdpednivloodrt Bumed donwry sew SoN:y
DR [pEREe Do ST NRT [PRE), SodSod BBT BT, BB,
TR SeBR) ¥BByN TgwWeToed meg-16, 17 CTD IBSOIDS 1} Srodd



30

SARpigiai T9Zaw3e0 TonBeiesNH33. BoedSre JBaiyen
ByAdDS www.sbicf.co.in B3 ;e -IBOdeN F)AIDID Borodd) S
T9Zowel RVordBIZTNDHBT. ude B0 D Je0BO0rF BBFTHT  NRFaTeN
es8pedrt .8, auohadd Feeedes eBDID B0RR0DDBE, esdpedddy &S
oved  DYodvadBY FAI' BRI Fo. 741672023 TY, IABT SBdadey
SEDBe0BR, IBO 8TRedTt FoodIBoZ B Bt ITL TaBENDIBY.
B058 F0BT B @pEETIRV FN Dy;0dre0chd, STH SOTHIHTD.

19) 33ReANY o3 TewzaN OR*.D.0. BIOIQ, 333N
BARDHS www.sbicf.co.in Sef ;e oD Fobeer BT Sweod  Jowod
Endurance Digital Domain Technology LLP India da3deodrt e-mail Swos
S@®0ddY, @A) Public Domian Registry.com S@003 &5e&d Jon@3weNd,
A3T:

1) Domain NamsLsbicf.co.in,

2) Registrar: Endurance Domains Technology LLP,
3) Created on: 2017-11-18 20:13:47 (GMT),

4) Expiry Date: 2018-11-18 21:04:44 (GMT),

5) Current Status: Deleted,

6) Registration IP: 106.203.120.211

N8O S 1 "owoddT ABT eGSO IoF [y dobek  Drodwn
2YSER0BHE ITTMvRY ST SOBOTLN:

1) Name: DGM,
2) Company N/A,

3) Email: sbiinfotech12@gmail.com,
4)Address: Navi Mumbai Maharashtra,
5)City: Mumbai,

6) State: Madhyapradesh,

7)Country: IN,

8)ZIP: 400614,

9)Tel No.; 91 2227566057

oowd BT wYAReod IO oTFDL. & BIOSOS www.sbicf.co.in $3O
523 465 O AABROBDIT ForroBIHBT, Lot TEO FoF F4F O BAT




31

SBIVDT  BoE  ABOMRW  KedToZ  @3F  BI  @nebadnw, Do
BINVONDDTEO0T, L IDIOY, DR BB ABDIDYTom SVAWT.
TG BOE RwowhESSOS.

20) 380N B TBorAdT Soneed ¥ogefedies, 60 08 TTALODS 3.05°.3,
2P DTJ03: 01-06-2023 COW BOWIWNWITTIR F9Z-2 D) 3 BT HIRT3E J¥

Do VDHNIDBT.

21) -1 eBRedd BoNW), SFDTITTIR Tog-1, 8 & 9 TITY, &Jeed ByBD), Ted
SEDZe0BY FYer Worweds ByRow, Rpdesk womad JYwed TeoNwe
Tpedees 3 128 WIB R0 F0.1218 3G w-1 FY Spe0T Hedri BT08: 31-05-
2023 T0TW DOWIAINTWITTID AW3-2 & 3 THT ATHOBRODNR J¥ Do
2DHARDIS.

22) -1 DA - 2 TBD SoWS FoBT Beeed 030 Tewodd TE) WTPIBROWD
SozRID DP) BPF)Y BBIDS BDWTBT 3BT FAMD, DI DR
LT YT WeLFF MY, -1 RS FRedIT et H0wNEITTD Tog-
4 & 5 030 JB5CRR 0T B0l ANIDSE.

22) -4 TR JoWoRIT DIB) BBTHT SALTT VNIBIIB AT, Bsdpedod
&30 JReBBENWNS Tog-19 3D 301 ToRDBEIR, BoeIMNTITTNT T93-6 &
7 Ox0 So5908R001  mieSRBBIZeRD IJI@el, <osl:  43/2024 T,
VYSBIDIT. RO 3o VO STEWD TeFereT Jorjbd BOBedJeIezNDHIT.

23) S0drHTICTNE Tog-1 BBV JSwPeWT T9Z-8, ToZ-1 BBV wWot) Jed3 T93-9,
ooNwy @eeededntA JBQ0L aySend’ Tog-10, TS Tpecdedr JEROL
SReR0” ToZ-11, B8TUREINVN B @eeedeer SO, Jexd B Toeedeer 2y 00
Tog-12 B8TReINH 0O LT IDDBY VG Teg-16 D) 17, -4 BTRedS0DT
Q3 Teg-18, 19 DB 20 GIT NRITRAT DB) BAwWe FWTY JorfHADS
QoZoPTNPor BeedNTYTR w0 IB, o D0, Wyos whTORYS
ST, deew, Q0B FoBAD BITR, DFYS eddeord, I8OwN Hek
D6 AW, v ZpBDYweN Ted IZOWeN JFAAY S’ D) Teadnd,



32

DVEFS BB p0R), TW. 2,25,49,00,000/- T NOWRD) BDRYTN 0D,
Tog-1 OIT SBAOTW Bed BOSIoN £, Twe. 7.15 Beed By BBEDBROD S0IRATHZHTD
3,333 HST.

24) 8DTO0T B3TReINYT 1) -1 Bweeer e’ LR @ AT e DB Tex*
BT @ AT’ o’ @ YT Tesez, e’ AR’ 53 SRE 2) O, e Fodare
@ 39,0859 dpco Bweer e Do @ Ao e DU BT;R @ JaeT®
Lo’ @ RN T, 41 IR, 3) O-4 3. Wovadde DI JeeF. . FFAede, 42 ISF,
4) @-6 ©AOBT LT VODBS’| (59)ch0deE30’- ToHT* TPTR, D QIY&0), D-7) Jdex*
29 @ ST DIPT WP 9ITT QG 3o 1202, 406, 419, 420, 465, 467,
468, 471 ZT=038 34 DR DB OO 66(8) 0.6, Food) BBLY Beewedpeste
B3 DR, TS FY0drevahd, ASeDIBRBDHIT.

INNAINS

) BBCITY, 3P BODITIT, B 173(8) DBT.B.A. BRADY, ORDTAMN
ABDIZE0BDIT. 3P FVODBT, VRIS TFFICAY SHITT Fhee Fos
SO0 BO, BT,

2)38RedNTIT -3 IFF DFT0* WNEerer D) -5 JewRed® Fed3BF TSD
FS 00y Tyiwdha) FbaeN I IR [o. 9272/2023 DI 7416/2023
¥, S 3Bdadbey SBDHBe0BW), JBO WY Te ©TeedRVT [owodIBoZ
s8peBHALRY, 2503d0ABR0BT), BALale DB, SBodey STmed o33
B BPEETLRVD, ToFWeTniwRY Forfdd F Fy0ireehd, S8 JOJUerHRT,

-6 DB 7 TSD BIDBIBeoBW), I3 Foodr BwoDITIDHIT. ITO
BBCHTY ¥R, BOID  WeNWNDHZweN 8ToNSeN JoBabriwD SooDT,
BRI Dobd Sorjhd @DodI F SHhBERGUHYTD L@erdad ToFHeonY
8503 eS SwodI VO ASeDIZRFTMHIHTD.”

The investigation has revealed not an isolated lapse, but a

concerted conspiracy allegedly replicated across States
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involving the victim. The role attributed to each of the
accused is neither vague nor incidental. The summary of the
charge sheet painstakingly delineates the part played by
each accused - from introduction and inducement to
technological execution, to siphoning off and laudering of

funds.

11. The learned senior counsel Sri Hashmath Pasha appearing
for the accused No.3 contends that he has no role to play in the
entire transaction. He has only introduced the complainant to
others. There cannot be anything farther from truth. The role of
accused No.3/Vinay Kumar Agarwal and the transactions made by
him into the account are clearly brought out in the summary of the
charge sheet. The learned senior counsel Smt. Lakshmy Iyengar
appearing for accused No.2 who is the wife of accused No.1 seeks
to contend that just because she is the wife of accused No.1, to arm
twist accused No.1 the crime is registered. This again is contrary to
record. What accused No.2, the wife of accused No.1 has done is
also clearly brought out in the summary of the charge sheet,

though the charge sheet is yet to be filed against them in the light
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of the interim order. Further, permission to file additional charge
sheet is sought by the Investigating Officer, which is said to be
pending to be filed, awaiting the decision at the hands of this Court

in the subject petitions.

12. In the present case, the allegations transcend the
realm of mere breach of promise or failure of a commercial
venture. They strike at the heart of public trust in banking
systems and digital infrastructure. Creation of fake
websites, impersonation of bank officials, fabrication of
electronic communications are and can never be matters
that can be brushed aside, as civil disputes or the

transactions being purely civil in nature.

13. It is the vehement contention of the learned counsel
appearing for the petitioners that a civil case cannot be given a
colour of crime and would seek to place reliance upon certain
judgments that hold that a transaction that is purely civil in nature
cannot be permitted to be tried before criminal Courts. While there

can be no qualm about the principles laid down by the Apex Court
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in those cases, it would always depend upon facts and
circumstances of each case. The Apex Court has time and again
held that, even if the issue is purely civil in nature, it would not
preclude registration of crime and continuance of criminal trial even
if a civil suit is pending. In the case at hand, there is no suit
instituted for the purpose of recovery of money. What is projected
is a structured cybercrime. In such circumstances, reference being

made to few judgments of the Apex Court would become apposite.

14.1. The Apex Court in ROCKY v. STATE OF TELANGANA'

has held as follows:

A\Y

24. The appellant's core contention, that the
dispute is purely civil in nature, is untenable at this stage.
Although courts must guard against giving criminal
colour to civil disputes, it is equally well settled that the
existence of civil remedies does not preclude criminal
prosecution where the allegations disclose the essential
ingredients of an offence. Civil and criminal proceedings
may validly coexist if the factual matrix supports both.”

12025 SCC OnLine SC 2713
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14.2. The Apex Court in ANURAG BHATNAGAR v. STATE

(NCT OF DELHI)? has held as follows:

A\

45. The allegations in the application moved under
Section 156(3) CrPC and the material in support thereof
reveals that SHL is contending breach of the conditions of
MoU dated 11.03.1995 and that it has been induced and
deceived by VLS for entering into the aforesaid MoU. VLS
has cheated SHL and its officers by making a false
promise which was legally impossible to be carried out.
The allegations of breach of conditions of the MoU or of
making a false promise by itself may not give rise to any
criminal action as no criminality is attached to it.
However, there are elements of inducement, criminal
conspiracy and cheating which are also borne out from
the allegations made in the application and the
complaint, which if proved, may amount to commission of
an offence. Therefore, once such allegations are made
out, it is difficult for the court in exercise of its inherent
jurisdiction to interfere with the FIR, only for the reason
that some of the disputes are of civil nature which may or
may not be having any criminality attached to it.

46. It is well settled by a catena of decisions of this
Court, especially in State of Haryana v. Ch. Bhajan Lal Singh,
that the discretion to quash an FIR at a nascent stage has to be
exercised with great caution and circumspection. In this
connection, it would be beneficial to refer to an old case of Privy
Council in King Emperor v. Nazir Ahmad Khwaja wherein the law
was well settled that the courts would not thwart any
investigation or that the courts should be very slow in
interfering with the process of investigation. It is only in rare
cases where no cognizable offence is disclosed in the FIR that
the court may stop the investigation so as to avoid the
harassment of the alleged accused. Even in such exercise of
power, the court cannot embark upon an inquiry as to the
genuineness or otherwise of the allegations made in the FIR or

22025 SCC OnLine SC 1514
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the complaint which have to be examined only after the
evidence is collected.

47. The breach of conditions of the MoU or
allegations of false promises in relation to the aforesaid
MoU are undisputedly subject matter of the different FIRs
lodged by VLS itself. Therefore, violation of those
conditions for some reasons have been considered by VLS
to be offensive. Therefore, the High Court rightly held
that if breach of those conditions of the MoU itself has
been considered to be of criminal nature by VLS, it cannot
be permitted to turn around and allege that such breach
of conditions would be of pure civil nature.

48. Thus, in the above facts and circumstances, we do
not consider to go into detail as to the exact nature of disputes
involved in the FIR and leave the same to be adjudicated upon
by the appropriate court where the chargesheets have been
submitted.”

14.3. In KATHYAYINI v. SIDHARTH P.S. REDDY?, the

Apex Court has held as follows:

n

19. We now come to the issue of bar against
prosecution during the pendency of a civil suit. We
hereby hold that no such bar exists against prosecution if
the offences punishable under criminal law are made out
against the parties to the civil suit. Learned senior counsel
Dr.MenakaGuruswamy has rightly placed the relevant judicial
precedents to support the above submission. In the case of K.
Jagadish v. Udaya Kumar G.S.?, this Court has reviewed its
precedents which clarify the position. The relevant paragraph
from the above judgment is extracted below:

“8. It is thus well settled that in certain cases the
very same set of facts may give rise to remedies in civil as

3 2025 SCC OnlLine SC 1428
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well as in criminal proceedings and even if a civil remedy is
availed by a party, he is not precluded from setting in
motion the proceedings in criminal law.”

20. In Pratibha Rani v. Suraj Kumar®, this Court summed
up the distinction between the two remedies as under:

“21. ... There are a large number of cases
where criminal law and civil law can run side by side.
The two remedies are not mutually exclusive but
clearly coextensive and essentially differ in their
content and consequence. The object of the criminal
law is to punish an offender who commits an offence
against a person, property or the State for which the
accused, on proof of the offence, is deprived of his
liberty and in some cases even his life. This does not,
however, affect the civil remedies at all for suing the
wrongdoer in cases like arson, accidents, etc. It is an
anathema to suppose that when a civil remedy is available,
a criminal prosecution is completely barred. The two types
of actions are quite different in content, scope and import.
It is not at all intelligible to us to take the stand that if the
husband dishonestly misappropriates the stridhan property
of his wife, though kept in his custody, that would bar
prosecution under Section 406 IPC or render the ingredients
of Section 405 IPC nugatory or abortive. To say that
because the stridhan of a married woman is kept in the
custody of her husband, no action against him can be taken
as no offence is committed is to override and distort the real
intent of the law.”

21. The aforesaid view was reiterated in Kamaladevi
Agarwal v. State of W.B.,

“17. In view of the preponderance of authorities to
the contrary, we are satisfied that the High Court was not
justified in quashing the proceedings initiated by the
appellant against the respondents. We are also not
impressed by the argument that as the civil suit was
pending in the High Court, the Magistrate was not justified
to proceed with the criminal case either in law or on the
basis of propriety. Criminal cases have to be proceeded with
in accordance with the procedure as prescribed under
the Code of Criminal Procedure and the pendency of a civil
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action in a different court even though higher in status and
authority, cannot be made a basis for quashing of the
proceedings.”

22, After surveying the abovementioned cases, this Court
in K. Jagadish (supra) set aside the holding of High Court to
quash the criminal proceedings and held that criminal
proceedings shall continue to its logical end.

23. The above precedents set by this Court make it
crystal clear that pendency of civil proceedings on the
same subject matter, involving the same parties is no
justification to quash the criminal proceedings if a prima
facie case exists against the accused persons. In present
case certainly such prima facie case exists against the
respondents. Considering the long chain of events from
creation of family tree excluding the daughters of K.G.
Yellappa Reddy, partition deed among only the sons and
grandsons of K.G. Yellappa Reddy, distribution of
compensation award among the respondents is sufficient
to conclude that there was active effort by respondents to
reap off the benefits from the land in question. Further,
the alleged threat to appellant and her sisters on
revelation of the above chain of events further affirms
the motive of respondents. All the above factors suggest
that a criminal trial is necessary to ensure justice to the
appellant.”

14.4. In PUNIT BERIWALA v. STATE OF NCT OF DELH]I, *

the Apex Court holds as follows:

"MERE INSTITUTION OF CIVIL PROCEEDINGS CANNOT ACT AS
A BAR TO INVESTIGATION OF COGNIZABLE OFFENCES

4 2025 SCC OnLine SC 983
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28. It is trite law that mere institution of civil
proceedings is not a ground for quashing the FIR or to
hold that the dispute is merely a civil dispute. This Court
in various judgments, has held that simply because there
is a remedy provided for breach of contract, that does not
by itself clothe the Court to conclude that civil remedy is
the only remedy, and the initiation of criminal
proceedings, in any manner, will be an abuse of the
process of the court. This Court is of the view that
because the offence was committed during a commercial
transaction, it would not be sufficient to hold that the
complaint did not warrant a further investigation and if
necessary, a trial. [See: Syed Aksari Hadi Ali Augustine
Imam v. State (Delhi Admin.), (2009) 5 SCC 528, Lee Kun
Hee v. State of UP, (2012) 3 SCC 132 and Trisuns
Chemicals v. Rajesh Aggarwal, (1999) 8 SCC 686]"

(Emphasis supplied at each instance)

The Apex Court in ROCKY'’s case supra holds that existence
of civil remedy does not preclude criminal prosecution, where
allegations disclose essential ingredients of an offence. The case
was concerning the offences punishable under Sections 406, 420,
344 and 506 of the IPC. The Apex Court only quashed the offence
under Section 406, but sustained the other offences and permitted
trial after looking into the fact that the issue is purely civil in

nature.

In ANURAG BHATNAGAR’'s case supra the Apex Court

refused to quash the proceedings, since memorandum of
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understanding contained elements of inducement and criminal
breach of trust made out in the allegations noticed in the complaint.

The Apex Court holds that, that may itself constitute an offence.

In KATHYAYINI's case supra civil suits were pending on the
same issue involving the same parties. The Apex Court holds that
mere pendency of suit between the same parties does not justify
quashing of criminal proceedings, if prima facie case exists against
the accused. Pendency of civil suit will not create a bar against
prosecution, if the offences punishable under the criminal law are
made out against the accused, notwithstanding the fact that they

are same parties in the civil suit.

In PUNIT BERIWALA’'s case supra, the Apex Court holds,
mere institution of civil proceedings cannot act as a bar against
investigation of cognizable offence. The Apex Court has thus
consistently held that the existence of a civil remedy does not
eclipse criminal prosecution, where the allegations disclose the

ingredients of an offence.
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15. One common thread that runs through the afore-quoted
judgments of the Apex Court is that, the given set of facts disclose
both civil wrong and criminal culpability. Merely because, in the first
blush case projects a civil wrong, the criminal case cannot be
quashed, notwithstanding the fact that identical relief is sought in
the civil suit and the civil suit is between the same parties. It would

all depend on the facts obtaining in each case.

16. The case at hand is akin to a crime thriller or a crime pot
boiler. The accused/perpetrators of cybercrime have created a fake
website of State Bank of India and have managed to hack the
website of State Bank of India to generate OTP to make the
complainant believe that he has, in fact, received the amount to his
account; again, hacked the website of State Bank of India to show
the balance in the account of the complainant as ¥225/- crores and
secured the commission from the hands of the complainant at
27.15 crores. The complainant has lost ¥7.15 crores in the
aforesaid cybercrime episode. He has neither got ¥225/- crores nor
has set up a sugar factory. It is a clear case where all the accused

have come together to hatch a conspiracy to cheat the complainant.
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Therefore, the offences that are alleged being the ones punishable
under Sections 120B, 406, 419 and 420 of the IPC are clearly met,
as the complainant is lured into parting an amount of ¥7.15 crores
without a rupee coming into his account and the intention of the

accused from the inception is to cheat the complainant.

17. What would remain is offences under Sections 465, 467,
468 and 471 of IPC, all of which deal with offence of forgery which
is undoubtedly met in the case at hand. If the facts obtaining in
the case at hand and the allegations do not constitute cheating, I
fail to understand as to what else can it be. If in these cases
indulgence is shown under Section 482 of the Cr.P.C., it would
amount to putting a premium on the cyber hacking by the accused.
The accused are a cartel who have succeeded in cheating the
complainant to the tune of ¥7.15 crores. Therefore, it is for the
accused to come out clean in a full-blown trial. At this juncture,
this Court is not called upon to weigh evidence or pronounce
upon guilt, the only question is, whether materials disclose
prima facie case, warranting continuation of proceedings.

On a careful consideration as noticed hereinabove, the
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answer is unmistakably in the affirmative. To quash the
proceedings at this stage would be to smother a serious
prosecution in its infancy and to grant immunity, where
proceedings cry out for a full blown trial. This Court thus,

finds these petitions meritless.

18. In the result, these petitions are rejected. Interim order

if any operating shall stand dissolved.

Consequently, pending applications if any, also stand

disposed.
Sd/-
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