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URGENT APPLICATION

To,

The Registrar,

Delhi High Court,

New Delhi.

Sir,

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH:

Kindly treat the accompanying Petition as an urgent one as per the High Court Rules and orders as the ground of Urgency is that “Criminal Revision Petition under Section 397 Cr.P.C. for setting aside the order dated 16.03.2016 passed by Sh. Ankur Jain, ACMM(SW), Dwarka Courts, Delhi is sought for.”
      AMAR NATH SAINI  







(Counsel for the Petitioner)



Ch. No. 1132, 11th Floor,



Lawyers Chamber Block,

Rohini Courts Complex, 

Dated: 30.03.2016

Rohini, New Delhi.
Delhi. 
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………Respondents

MEMO OF PARTIES
Ms. Priya Rohan,

W/o Sh. Rohan Janardhana, 

R/o Flat No. 583, 

Naval Tachnical Officers Society, 

Plot No. 3A, Sector-22, Dwarka, 

New Delhi. 






.......……..Petitioner





Versus

1. The State 

Through its Standing Counsel (Criminal),

Delhi High Court, Delhi. 

……….Respondent No. 1  

2. P. R. Hooda, 
Sub-Ispector, D-3508,

Police Station Dwarka Sector 23, 

Dwarka, Delhi. 



……….Respondent No. 2

3. Col. Rajneesh Mohan,  

Quarter No. 1, Type V,

52 SAG (Special Action Group) NSG,
National Security Guard, 

Samalkha, New Delhi-110037.







……….Respondent No. 3 

4. Ms. Anupama Moha, 

W/o Col. Rajneesh Mohan,

Quarter No. 1, Type V,

52 SAG (Special Action Group) NSG,

National Security Guard, 

Samalkha, New Delhi-110037.







……….Respondent No. 4

      AMAR NATH SAINI  







(Counsel for the Petitioner)



Ch. No. 1132, 11th Floor,



Lawyers Chamber Block,

Rohini Courts Complex, 

Dated: 30.03.2016

Rohini, New Delhi.
Delhi. 
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW DELHI

 
      CRIMINAL REVISION NO.        OF 2016
IN THE MATTER OF:

Ms. Priya Rohan 





…………Petitioner 
Versus

The State & Anr. 

                 


………Respondents

FIR No. 355/2014







U/S: 323/506/509 IPC 








P.S.:
Sector-23, Dwarka.
CRIMINAL REVISION PETITION UNDER SECTION 397 CR. P.C. FOR SETTING ASIDE THE IMPUGNED ORDER DATED  16.03.2016 PASSED BY SH. ANKUR JAIN, ACMM(SW) DWARKA COURTS, DELHI AND SEEKING DIRECTIONS TO INITIATE PENAL PROCEEDINGS AGAINST THE ERRING INVESTIGATION OFFICER I.E. THE RESPONDENT NO. 2
TO,


THE HON’BLE CHIEF JUSTICE


AND HIS COMPANION JUSTICES


OF THE HON’BLE HIGH COURT OF DELHI.

THE HUMBLE PETITION OF THE






ABOVE NAMED PETITIONER

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH:
1. That the petitioner is filing the present criminal revision petition under Section 397 Cr.P.C. against the impugned order dated 16.03.2016 passed by Sh. Ankur Jain, ACMM(SW) Dwarka Courts, Delhi, and seeking directions to initiate penal proceedings against the Respondent no. 2. 

2. BRIEF FACTS OF THE CASE:

i. That due to persistent derogatory, abusive and unparliamentarily words publicly used by the Respondent no. 4, there was tension amongst the Petitioner, the Respondent no. 3 & 4. On 17.08.2014 at about 1 pm, even heated arguments and threats were extended by the Respondent no. 4 to the Petitioner which was later on apologized by Col. Rajneesh Mohan, the Respondent no. 3, on behalf of his wife i.e. the Respondent no. 4 over the phone as well which was recorded by the Petitioner, then at around 9:30 pm, again on the same day i.e. 17.08.2014, threats and heated arguments took place between the Petitioner and the Respondent no. 4, even some of the heated arguments were recorded; and the Petitioner told the same to the Respondent no. 4 for issuance of defamatory legal notice against her on 18.08.2014 which was done by her on 18.08.2014. Then again on 18.08.2014, at around 1 pm, argumentative conversation took place between the Petitioner and the Respondent no. 3 which was also recorded; and the Petitioner got issued a defamatory legal notice dated 18.08.2014 to the Respondent no. 4 which became the cause of being attack on the Petitioner by the Respondent nos. 3 & 4 under a set conspiracy as they got anguish after knowing that the Petitioner has recorded all their threat conversations in her mobile and the Petitioner has made up her mind to initiate legal recourse against them. 
ii. That on 18.08.2014 at around 9 pm, the fateful day of the incident, the Petitioner who was pregnant and was alone at her residence at about 9 pm, then someone rang the bell, the Petitioner went to see through her steel door gate as to who had ringed the bell. Finding some unknown person aged about 30 to 35 years tall built having chicken pox type marks on his face. He asked the Petitioner to treat him as he alleged to be suffering from some skin allergy.

The Petitioner refused to treat him initially as she did not attend patients at home; nor was having medicines at home, and was alone as well at that point of time at home.   

iii. That the said unknown person started requesting a lot with compassion due to which, the petitioner opened the steel door of her house. 

iv. That the moment, the said unknown person entered the house, he started looking with scary angry looks at the petitioner and started using abusive language and uttered that “Group Commander Col. Rajneesh Mohan Saab Se Panga Lene Ka Bahut Shauk Hai Na, Phone Pe Har Cheej Record Karna Hai Na, Ab Kar”. Then, the unknown perpetrator pressed the complainant’s left shoulder with hardness and scratched it with his finger nails due. Then the  perpetrator again uttered that “Me Tumhe Rape Karke Yahi Kahi Gaad Dunga, Tum Prove Karte Rehna Apne Phone Record Se, Tumhe Aur Tumhare Pati Ke Zindagi Barbad Kardunga Aur tumhe Kaam Karne Ke Layak Nahi Chodunga.”    
v. That due to this unexpected sudden attack on her at her home by this unknown miscreant who attacked the Petitioner at the instigation of Col. Rajneesh Mohan and his wife, the Petitioner started screaming loudly at her full strength to save her somehow and kicked the said perpetrator on his private parts due to which he fell down and ran away from the stairs from 11th floor.

vi. That after this horrific and instigated incident, the Petitioner was so terrified and was not feeling well, she was about to close the door, her husband came from outside from the lift as the door was just adjacent to lift and stairs. But due to injuries, the Petitioner fell down and became unconscious and was rushed to Army Hospital Research and Referral and then Base Hospital Delhi Cantt. for treatment, thereafter the Petitioner gave a written complaint dated 19.08.2014 to the IO i.e. the Respondent  no. 2 for registration of FIR, but he did not register the FIR on the said complaint and asked a brief complaint which was given again on 20.08.2014 to him only on which after great persuasion and insistence, the FIR was registered. The Copy of the complaint dated 19.08.2014 & 20.08.2014 are annexed as Annexure-A & B respectively and the FIR bearing no. 355/2014 dated 20.08.2014 is annexed as Annexure-C.     
Despite the fact that the Petitioner suffered fatal injuries and trauma on her life which attracts the penal provisions of Section 307 IPC, an FIR bearing no. 355/2014 was registered only under Section 323/506/509 IPC.  
3. That thereafter, the Petitioner gave all the recorded conversations in CD, in which she was threatened on 17.08.2014 & 18.08.2014 by the Respondent nos. 3 & 4, to the Respondent no. 2 and a seizure memo dated 10.09.2014 was prepared with this regard which is annexed as Annexure-D.
4. That due to the impact of the sudden attack on her, she had lost her baby as compulsory abortion had to be operated to save her life under the prevailing medical conditions. 
5. That the Petitioner specifically apprised the Respondent no. 2 that this attack was pre-mediated, instigated and conspired by Col. Rajneesh Mohan and his wife, Ms. Anupama Mohan, the Respondent nos. 3 & 4 in support of which she provided recorded conversations of 17.08.2014 at about 1:00 pm &  9:30 pm just day before the incident and that of the 18.08.2014 of around 1 pm in a CD to the Respondent no. 2 having the recorded voice of the Col. Rajneesh Mohan & his wife, Ms. Anupama Mohan threatening the Petitioner to face dire consequences. 
6. That on 22.08.2014, the Respondent no. 2 asked the Petitioner to appear before the Metropolitan Magistrate for recording her statement under Section 164 Cr.P.C., though she was not in a fit medical condition and was suffering from pain and was under the impact of sudden attack on her and her conceived child’s life who was lost in this horrifying incident instigated and conspired by Col. Rajneesh Mohan and his wife, the Respondent nos. 3 & 4. 

The Petitioner was shocked and was taken aback on 28.08.2014 standing in front of the Court Room of the Learned Metropolitan Magistrate, Dwarka, seeing the accused, Col. Rajneesh Mohan standing just in front of her with the Respondent no. 2 due to which she started shouting and crying out of fear and aggression. When the Petitioner’s husband confronted the Respondent no. 2 as to why he has come along with accused Col. Rajneesh Mohan in the Court, the Respondent no. 2 replied that Col. Rajneesh Mohan had been called to compromise the present case and settle the matter outside the court. Then, the Respondent no. 2 crossing all the legal barriers asked the Petitioner to compromise/settle the case outside the court due to which the Petitioner was so shocked and horrified seeing the Respondent no. 2 having his hands in glove with the accused. 

7. That though, the Petitioner made various complaints against the Respondent no. 2 to the higher officers, but nothing was done against him. 
8. That seeing nothing happening, the Petitioner filed a petition under Section 156(3) Cr. P. C. before the Ld. Metropolitan Magistrate Dwarka to supervise the investigation in the present case on 07.01.2015 wherein the Respondent no. 2 was asked to file the report and status of investigation by 16.03.2015. 
9. That after the incident, the Petitioner’s house maid was called and threatened to give the whereabouts and personal details of the Petitioner on 13.12.2014 otherwise to face dire consequences by Ms. Anupama Mohan, the matter was immediately reported by way of written complaint dated 19.12.2014 to the SHO, Sector 23 Dwarka, which is annexed as Annexure-E, and to the Respondent no. 1 as well specifically, but the Respondent no. 2 did nothing, nor provided any protection to the Petitioner and her maid.

10. That finding the suspicion and hands in glove of the Respondent no. 2 with the accused as he asked the Petitioner’s counsel to have words with the Petitioner, the Petitioner called the Respondent no. 2 on 10.07.2015 at 13:30:30 hrs and asked him the reasons and legal provisions for calling the accused i.e. Col. Rajneesh Mohan in the court at the time of recording her statement under Section 164 Cr. P.C. which he duly admitted during their recorded conversation that Col. Rajneesh Mohan was called to settle the matter outside the court. The recorded conversation in CD and its script thereof to this effect is annexed herein as Annexure-F. 

11. That during the investigation, the IO did no efforts to find out the miscreant and find out the call details and the locations of the accused persons i.e. the Respondent nos. 3 & 4 as to ascertain with whom they contacted on, before or after the fateful day of incident, rather just took out their hand written explanation to the effect that the Respondent nos. 3 & 4 have no concern with the incident. Those statements are annexed as Annexure-G herein. 

12. That after so called bias, tainted and favored investigation, the Respondent no. 2 filed Closure Report under Section 173 Cr.P.C. before the Ld. ACMM, Dwarka, against which the Petitioner filed a protest petition on 10.08.2015 which was allowed and reinvestigation was ordered to the Respondent no. 2 again against whose so many complaints with supporting evidences have been filed and the Petitioner having no faith and confidence on his propriety even legal actions are required to be taken against him. The copy of the closure report and the protest petition is annexed as Annexure-H and that of the protest petition is Anneuxre-I.
13. That the entire order sheet of the petition filed under Section 156(3) Cr.P.C. and that of the Protest Petition is annexed as Annexure-J, the contents of which clearly which shows the favoured, biased and negligent investigation and closure report filed by the Respondent no. 3 distorting the facts and destroying and suppressing the incriminating evidence against the Respondent no. 3 & 4 etc. and the impugned order is annexed herein as Annexure-K. 
14. That the  Petitioner is filing the present petition on the following amongst the other grounds interalia:
A. That the impugned order passed by the trial court is illegal and suffers from legal infirmity. 

B. That despite allowing the protest petition of the Petitioner praying to summon the accused, the matter was sent for reinvestigation to the same Investigation Officer against whom the Petitioner made several complaints supported by material evidence and CD recordings to prove his bias, tainted and illegal investigation. 

C. That the Respondent no. 2 from the beginning did biased and favored investigation including destroying and suppressing the incriminating evidence against the accused. 

D. That though the Protest petition has been allowed by the trial court, but the matter has been again remanded back for reinvestigation despite having sufficient grounds to summon the accused. 

E. That even in the impugned order, reinvestigation has been ordered to be conducted by the same Investigation Officer against which there are so many evidence of favoring the accused and conducting tainted and biased investigation. 

F. That it is on record in a recorded conversation dated 10.07.2015 between the Petitioner and the Respondent no. 2 wherein he categorically admitted to have called the accused Col. Rajneesh Mohan to compromise/settle the matter in front of the Metropolitan Magistrate, Dwarka, while the Petitioner was called to get her statement recorded under Section 164 Cr.P.C., the Respondent no. 2/IO tried his level best to restrain the Petitioner not to give any statement against the accused Col. Rajneesh Mohan. 
G. That despite having volumes of evidence against the corruptive, bias and illegal manner of conducting the investigation, the trial court did not pass any directions to proceed against the Respondent no. 2, rather directed re-investigation to be conducted by him. 

H. That the Respondent no. 2 has not conducted the investigation in a proper manner and has been instrumental in demolishing the evidence of the present case which is an offence under Section 201 IPC i.e. “Causing disappearance of evidence of offence, or giving false information to screen offender” punishable up to 7 years. The provisions of this section attracted against the Respondent no. 2 as there is sufficient material on record to proceed against him which are as follows: 

i. That despite supplying the recorded conversation in CD and its script dated 17.08.2014 of threats being extended just day before the incident in which the accused Mrs. Anupama Mohan threatened the Petitioner to face dire consequences which was later on admitted and apologized by Col. Rajneesh Mohan, the Respondent no. 2 did not make any effort to take the voice sample of Col. Rajneesh Mohan and his wife to match the same to establish the conspiracy hatched by them to attack the Petitioner and sent the same for voice matching with the CFSL. 

ii. That the Petitioner supplied the recorded conversation between the Col. Rajneesh Mohan’s wife and the Petitioner wherein the Petitioner was threatened to mend her ways was also supplied to the Respondent no. 2 which was also not investigated as an above. 

iii. That on 22.08.2014, at the time of recording the statement of the Petitioner under Section 164 Cr.P.C. before the Metropolitan Magistrate, Dwarka, Court, the Respondent no. 2 called the accused Col. Rajneesh Mohan to get the matter settled/compromise which has been categorically admitted by the Respondent no. 2 in a recorded conversation dated 10.07.2015 which was supplied to the trial court and the higher police officers, despite that no action was taken against the Respondent no. 2 rather matter has been remanded back for reinvestigation to the same IO i.e. the Respondent no. 2. 
iv. That the Respondent no. 2 did not record the statement of all the guards of the Society wherein the incident happened, rather to save the accused, Col. Rajneesh Mohan and his wife, the Respondent no. 2 recorded the statement of selected guards who are under the influence of Col. Rajneesh Mohan and the Respondent no. 2. 

v. That the Petitioner’s maid was pressurized and threatened by the Col. Rajneesh Mohan and his wife to depose against the Petitioner; and give statement and supply other personal information of the Petitioner to them was immediately reported to the police and the Respondent no. 2, but no action was taken against them rather the Respondent no. 2 tried to shield the accused in the present case. 

vi. That the Respondent no. 2 recorded the statements of Major Rajeev Yadav and Lalit Mohan sharma to support the closure report on the contrary those statements are contradictory in each other having no value in the eyes of law.

vii. That the Respondent no. 2 did not investigate and not taken the call detail records of the date of incident to know the whereabouts of the accused Col. Rajneesh Mohan, his wife, Anupama Mohan, Major Lalit Mohan and Major Rajeev Yadav intentionally to shield the accused Col. Rajneesh Mohan and his wife as by investigation on the call details, it could have been ascertained with whom they had telephonic conversation and the possible links of the Perpetrator who attacked the Petitioner, it was the best possible evidence which was intentionally not investigated by the Respondent no. 2 screening the Respondent nos. 3 & 4 clearly attracting the penal provisions of law against him. 

viii. That the Respondent no. 2 did his level best to shield the accused in the present case with the influence of his uniform and post; did every effort to file closure report in this case; despite making various complaints nothing happened against him rather reinvestigation ordered and assigned to the same culprit by the trial court. 

ix. That the Petitioner submitted before the trial court having no faith in the said investigating officer and action against him, but nothing as such ordered. 

x. That the Respondent no. 2 taken the Petitioner on 10.09.2015 at odd hours of midnight for medical examination at Deen Dayal Hospital to harass her and put pressure on her to utilize every possible tactics to made the Petitioner compromise the matter with the accused.       

I. That after persuaded efforts and finding persistent threats being extended by the accused Col. Rajneesh Mohan and his wife and the pressure tactics being adopted by the Respondent no. 2 on the Petitioner’s maid to depose against her, a written complaint was given to SHO, Police Station Sector 23 Dwarka and the Respondent no. 2, by the Petitioner’s maid against the Respondent no. 3, but nothing was done. 
J. That after the incident, the petitioner had severe post traumatic depression and underwent multiple counseling sessions and still on medications and has disturbed sleep. The Petitioner was successful cosmetologist and had her own clinic in Dwarka. She had to close down the clinic after the incident. 
15. That this Hon’ble Court has got the concurrent jurisdiction to entertain the present petition, hence the present petition. 

16. That the Petitioner has not filed the similar petition either in this Court or the Hobn’ble Supreme Court of India or in any other court.
PRAYER

It is, therefore most respectfully prayed that the order dated 16.03.2016 passed by Sh. Ankur Jain, ACMM(SW) Dwarka Courts, Delhi, may be set aside;

And 

May direct the court below to take cognizance against the FIR named accused persons namely Col. Rajneesh Mohan and Mrs. Anupama Mohan and proceed the case for trial against them on the basis of material provided on record by the Petitioner;
And 

May direct to initiate the legal proceedings against the Sub-Inspector P.R. Hooda, Respondent no. 2 for destroying the incriminating evidence against the Respondent nos. 3 & 4 and conducting favored, negligent, conspired and biased investigation to deprive the Petitioner to get the natural justice; 

And 

Direct to requisition the trial court record pertaining to the Closure Report filed in FIR No. 355/2014, under Section 323/506/509 IPC, Police Station Sector 23 Dwarka, from the Court of Sh. Ankur Jain, ACMM(SW), Dwarka Courts, Delhi;
And 
Stay on the operation of the impugned order dated 16.03.2016 passed by Sh. Ankur Jain, ACMM(SW), Dwarka Courts, Delhi, during the pendency of the present petition may be directed. 

And

Pass any such other order/ orders as this Hon’ble Court may deed fit, just and proper in the facts and circumstances of the case.








Petitioner





Through

      AMAR NATH SAINI  







(Counsel for the Petitioner)



Ch. No. 1132, 11th Floor,



Lawyers Chamber Block,

Rohini Courts Complex, 

Dated: 30.03.2016

Rohini, New Delhi.
Delhi. 




Mob.: 9811440079

IN THE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW DELHI

  Rev. Petition No.               2016

In the matter of:

Smt. Priya Rohan



………...........Petitioner 





Versus

State & Anr.  


 
           ..............Respondents

AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT 

I, Priya Rohan, W/o Sh. Rohan Janardhana, aged about 35 years, R/o Flat No. 583, Naval Technical Officers Society, Plot No. 3A, Sector-22, Dwarka, New Delhi, do hereby solemnly affirm and states:

1.
That the deponent is the Petitioner in the above noted petition and as such well conversant with the facts and circumstances of the present petition and as such competent to swear this affidavit.
2.
That the accompanying petition Under Section 397 Cr. P.C. has been drafted by the counsel under the instructions of the deponent, the contents of which are not being repeated herein for the sake of brevity which may be read as part and parcel of this affidavit and have been read over to the Deponent in her vernacular.

            DEPONENT

Verification:
Verified on this     day          of 2016 that the contents of the above affidavit are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief and nothing therein has been concealed.














                                                                             DEPONENT
IN THE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW DELHI

 
      CRIMINAL REVISION NO.        OF 2016
IN THE MATTER OF:

Ms. Priya Rohan 





…………Petitioner 
Versus

The State &Anr. 

                 


………Respondents

APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 397 READ WITH 482 CR.P.C. FOR STAY OF THE IMPUGNED ORDER DATED 16.03.2016 PASSED BY SH. ANKUR JAIN, ACMM(SW), DWARKA COURTS, DELHI,
MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH:
1. That the Petitioner has filed the accompanying revision petition, the contents of which may be read as part and parcel of this application.
2. That as the investigation to the same IO i.e. the Respondent no. 2 has been directed to be conducted who is biased and conducted tainted favored investigation to shield the  accused with his best possible efforts committing all illegalities up to filing of the closure report suppressing the best possible evidence and causing disappearance of best incriminating evidence including not sending voice samples of recorded threat conversation and investigation on the call details of the named accused on the day of incident to find out the whereabouts; and possible links to arrest the miscreant who attacked the Petitioner is prima facie liable to be booked under Section 201 IPC and other penal provisions. 

3. That the Petitioner has prima facie case in her favour. 

4. That there is every likelihood that the present petition may be allowed in favour of the Petitioner and against the accused and the Respondent no. 2. 

5. That the Respondent no. 2 will further frustrate the cause of investigation and will help the accused applying all illegal means. 

6. That the Petitioner has no faith in the Respondent no. 2. 

7. That the investigation again conducted by the Respondent no. 2 would be illegal and against the settled principles of law as allegations and proof has been produced against the Respondent no. 2 having his implication in destroying the evidence in the present case and shielding the accused. 






PRAYER
It is, therefore, most respectfully prayed that the operation of the impugned order impugned order dated 16.03.2016 passed by Sh. Ankur Jain, ACMM(SW), Dwarka Courts, Delhi,may be stayed during the pendency of the accompanying revision petition. 
And

Pass any such other order/ orders as this Hon’ble Court may deed fit, just and proper in the facts and circumstances of the case.









PETITIONER

THROUGH

AMAR NATH SAINI & ASSOCIATES 







(Advocate for the Petitioner)

Delhi
Ch. No. 377, Lawyer’s Chamber Block-II, Delhi High Court, 

Dated: 30.03.2016

New Delhi






Mob.: 9811440079

Pass any such other order/ orders as this Hon’ble Court may deed fit, just and proper in the facts and circumstances of the case.








Petitioner





Through

      AMAR NATH SAINI  







(Counsel for the Petitioner)



Ch. No. 1132, 11th Floor,



Lawyers Chamber Block,

Rohini Courts Complex, 

Dated: 30.03.2016

Rohini, New Delhi.
Delhi. 




Mob.: 9811440079

IN THE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW DELHI

  Rev. Petition No.               2016

In the matter of:

Smt. Priya Rohan



………...........Petitioner 





Versus

State & Anr.  


 
           ..............Respondents

AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT 

I, Priya Rohan, W/o Sh. Rohan Janardhana, aged about 35 years, R/o Flat No. 583, Naval Technical Officers Society, Plot No. 3A, Sector-22, Dwarka, New Delhi, do hereby solemnly affirm and states:

1.
That the deponent is the Petitioner in the above noted petition and as such well conversant with the facts and circumstances of the present petition and as such competent to swear this affidavit.
2.
That the accompanying petition Under Section 397 Cr. P.C. has been drafted by the counsel under the instructions of the deponent, the contents of which are not being repeated herein for the sake of brevity which may be read as part and parcel of this affidavit and have been read over to the Deponent in her vernacular.

            DEPONENT

Verification:
Verified on this     day          of 2016 that the contents of the above affidavit are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief and nothing therein has been concealed.














                                                                             DEPONENT
IN THE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW DELHI

  Rev. Petition No.               2016

In the matter of:

Smt. Priya Rohan



………...........Petitioner 





Versus

State & Anr.  


 
           ..............Respondents

APPLICATION U/S 482 Cr. P.C. FOR EXEMPTION FROM FILING THE CERTIFIED COPIES OF THE ANNEXURES

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH

1.
That the petitioner has filed the accompanying petition and the contents of the same are not repeated for the sake of brevity which may be read as part and parcel of this application.

2.
The petitioner has not been able to received the certified copies of the Annexures filed herein alongwith the petitioner.

3.
That the petitioner undertakes to file the same as and when received. 

PRAYER

It is, therefore, prayed that the petitioner may be exempted from filing the certified copies of the Annexure with the accompanying in the interest of Justice. 
Pass any such other order/ orders as this Hon’ble Court may deed fit, just and proper in the facts and circumstances of the case.








Petitioner





Through

      AMAR NATH SAINI  







(Counsel for the Petitioner)



Ch. No. 1132, 11th Floor,



Lawyers Chamber Block,

Rohini Courts Complex, 

Dated: 30.03.2016

Rohini, New Delhi.
Delhi. 
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW DELHI

  Rev. Petition No.               2016

In the matter of:

Smt. Priya Rohan



………...........Petitioner 





Versus

State & Anr.  


 
           ..............Respondents

AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT 

I, Priya Rohan, W/o Sh. Rohan Janardhana, aged about 35 years, R/o Flat No. 583, Naval Technical Officers Society, Plot No. 3A, Sector-22, Dwarka, New Delhi, do hereby solemnly affirm and states:

1.
That the deponent is the Petitioner in the above noted petition and as such well conversant with the facts and circumstances of the present petition and as such competent to swear this affidavit.
2.
That the accompanying petition Under Section 397 Cr. P.C. has been drafted by the counsel under the instructions of the deponent, the contents of which are not being repeated herein for the sake of brevity which may be read as part and parcel of this affidavit and have been read over to the Deponent in her vernacular.

            DEPONENT

Verification:
Verified on this     day          of 2016 that the contents of the above affidavit are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief and nothing therein has been concealed.














                                                                             DEPONENT
