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recovery was effected does not belong to the pe��oner as the registra�on

cer�ficate is not in his name and so there is no link evidence to connect him

with the recovery. It is further contended that pe��oner was only hired by

the main accused as a Driver to go to the local area in the vehicle of the

accused and that pe��oner was unaware about the material occupied in the

vehicle. It is also contended that false implica�on of the pe��oner can be

verified from the tower loca�on.

5. No�ce of mo�on.

6. Mr. R.K.S. Brar, Addl. A.G., Haryana accepts no�ce on behalf of

the respondent-State.

7. A perusal of the order dated 07.10.2023 (Annexure P-2) would

reveal that the aforesaid conten�ons as raised by the pe��oner were duly

considered by this Court. While rejec�ng the first bail  pe��on, it was also

no�ced that during the disclosure statement of co-accused – Ramphal had

disclosed that when pe��oner was hired by him for bringing the contraband

from Brahampur (Orissa), he (pe��oner) was duly informed of the said fact.

8. Having  no�ced  the  above-said  facts  and  circumstances,

par�cularly huge recovery of contraband from the conscious possession of

the pe��oner and co-accused and that there is no material change in the

circumstances,  but without commen�ng upon the merits of  the case, this

Court is not inclined to grant the benefit of bail to the pe��oner.

Dismissed.

February 04, 2025
Sarita

                  (DEEPAK GUPTA)

          JUDGE
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