IN THE COURT OF SH. JITENDRA SINGH,
SPECIAL JUDGE (PC ACT) (CBI)-23,
(MPs/ MLAs CASES),
ROUSE AVENUE COURT COMPLEX: NEW DELHI.

Criminal Revision Petition No. 02/2026
CNR No. DLCT11-000041-2026

In the matter of :-

Karnail Singh, MLA

Shakur Basti Constituency
R/o; C-137, 1* Floor,

New Multan Nagar

Paschim Vihar, Delhi-110056.

..... Revisionist

Versus

Satyender Kumar Jain
S/o Late Sh. Ram Sharan Jain
R/o; E-1032, Saraswati Vihar,
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(ii) Date on which order was reserved 1 04.04.2026
(iii) Date of pronouncement of order :30.04.2026
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ORDER

1. The present revision petition under Sections 438 and 440
of the Bharatiya Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita, 2023 (hereinafter referred
to as “BNSS”) has been filed by Sh. Karnail Singh (hereinafter
referred to as “revisionist”), against Sh. Satyender Kumar Jain
(hereinafter referred to as “complainant’) assailing the order dated
06.01.2026 (hereinafter referred to as “impugned order”) passed by
the Ld. Additional Chief Metropolitan Magistrate-01 (hereinafter
referred to as “Trial Court”) in Complaint Case No. 06/2025, titled
“Satyender Kumar Jain Vs. Karnail Singh”; whereby the Trial Court
has taken cognizance and summoned the revisionist for the offence
under Section 356 of the Bharatiya Nyaya Sanhita, 2023 (hereinafter
referred to as “BNS”).

Allegations as contained in Complaint case no. 6/2025:

2. The complainant is stated to be a public figure, having
served as a Member of the Legislative Assembly on more than one
occasion and having held various ministerial portfolios in the
Government of NCT of Delhi, including Health and Family Welfare,
Industries, Home, Water, Urban Development and irrigation & Food
Control. It is averred that he has been in public service for several
years and has earned a reputation as a public representative. It is
further stated that during his tenure, steps were taken towards
expansion of health infrastructure and establishment of neighbourhood
clinics, and that his role during the Covid-19 period is also relied upon

to indicate his public standing.
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3. On the basis, the complainant claims to have built a
reputation in public life, which according to him, stands affected by
the statements in question. The complaint has been filed under Section
210(1) and Section 223 of the BNSS, read with Section 356 of the
BNS, alleging that the revisionist made false and defamatory
statements.

4. It 1s alleged that the statements were made by the revisionist
during an interview dated 19.01.2025, which was broadcast on a news
channel Times now Navbharat. The said interview was uploaded on
the YouTube platform at the link https://www.youtube.com/watch?
v=vc-gmm5QyeM. Thereafter circulated across various media
platforms, thereby reaching a wide audience, with the object of
deriving political advantage. The complainant has relied upon the
transcript of the statements attributed to the revisionist. The relevant
portion, as reproduced in the complaint, is as follows:

a “ED recovered 37 Kg of gold from his house, he has 1100 Acre in
lands in his name.”

b “He made his own wealth from the this corruption, from the money
which was supposed to be spent on the people.”

¢ “He indulged in huge corruption and money laundering, huge gold
has been recovered form his house”

d. “He is a bhoo Mafia and will be sent to jail again™.

5. It is further alleged that the revisionist described the
complainant as “corrupt” and “fraud” and made other imputations
affecting his public image. According to the complainant, the

statements are false and without any factual basis, and were made with
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the intention of harming his reputation. It is also stated that no
recovery of gold or other incriminating material, as alleged, has been
effected by any investigating agency, including the Enforcement
Directorate, and that no such assertion finds place in any official
record.

6. It 1s alleged that the statements were widely circulated
through electronic and digital media, thereby affecting the
complainant’s standing in the eyes of the public. It is further stated
that, after the circulation of the interview, persons from his
constituency questioned him regarding the allegations, which,
according to him, reflects the impact of the publication. On these
averments, it is alleged that the conduct attributed to the revisionist

constitutes an offence under Section 356 of the BNS.

Proceedings before the Trial Court:
7. A perusal of the Trial Court record shows that the

complaint was instituted by the complainant and was first taken up on
06.02.2025. In terms of the first proviso to Section 223 of BNSS,
notice was issued to the revisionist on 19.02.2025, affording him an
opportunity of being heard at the stage prior to cognizance.

8. At the stage of pre-summoning evidence,the complainant
examined himself as CW-1 and exhibited the transcript of the
impugned interview as Ex. CW1/1, the complaint seeking tender of
apology as Ex. CWI1/2, and the Panchnama prepared by the
Directorate of Enforcement as Ex. CW1/3. The complainant further
examined Bhanu Gulati as CW-2 and the Special Correspondent
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Ravikant Rai who conducted the interview as CW-3, who brought on
record the downloaded video recording in a pen drive, exhibited as
Ex. CW3/A.

0. Upon consideration of the material placed on record, and
after hearing the complainant and affording an opportunity of pre-
cognizance and issued process against the revisionist vide the

impugned order.

Grounds for Revision:

10. Firstly, the impugned order cannot be sustained as it
proceeds without examining whether the material on record satisfies
the essential ingredients of an offence under Section 356 BNS,
particularly in the light of Exceptions 1, 2, 3 and 9 thereto. There is no
finding as to publication in the manner required in law, nor is any
definite imputation identified. The question of applicability of the
statutory exceptions has been deferred to trial, though the same arises
from the record itself and required consideration at the threshold.

11. Secondly, the material before the Trial Court indicates
that the statements attributed to the Revisionist were based on
information already in circulation, including official disclosures and
media reports. In such a situation, the element of deliberate intent is
not borne out, particularly when the statement forms part of a
discussion on matters of public concern.

12. Thirdly, during the course of the interaction, the
Revisionist himself asked the interviewer to verify the facts, which

detracts from any inference of intention to mislead or to make a false
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imputation.

13. Fourthly, the surrounding circumstances have not been
adequately considered. The interaction took place during an election
period, in the course of public campaigning, and appears to have been
a spontaneous response to a query, rather than a premeditated
statement. Such circumstances required a contextual assessment,
which is absent.

14. Fifihly, the complainant is a public servant and was
already facing allegations in the public domain. The statements in
question were required to be examined in that background while
assessing whether they fall within the permissible limits of comment
on public conduct.

15. Lastly, the complaint itself rests on a weak evidentiary
foundation. No independent public witness has been examined and a
material witness, namely Bhuvan Juneja, has not been examined.
These aspects, which go to the root of the matter, have not been
addressed in the impugned order, which reflects lack of proper
consideration of the material on record and warrants interference in

revisional jurisdiction.

Submissions on behalf of Ld. Counsel for the Revisionist:

16. At the outset, it is submitted that the alleged defamatory
statements in question are covered under Exceptions 1, 2, 3 and 9 to
Section 356 of the BNS. It is contended that the impugned order does
not deal with this aspect and has merely observed that the

applicability of the exceptions can be considered at the stage of trial.
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It is further submitted that the impugned order dated 06.01.2026 does
not satisfy the essential ingredients of Section 356 of the BNS. The
alleged statement has neither been shown to be "published" in the
manner required in law, nor has any imputation been properly
established. The element of mens rea has also not been considered,
particularly when the allegation arises out of a single interaction.

17. It is further submitted that the interview was based on
information already available in the public domain, including material
accessible on the internet, and the statements were made in good faith
and in the interest of the public, without any ill-will towards the
complainant. The statements were made while addressing issues
relating to governance and public functioning, which fall within the
scope of legitimate public discussion, especially where the subject is a
public figure. It is also pointed out that during the interview, the
Revisionist himself asked the interviewer to verify the facts, thereby
indicating that the statements were not made with any intention to
mislead.

18. Further reliance is placed on material such as a tweet
dated 06.06.2022 issued by the Directorate of Enforcement regarding
raid and seizure, as well as news reports and press releases. It is
submitted that these matters were already in circulation. It is also
argued that the complainant, being a public servant, is subject to
public scrutiny, and comments regarding his functioning fall within
permissible limits. It is further submitted that the circumstances in
which the statements were made are relevant. The interaction took

place during an ongoing election campaign. The election schedule had
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been notified on 10.01.2025 and the last date for filing nominations
was 17.01.2025. The interaction dated 19.01.2025 took place when
the Revisionist was engaged in roadside canvassing. It was a
spontaneous exchange in response to questions put by the reporter,
and not a pre-planned or scripted statement.

19. It is also submitted that the complainant was already
facing allegations which were in the public domain, and the
statements must be viewed in that background. The impugned order is
also silent on the non-examination of material witnesses. No
independent public witness has been examined, and even a material
witness, namely Bhuvan Juneja, has not been examined before the
Court. On these grounds, it is prayed that the impugned order be set

aside.

Submissions on behalf of Ld. Counsel for the Complainant:

20. At the outset, it is submitted that the impugned order is a
reasoned order passed after proper consideration of the complaint, the
material on record and the pre-summoning evidence. The contention
of the Revisionist that the order is mechanical or lacks reasoning is
misplaced and based on an incorrect understanding of the stage at
which cognizance is taken. The order clearly reflects that the Court
has applied its mind. It is further submitted that at the stage of
summoning, the Magistrate is not required to write a detailed
judgment. It is sufficient if the Court forms an opinion that there are
grounds to proceed.

21. It is also submitted that once the Magistrate has exercised
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discretion on the basis of the material before it, the revisional court
should not interfere merely because another view is possible. At the
stage of summoning, the accused does not have a right to produce
material in defence, and the Court is only required to see whether the
complaint discloses an offence. There is no question of violation of
natural justice at this stage.

22. Ld. Counsel submits that a plain reading of the impugned
order shows that the Trial Court has acted carefully and not in a
routine manner. The Trial Court has taken note of the specific
statements attributed to the Revisionist, the manner in which they
were published, and the material placed on record, and has then
formed a prima facie view that an offence is made out. The order
shows that the Court has identified the statements complained of,
considered their publication, and their potential to harm the
complainant's reputation. These are the only aspects required to be
seen at this stage, and they have been duly considered.

23. It is further submitted that the Trial Court was not
required to examine the defence of the Revisionist or consider any
exception at this stage. These are matters which can only be decided
after evidence is led during trial. The attempt of the Revisionist to
analyse the order in detail and seek a fresh assessment is not
permissible in revision.

24. As regards the defence taken by the Revisionist, it is
submitted that merely stating that the information was in the public
domain does not justify making defamatory statements. The fact that

something is reported or discussed publicly does not give a licence to
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distort or exaggerate it. Even repeating a defamatory statement can
give rise to liability. Public domain material cannot be used to justify
false or misleading claims.

25. It is further submitted that "public domain" is not a
recognised defence in law. The only relevant considerations are truth,
good faith and public interest, which can be examined only during
trial. Even if some material existed, the Revisionist has gone much
beyond it and made exaggerated and unfounded allegations which are
not supported by any official record. Such statements cannot be
treated as mere repetition and amount to clear imputation affecting the
reputation of the complainant. It is, therefore, prayed that the present

revision, petition be dismissed as being without merit.

Alleged Defamatory Statements:

26. This Court has considered the grievance raised by the
complainant (CW-1), which arises out of an interview dated
18.01.2025 allegedly given by the revisionist to one Ravi Kant Rai
(CW-3), a reporter associated with the news channel Times now
Navbharat. The said interview was uploaded on the YouTube platform
at the link https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vc-gmm5QyeM. The
downloaded video recording has been placed on record as Ex.
CW-3/A, while the transcript thereof has been exhibited as Ex.
CW-1/1.

27. For proper appreciation, the relevant portion of the

transcript, as relied upon by the complainant, is reproduced
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hereinbelow for ready reference:-

"Reporter: THEHTT H & TaHT T AT RIIZT IGeT
R7IET & oo &7 o 959 & Q& &§13 Qw5
[T e [STa@ T T8 & I TEd1 3T 98 die
T H AT & FH1 T&T T AL 77 & TF TIT
&7 3T STEHT T JEHIETT FHET & 3T 37 97
FEd d I 3RIT I FTHT ST W1 TIAT 3T 31T
YT STTaT T2t # a0 @ 95 G1aT 1991 & Sl
FHHIRTC & FX3eT [d5 51§77 F1aiad & 37 59
JFT T FTEFATH G TITFIT W FT 75 & I d
FTE EH FigEla #Vd & FAoT M5 G9q 95T
HTIFT FT & STEFT 1T [FHIRT 97 T &1aT
gI5-§T5 #T TFT & FIHT T B & [T AT F
T 9 9 T 8 & & 39 [#F a8 779R
EIIT 3T 9T F17 91 7 ¥IET STATAT 3 AaHT 9121
T OF I [FET AT S §¢ T TATIT & FIT TAT
B & FET BT [THTaHT FTAT F 3 FAT FI9T ToA
BT & AT ?

Karnail Singh: 39 T T I3T TH T 9%
G FT HT TT IR TH AN F AT FET IR E
FIdT FT 7 TET & T I T FT g
I Faeil H SIT F T B GBI T & AT
F TFHT

Reporter #GeT ST ST &9 [0 & JH T &
ST STEHT GIET & I 9T T&d TR THIT 3RIT 7T
T TET dF SHIT FTHENT & I7 97 ST & 99T
FoT 75 & T HT THET 97 FIET & FeT T TST

T g HT T JET & T 7 &7
Karnail Singh: %1 ¥Tia a1 IRITT &7 T8 9871 31T

FAT7 F1 [399FaT 751 & TTAT T FH & I7P]
Oaaaar I 399 [F9r71 @ ¥e ¥ yifa ar
TRITT &1 7% 9867 7T FTINT 3T 4 AT i1 ¥t
FTAT F [FFH FIIT FTAT FST H{TETHIT HAT
FT~STRIT §TT FST FT Tl A T H TET T ar
TAAT F FE5T FEAT 4T & 415 J5H F1H T81 &1
fagr =T 5 3 arer S 5 T S §94r F9T
VTSETIIT Tq% 5T & §31 7 37 & qT [Fae
1100 TFs THIT 9% T & F3T F T AT
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Revision

TACHIC & AT T FAllad FT al FaT JST
WSS BT TGT H+41 G877 #7% SI° §9T T
9T FIET FIET 4T I Iq= 3941 FTHT G5l FqH
FTTIT FTHI T & 3T FTTaT dBT & e
YT T HS F97 JHI' & 1 GT1T7T F TXHIT TG
gl é’H/dHWﬁ;lﬁ‘W&ﬁTW@'mﬁ & IHTTHT
TFT T T ged N [aecdl @ HRY AT T d
TFHIT ST STT §7 F1 THIT [aecil & T a1
FAAT G2t F1 TRHT A FTT H HT R T7aT
qIET 1 FCHT [orad T [t FT [T#T &1 3977

Reporter: #FXAT &1 GF FaIT AT & AT=
FOTNTT P8 75 & #1 &7 AT TgT &1 SHRT T
& & I T g HEIAT T H ST ?

Karnail Singh: @ F &1 & §77=RT & &
1T & FIT - THIT IRIT 7 TGF 51 8T T
FHITTT F9T 74T FIF T & FT JFH AT &
FITAT & g I T TqT TAT & #

FT HAG & AT AT B TET T FFT
97 ST FHIRIIC FTET FdET G TS
FTNTTT & TEd T THAT & HIT Tq% 9T H
HFT F IAT SHH FET & IS AT & IAT
FaTIT T g FfssS 5T 94T ar & A7 art
TIeT @7 @7 SAITT FTH T & IAFT 4T 7aT B
S SFlFT 2 FIeT ST H T J41 AT-SRT H [orad
T BT §ST 7 IqF G GTT HT F GIAT [FHAT T
HIT G#dT & &1 T TIc7d §HIC &S 77 d q47 [T
5 T[T T Al T FIFT (7qe, €T T ST &
FTHT Gq FGIRT H 9% 79 ¥ 35T F 4T
g9 4T BIEr 9 4T qiT @1 [EF g9 4 &fau
et &T FTaTavor Je HT @IET 3T TE Rovil #T
qFTGYr F G 99T FHT FT & 319 & 74T STl F
FIHTT FT §TFT GFTTTI GIH ET 4T 714 31T
FE TG & I AT FoIGIT I SARHAT FE S
T T&T T T SAFHT FF Iq7 T FET F 7 i
GTeT 3 STTaT H TIeT (BT & 5 ST § T5-T #F T8
&G FH T51 FC AT H §G F9aT & ST FeT
FHEH JHI & F AT 2 TIT T FoT H ET HT HT
STHT T & 3F {1 a THFT H J57 FToal TR
ST ST FTAT & T F7ar ar e fasmgs a4 & &
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TG AT F& T FeAT TG T B BT FT
WH%W%‘W#W@T?W@W&W
17T FTH Tal [FET 3T AT HT a5 Fer &1 T

é#ﬁwﬁ#wﬁﬁmﬁﬁmw#&
FHE T ST [Feed] d HSeSTT Jad HYT &7 TF
WYESTETIG] @ §9 & BT AT T JHt I8 dYT
gF 9rE9T S Aol H T HIEE S5 & #ar—q” T
WWWW@WWW?@‘W?‘
TEF [0 d05 221 ?'-///01#/ d1aeor Fqi7 51 g%

& fAeager {31 TSTHIHT & 57 AN T 917 Ff749T
R ot TET & AT ATTFHAT

Reporter: G 3@ AT Fe7. T W g

5 Fav T FEI m#@wwﬁaﬁr
awqrc: Foriarer @1 /-’-/01 ET &1 HT=2TTIT TcH
TET FC GHA FT FET & THT [THTTaHT & a1
% gz &1z & fora @&t 87

Karnail Singh: UAT T81 & F7T TTTTT HX FT IT7T
aﬁw?awﬁ'wa% Wa?vrwﬁ?agﬁ'aﬂ#?anﬁ“
FIFTHT H Te 7 &1 7 [H7FC T §7F9T 73T
T ar & 475 F& @ 4 HIT T F AT 75 T8
W??‘?%_?‘WWW?’TW ??‘?‘3177?/‘5'77‘

§wES 5T GHa & SHTYET 3T 781 & ar
37T T STTRT F TS & YT 3T WRST FaT 9t
OF FG 5T TGHEAT & FIT FHeT dr T FART F AT
@?a?aﬁramﬁaﬁ'a?a??amﬁv%%@?a#
W@W@?ﬁ?ddqﬁ T [HeT & §0TF9
<h

Reporter A1 FIeTT FA [5 51 g9 GI% H TH
& #EYT & [T [T 75 & I F&T & A HAEH
get T 9T T P FAT & T FTH TT I

i gt

28. On the basis of the aforesaid material, it is the case of the

complainant that the revisionist, through the said interview, levelled
allegations which are stated to be baseless and false, with the intent to

defame and lower the reputation of the complainant, thereby attracting

Revision Petition Nos. 02/2026
Karnail Singh Vs. Satyender Kumar Jain Page no. 13 of 19



the ingredients of the offence of criminal defamation.
29. The Ld. Counsel for the complainant has, in particular,
invited attention to the following portions of the interview, contending

that the same are per se false and defamatory:

"STAT TST YETHIT TqF 57 & §31 7 37 [Fear ar
[FFET 1100 TFF THIT Iq% T & §31 & 947 3T
THHR & 3T &G AlloTd G dl §a47 TST IETTR
FT FEGT 541 AT~ 0T & 1§97 TSH1 97 777
FIET 4T I FHq= 941 FTHT ...

... T TTSTHTHT &1 8 T 7§91 %7 7478 7 95T
TET & o TEHAT. !

.5 F(FT 2 GTeT Fe7 H BT HAT AT~ 5 [Ga5
ToT BT §31 7 IHH ¢ FTT HIY F GIAT [T T
HIT GFAT & 1" T o7 §HIE FT 77 F47 [T
75 F 34T T Al ST TIAT T8 €T & STl &
FTHT Fq FGIRT H 9% 79 ¥ 55T H 4T
FIT 4T BT 9T 4T T FEE g

Analysis:

30. The introduction of a pre-cognizance notice and an
opportunity of hearing before summoning reflects a conscious shift in
criminal procedure. The intent is not merely procedural; it is to ensure
that a proposed accused is not drawn into criminal proceedings
without being afforded a basic opportunity to explain the
circumstances appearing against him. The act of summoning has
serious personal consequences, affecting both liberty and reputation,
and therefore calls for due caution at the threshold.

31. At the stage of summoning of the accused, the Court is
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not required to assess whether a prima facie case is made out, as is
required at the stage of framing of charge. The scrutiny at this stage is
of a lesser degree, confined to a limited examination of the material on
record, and the Court is only required to see whether sufficient
grounds exist to proceed against the accused.

(emphasis supplied)
32. The issue that arises is the extent to which the Court may
consider the defence put forth by the proposed accused at this stage.
The opportunity so granted is not intended to convert the pre-
summoning stage into a trial, nor does it permit a detailed evaluation
of defence evidence. The Court is required to confine itself to the
material placed by the complainant and the limited inquiry
contemplated at this stage. At the same time, to altogether exclude the
defence from consideration would render the opportunity of hearing
meaningless.
33. A balanced approach is therefore required. Where the
defence is not extraneous or speculative, but arises from the
ingredients of the offence itself, particularly where it is founded on
statutory exceptions, the Court may, at a prima facie level, take note of
it. This does not involve testing the defence through evidence; it only
requires the Court to see whether, on the complainant's own material,
such a defence reasonably emerges. If the material, as it stands,
discloses circumstances bringing the case within a recognised
exception, there is no reason to defer such consideration.

(emphasis supplied)

34, This assumes importance in the context of Section 356 of
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the BNS. The provision defines defamation as the making or
publication of an imputation with the intention, knowledge, or reason
to believe that it will harm the reputation of another. However, the
provision itself incorporates exceptions which limit the scope of the
offence. The First Exception protects a statement which is true and
made for the public good. The Second and Third Exceptions recognise
that the conduct of public servants and persons dealing with public
questions is open to comment, provided such opinion is expressed in
good faith and confined to their public conduct. The Ninth Exception
protects statements made in good faith for the protection of one's own
interest, the interest of another, or for or the public good.

35. Thus, the offence cannot be read in isolation from these
exceptions. They are part of the statutory scheme and define the
permissible limits of speech. If, from the complaint and the statements
of witnesses, the alleged imputation appears to fall within one of these
categories, that circumstance is relevant while forming an opinion on
whether sufficient grounds exist to proceed.

36. At the same time, the scrutiny at this stage must remain
limited. The Court is not required to enter into disputed questions of
fact or assess the truthfulness of competing claims. The exercise is
only to examine whether, even if the allegations are accepted as they
stand, the material indicates that the act complained of may fall within
a recognised exception. This ensures that the hearing afforded to the
proposed accused is meaningful, without converting the process into a
trial.

37. In the present case, the impugned order records that the
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proposed accused had specifically invoked Exceptions 1, 2, 3 and 9 to
Section 356 of the BNS. The Ld. Trial Court has observed that the
mental element of the accused cannot be determined at this stage. To
that extent, the observation cannot be faulted, as questions of good
faith or intention may require evidence. However, that does not justify
a complete exclusion of the exceptions from consideration.

38. The Ld. Trial Court was required to examine whether, on
the material placed by the complainant itself, the alleged statements
could be said to fall, even prima facie, within the scope of the
exceptions invoked. A mere observation that such issues can be
considered only at trial does not meet the requirement of judicial
scrutiny, particularly when the proposed accused has been granted an
opportunity of hearing.

39. In matters of defamation, this exercise assumes added
significance, as the offence lies at the intersection of the right to
reputation and the freedom of speech. Where the statement concerns
the conduct of a public servant or a matter of public concern, a degree
of caution is required before issuing process. Public acts are open to
comment and criticism, and the Court must examine whether the
complaint discloses material sufficient to rule out, even prima facie,
the protection of the statutory exceptions.

40. The proper course would have been to consider the
statements in their entirety, the context in which they were made, the
status of the complainant, and the nature of the issue involved, along
with the exceptions pleaded. If, on such limited scrutiny, the

statements appeared to be defamatory and not even prima facie
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protected, process could have been issued. Conversely, if the alleged
defamatory statements fall within any of the exceptions provided
under Section 356 of the BNS on the basis of the pre-summoning
evidence, the Ld. Trial Court would be justified in declining to

proceed further.

Conclusion:

41. The view taken by the Ld. Trial Court that the
applicability of statutory exceptions can be examined only at the stage
of trial is not in accordance with law. The issue raised by the
revisionist goes to the root of the matter and directly affects the
legality of the order issuing process. The Ld. Trial Court was required
to undertake a limited examination of the alleged statements, the
material on record, and the exceptions pleaded, to determine whether
sufficient grounds exist to proceed.

42. Accordingly, the impugned order is set aside. The matter
is remanded to the Ld. Trial Court to consider the applicability of the
exceptions to the alleged statements, in the light of the observations
made herein, and to pass a fresh order in accordance with law.

43. This Court has consciously refrained from examining the
other grounds on merits. The impugned order is deficient inasmuch as
no finding has been returned on the exceptions specifically raised by
the revisionist. It is for the Ld. Trial Court to consider, at the
threshold, whether the material on record, read in the light of the
exceptions invoked, discloses sufficient grounds to proceed.

44, It is clarified that this Court has not expressed any
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opinion on the merits of the exceptions. Nothing stated herein shall be

construed as an expression on their applicability.

45. A copy of this order, along with the Trial Court Record,
be sent to the Ld. Trial Court.
46. Let a copy of this order be given dast/ to both the parties.
47. Revision file be consigned to the Record Room.
Digitally signed
T
Announced in the open Court JSIITI\%IS\II]{)RA N,
on 30.04.2026. 2020.,01.30
+0530
(Jitendra Singh)
Special Judge (PC Act) CBI-23
(MPs/MLAs Cases)
Rouse Avenue Court Complex,

New Delhi; 30.04.2026
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