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UPON hearing the counsel the Court made the following
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1. Heard learned counsel for the petitioner and learned
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2. The present

correctness of

petition

Additional Advocate General appearing for the State.

calls 1in question the

the order dated 17-04-2026 in
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S.B.Criminal Miscellaneous Second Bail Application
No.4910/2026 passed by the High Court of Judicature for
Rajasthan at Jaipur. By the said order, the petitioner
has been denied the benefit of bail in connection with
FIR No0.133/2025 registered with Arain Police Station,
District Ajmer, Rajasthan, for the offences punishable
under Sections 8/15 of the Narcotic Drugs and
Psychotropic Substances Act, 1985 (for short, ‘NDPS’).
3. When the matter came up on 01.06.2026, this Court
sought for a series of particulars from the State’s
counsel. The State has also filed the counter
affidavit, which we have perused.
4. The allegation against the petitioner is that he was
the owner of the vehicle from which the contraband was
seized. Admittedly, the petitioner was not in the
vehicle at the time of the seizure. The case of the
petitioner is that the vehicle had been taken on hire
and that he has not involved in the offence.
5. In any event, these are matters for trial. The
petitioner has already undergone about 11 months in
custody. Out of 24 witnhesses which are listed, as at
present 03 witnesses have been examined; the trial is
likely to take some time to conclude.
6. Keeping the nature of allegation against the
petitioner; the period already undergone by the
petitioner; the time that the trial is likely to take

and keeping in mind the twin condition of Section 37 of
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the NDPS Act, we are inclined to enlarge the petitioner
on bail.
7. Accordingly, we direct that petitioner shall be
enlarged on bail subject to the satisfaction of the
concerned Trial Court in connection with the aforesaid
FIR and for the offences mentioned hereinabove.
8. The Special Leave Petition is disposed of in the
above terms.
9. Pending application(s), if any, shall also stand

disposed of.

(NIRMALA NEGI) (MANOJ KUMAR)
ASTT. REGISTRAR-cum-PS COURT MASTER (NSH)
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