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Judgement

Harish Chandra Mishra, J.—Heard learned counsel for the petitioner and learned
counsel for the State.

2. Petitioner is aggrieved by the order dated 10.3.2014 passed by Sri D. Barnwal,
learned Judicial Magistrate, Ranchi, in Khelari P.S. Case No. 2 of 2013,
corresponding to G.R. No. 106 of 2013, whereby the application filed by the
petitioner for release of pay loader, which has been seized in connection with the
case, has been dismissed by the Court below.

3. The impugned order itself shows that the petitioner is not the owner of the
payloader in question, rather he claimed to be financier of the payloader in
question. It also appears that no document of the vehicle in question was
produced in the Court below, though no objection of the owner was filed along
with the application for release of the vehicle in question. The Court below has
also stated in the impugned order that it is necessary to know the stand of the
owner of the vehicle in the matter of release of the vehicle in favour of the
petitioner. From the impugned order, it also appears that the vehicle in question
was seized in view of the fact that the payloader and another vehicles were
engaged for company work and the company was trying to flee away without
making the payment of the legitimate dues of other parties. In the backdrop of
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these facts, the application filed by the petitioner has been dismissed by the
Court below.

4. Learned counsel for the petitioner has submitted that the impugned order
passed by the Court below is absolutely illegal and the same cannot be sustained
in the eyes of law and the petitioner being the financier of the vehicle, the
vehicle ought to have been released in favour of the petitioner.

5. Learned counsel for the State has opposed the prayer.

6. Since the impugned order discloses the fact that the petitioner is not the
registered owner of the vehicle, documents relating to the vehicle were not
produced in the Court below, as also the stand of the accused owner of the
vehicle was also to be known, I do not see any illegality in the impugned order
worth interference in the revisional jurisdiction. There is no merit in this
application and the same is accordingly, dismissed.

Downloaded from CourtKutchehry — https://dev.courtkutchehry.com/judgments/tata-capital-financial-services-ltd-… Page 2 of 2


