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HIAYTT uH

"R | ATZeR T AT Yferd o A R ek @rar 1his g WR eafert o1 o dehdT 8, Tt ehikars fehe SRt araer=
% d8d gidl &, SR TIaT 9Te] I oh [olQ oRIT IUTT R STaTelel! thiet HISlG 82"

gfers a1 A1geR I ZRT deh AT thist - i fRafa d
ShIHT UTIYT, SUTT 3R <A1k IU=RT &1 fasswor

i

TR H Yford I7 A15eR VT GRT dch @] ol ThIST et hl ShIRATS 13 &0 & &8 Ufehar dfgdt, 1973 (CrPC) &
YR 102 [37e TR AWTR e wfgdr, 2023 (BNSS) &l &RT1 107] & dgd i STieht 8| Fated =amdrerd A
Nevada Properties Private Limited v. State of Maharashtra (2019) & ag €€ a1 ¢ foh s @raT Ry
102 & dgd 'duRy’ (It |ufx) o Sidiid SiraT 8, [oireh Rt gfeid onl STia & SR 59 ThiST et ot STk
g1 afe gfor 39 Siedt i ga=m =i AfSige @t aahid (forthwith) 81 &t 8, dt HfcharaTes Seeios o BhRoT
TRITSITT hl hRATS 1Y gt STt g SR <RI 39 €, e Uehdl g, SIdT fh Amaladas Rajesh v. The State
(2024) ® HHT 7T g | gHTfad aferT o o9 e I=a =umraTerd | Re a1feient SRR S S7ar SAYaR aret
Afoee & THe&T CrPC &t &RT 451 a1 457 & dgd WTd &t 3TIhIST (de-freeze) @it & foTg Simde & @
T ITAT IUAR Iueied 8l

gafaa gHeR w@fafaat Fdtaan fofa
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gfad a1 |139R ¥ gR1 da @rar s HA & AL I - fawga RAsdwor

1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

01 deh @IaT YRT 102 CrPC & 3iaifd 'duf’ g 3R 39 foly STu=Ty & e & 3asah &

gferd hael a1 sich @Il ohl ThIST che Tehdll & TSI-TehT chfdd STORTE IT WieTer 31ae o ¥ e Wefer (nexus) I &,
ST foh The Meridian Educational Society v. The State of Telangana (2021) 3R Chilaram Narzary v.
State of Assam (2022) & fRufRa forar w1 81

02 AISIYe dt dehrel RUIféT (Forthwith Reporting) &=T 102(3) CrPC &t Tep ifHard durfen
JIhdT §

& gfere @1 thist A & a18 SUHR aTet AfSIREE ot §8h! FaT Tkl Tal adl 6, 1 Tg fAtherdT G STedt &
SRIRATS ohl 37AY SR STHAT &1 &l 8, SiET foh Ramesh @ Mint Ramesh v. State of Tamil Nadu (2025), Shawk

Labs Pvt. Ltd. v. State of Tamil Nadu (2023) 3R T. Subbulakshmi v. Commissioner of Police (2013) &
T fohar T 81

03 ST oh &R ThIfSHT o folg @TdTeRes hl Uget ¥ ohls gd Aifed 3T 37aaeh gl &

SIre o URfHe SR Agaqul =a=on # Freat o fam1er a1 g3 ot Akt o IgT © g Yferd gRT forr fondht gdf ifes &
QAT 1hIST et hl STHTd &dT &, 541 foh Ram Naresh Tiwari v. State of Chhattisgarh (2020) ¥ 791 a1 81

oa T ITAT ufeha & a1 Shae Hifen G or ThifSiT gt aORg eaw @

Jep g1 fomT foRelt foifea ammear, a1 102 CrPC & SfiuaTies Aifed AT 31 TS <l Gfol & chadl HIRdeh AT SHIUATRG
&1 R @11 1hIST T S o714 &, ST o Ajay Kharbanda v. State of Karnataka (2024) 3R George
Abraham v. The Branch Manager, IDFC Bank (2024) % Tq€ fésar man g1

05 €RT 451/457 CrPC AfSIe & GHE WIdT S1-ThIST & I Yeh UHTAT 3R dehfcde SU™ &

gIfad Sfert & UTd hadt e I=a AT ST o FoTd Yafdd ATORIAS SETeld & GHeT 9RT 451 a1 4RT 457 CrPC
& ded @I hi SHARHA et 37R -1RIFSHT & folg 3Tde e T duTies IUAR It g, S foh Uday Singha v.
State of Chhattisgarh (2022) # sifafuiia forar mar 81
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gfad a1 |139R ¥ gR1 da @rar s HA & AL I - fawga RAsdwor

06 T Sl AAHIST h3A T Ugel sSchl ohl TS ohl TR feam ST 1ty

ARSI GRT WTd ¥ Ach g2 AT TF ZIAHR e o 3TGL & ¥ Ugel Haiferd sich ahl STUHT & 3@ o HichT [T ST
TR arfeh faremfaat @ s i 9k, Siar fah Axis Bank Ltd. v. State of Karnataka [CRL.P[4734/2024] (2024)
# ufauifea forar mam 81

=rgraal & 3@ &9 g frar

wats mraraa F Muktaben M. Mashru v. State of NCT of Delhi (2019) # it I=a =amarerd = gares

b =raTera 3 Rigial 1 Riswor g g deaiftha e 25 a7 102 & daet gfer 3 ure cama
SOHR 8, Afch & IR it du § S1a ARSI e ot ket Rulfén ok ufeharere grem Iurat
T guTd: aTer fohar 7T gt

3= mrarEa fY ufeharcren JfeTT & A # AaTd 3R dfeeh S=a =amarerd Hd Re aifae & dgd @rd S-1his

Frard Y h TR ST @xd & (Yelantra Power Solutions Pvt. Ltd. v. State of Karnataka
(2023), A. Rajan v. Assistant General Manager (Law) (2016))| 8¢ faudid, ST
3R AT I=T T dehfeich IUAR chl JUSTEdT oh SR TR ATfIhIhdTSA Pl ARSI &
U ST ot (821 & € (Shree Mahalaxmi Associates v. State of Chhattisgarh (2020),
Superior Finlease Limited v. State of Telangana (2022))| $© HHal #, S¥ Riyaz
Ahmad Khan v. C.B.I. (2021) #, ag +ft & an f& afe @rar @d (Section 105-E CrPC)
% dgd thist fohar T &, dt 30 et & +fioR e srererd & 39! gfe sifvard &1 sak
sifaRed, M/s. AP Product v. State of Telangana (2020) 3R Shumsunnisa v. State of
Telangana (2020) ¥ 37arerdl = 711 foh iR uRf@fat (S 7emr) & afoge & g@=r 3=
7 & ol 3 gy e @it @ier & ST YRT451/457 CrPC o dgd AfSIKE @l T &t ahl
fA&er feam S @nfgq | Pawan Mohanty v. State of Odisha (2025) & g sgae & 78 fh
A R T &Y Toh & SR WeT ShafeT 31TE. 311, & SFRIY R d T, A I La @ieT ST
AEYI

g1 &1 RrEE TAHT dehriiehl 3R ATEER STURTY & TR H, SETerd] A Hdfold 3@ U § | hrAfeeh I
=rTed | Parthibhan V. v. State of Karnataka (2024) 5 &1 f&ar f&6 Q¢ @rd &t sdics
e foneft aafery & Sftam ofk eraam &t anfdd e & ST haret Gfee faarfed fy iR
'lien' (TEUNTIGR) sifthd foraT ST ofR aTdht @Td & M= Harer &Y srAfd & Sg |

sfaoffa &= ar aarafrat

Gferer qeftar-ust e SfR ufehareten shfaai

Bornali Dutta Bora v. State of Assam (2023) i€ ATHe! # I8 &@1 T § foh 5a @rd # dfere gt (extortion) &t
OT ST i T HeE &Y, df UfchaTcen chffdl o JTaSla STid oh fgd # @Tdl ol gid @ieH R ey fgafehard g1
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gfad a1 |139R ¥ gR1 da @rar s HA & AL I - fawga RAsdwor

QenTTeeh TS o Tavd

Axis Bank Ltd. v. State of Karnataka [CRL.P/3635/2024] (2024) % g Gu<T Q= 313 foh 321 9R it fafvr= srererat
R {1 Jepf ot g e 99 iR a1 S1-TRIST et oh chs SITCRT SR ahe & YH i FRAfT AT gidt 8, @ a9 51d @1d |
Iuetss QN MY araf & Tgd BA
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gfad a1 |139R ¥ gR1 da @rar s HA & AL IT1 - wifafs graur

e ICIRERICCICERE

SECTION 102, CODE OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE, 1973 — POWER OF POLICE OFFICER TO SEIZE CERTAIN
PROPERTY

g YRT Gford SRR ot Ot fohelt off Fufxt ol STed et a1 SifenR 3t & fSreres IRt 81 a1 g &t a1 foras foRelt sTorTe
o g1 T Geg OeT giar gt

"(1) Any police officer may seize any property which may be alleged or suspected to have been
stolen, or which may be found under circumstances which create suspicion of the commission of

any offence.

(2) Such police officer, if subordinate to the officer in charge of a police station, shall forthwith
report the seizure to that officer.

(3) Every police officer acting under sub-section (1) shall forthwith report the seizure to the
Magistrate having jurisdiction..." 3gd: Shree Mahalaxmi Associates v. State of Chhattisgarh, Ram
Naresh Tiwari v. State of Chhattisgarh, Uday Singha v. State of Chhattisgarh, Muktaben M. Mashru
v. State of NCT of Delhi, Chilaram Narzary v. State of Assam, Bornali Dutta Bora v. State of Assam,
Superior Finlease Limited v. State of Telangana, The Meridian Educational Society v. The State of
Telangana, Shumsunnisa v. State of Telangana, Amaladas Rajesh v. The State, T. Subbulakshmi v.
Commissioner of Police, Shawk Labs Pvt. Ltd. v. State of Tamil Nadu, A. Rajan v. Assistant General
Manager (Law), George Abraham v. The Branch Manager, IDFC Bank, Axis Bank Ltd. v. State of
Karnataka, Ajay Kharbanda v. State of Karnataka, Yelantra Power Solutions Pvt. Ltd. v. State of
Karnataka, Parthibhan V. v. State of Karnataka
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111, A HhGH 2550

# qHEHAT

01 Vijendra Kapoor v. State of U.P.
UPHC010281432023

02 Riyaz Ahmad Khanv. C.B.I.
UPHC011652512021

03  Ramesh @ Mint Ramesh v. State of
Tamil Nadu
HCMA012308512025

04 Ajay Kharbanda v. State of
Karnataka
KAHC010400812024

05 Uday Singha v. State of
Chhattisgarh

CGHC010410102022

06 Ram Naresh Tiwari v. State of
Chhattisgarh

CGHC010250262020

07  Superior Finlease Limited v. State

of Telangana
HBHC010307992022

08  Muktaben M. Mashru v. State of

NCT of Delhi
DLHC012169842018

09 The Meridian Educational Society v.

The State of Telangana
HBHC010345982021

10 M/s. AP Product v. State of

Telangana
HBHC010218312020

11 Shumsunnisa v. State of Telangana
HBHC010386222020

12 Amaladas Rajesh v. The State
HCMA010528902024

13 Pawan Mohanty v. State of Odisha
0DHC010474322024
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qreoft

qrardaa

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT

MADRAS HIGH COURT

HIGH COURT OF
KARNATAKA

HIGH COURT OF
CHHATTISGARH

HIGH COURT OF
CHHATTISGARH

HIGH COURT FOR STATE
OF TELANGANA

HIGH COURT OF DELHI

HIGH COURT FOR STATE
OF TELANGANA

HIGH COURT FOR STATE
OF TELANGANA

HIGH COURT FOR STATE

OF TELANGANA

MADRAS HIGH COURT

ORISSA HIGH COURT

ayg

2023

2021

2025

2024

2022

2020

2022

2019

2021

2020

2020

2024

2025

III - uffa gwed

gEg Pvfa

S ST 81 & aTe Afode & gHer aRT 102(3)
CrPC & dgd 3fae o1 3d U 21

RT 105-E CrPC & dgd S smeer &Y 30 i &
ffR gfe 7 g1 IR Ik T gt

o gdf g ofk AfSe @l dehret RaYé & fomm
&k @11 IHIST BT ST &

for foneft aftaanes ifew a1 awr 102 CrPC &
UfehaTcHeR SIUTA oh @TdT ThIST sheT ST g

Qrar hifShT & faveg eRT1 457 CrPC & dgd Afoiee
% THET STded O aXg & faameofia &1

YRT 102 & dgd @TdT WISt & o fIT @rdreRe
ot qd Fifew & et 78t 1

Re &a1fdewR & g7 &1 451 CrPC & dgd
ARSI & UTT STHT Yeh UTe dehfetieh IUTR &1

4RT 102 I ufehar &1 H8TE T UTel 7 i W deh
Q1T hifSiT @t g fohar ST gehar g1

"Rt oft Ul & ded o @A MM &, T
AT &t Ga &A1 sifard g1

HEHR & hRUT ARSIREE hl T 7 g8 & R
AT 3 YRT 451457 CrPC & dgd Tga &l

gfera Sira 3 R Sfeaer @ 1HST R TeRdt &
IUAR &g AKe & Uy Sd|

fard ufehareres Framt (A & denrel gied
HAT) o SooTo IR QT g S1-5hisT gl

T4 g1 & 16, Shad ST TSR & SR W IS
feR T et @l gia @iel ST AfRu
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14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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qHEHT

Shawk Labs Pvt. Ltd. v. State of
Tamil Nadu
HCMAG11440732023

Yelantra Power Solutions Pvt. Ltd.
v. State of Karnataka
KAHC010563542023

A. Rajan v. Assistant General
Manager (Law)
HCMD010796552016

Nevada Properties Private Limited
v. State of Maharashtra
ESCR010003522019

Chilaram Narzary v. State of Assam
GAHC010059992021

T. Subbulakshmi v. Commissioner
of Police
HCMA011190582013

Parthibhan V. v. State of Karnataka
KAHC010570342023

Bornali Dutta Bora v. State of
Assam
GAHC010090132020

Shree Mahalaxmi Associates v.

State of Chhattisgarh
CGHC010194512020

Axis Bank Ltd. v. State of
Karnataka [CRL.P[4734/2024]
KAHC010216352024

George Abraham v. The Branch
Manager, IDFC Bank
KAHC010044302024

Axis Bank Ltd. v. State of

Karnataka [CRL.P/3635/2024]
KAHC010225162024

B iEic:

grardaa

MADRAS HIGH COURT

HIGH COURT OF
KARNATAKA

MADRAS HIGH COURT

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA

GAUHATI HIGH COURT

MADRAS HIGH COURT

HIGH COURT OF
KARNATAKA

GAUHATI HIGH COURT

HIGH COURT OF
CHHATTISGARH

HIGH COURT OF
KARNATAKA

HIGH COURT OF
KARNATAKA

HIGH COURT OF
KARNATAKA

ayg

2023

2023

2016

2019

2022

2013

2024

2023

2020

2024

2024

2024

III - uffa gwed

gy fAofg

ASREE ! TR YT 1 WS S ThRUT Sk @l
T TRIST et chl ShIRATS SRl ST AT

YRT 102(3) CrPC & sifard gaam 3 # fahet wgt
R gfore a1 thifsh Fifew @ ghmi

UfehaTeeh Iectad (AfSe ot deepter RUiE 7 &)
g1 TR UM @Ta <ht hifShT 8 &Y S|

YRT 102 CrPC & dep @rd (Tt Gufxy) A &,
AfehT e Tufa et & o ufery 7181 81

SURTY R Jeh @1 & o9 e g a1 daig 7 g
R RIS it ShaTE arde 2

SATABR Tt ARSI Y dIehret (forthwith)
ROIET 7 AT STt ol G a8 gfSd el &

QR TTd i selich e o Tl hael TfeTe AR
(50,000) W 'lien" siferd foraT ST =BT
Tfeer ITTEY AFA & A a1t Wil bt ThIST et h
yfehaTeres uggelt R faamr faar)

famr =i afeass ok uftharare siig & afSiee
GRT SI-TRIST 3Tde @TRST AT ot g

Q! el SFTIHIST e 3fR o gLdiaiRd & & Ugat
Jeh ent G1aTS ohT HichT T ST A1fe gl

3 T} <l gferT & hael HIfed TR TR 799
T Y @1 ThiST T O aRE 91dY 8l

foT S a1 U g AfSRge g1 9 09 giawe
T T STTRST T 7Teid &l
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gfard ar |rzar A9 gRI §& @rar wis &7 H DAL IV - fg&E# @1 gz

IV. WWWUT 25 &9 wisd

o1 Vijendra Kapoor v. State of U.P.

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2023-03-31 - WRIC/4426/2023

g ATfAehT Teh Sch T ht ThIST et oh STGRT T FHIdT & oh folQ aRR &l 115 oft| arfAehTendtell et @TdT Sfdd €9 ¥ 'hooch
tragedy' (STe<ielt *R1E dig) <l Sig & fafa & gfor g1 RIS foham mar | =marera 3 Section 102 of the Criminal
Procedure Code a1 fasawor forar, St gfer ot foneft oft Ot Tufy Y Sted vt am 1R et Y <ifery 2T @ s IR & W gl fop
g forelt sroRTy # e 81 =T & Supreme Court o faf%a ol &1 gaten 3d g g e fhar & Stra sifdert & o stra
% &R ek @l ehl ThiST @l ol SHfYGR ¢ af I Jufal ot Stie fohy ST 38 SToRTY § Ttem Saiy g1 <ffeh Stia ar+ft oofay wR off,
AT = TRt SRt @RSt R e SR ahat o arfienreral ST gt 817t & a1e il sraTerd & THeT S1U-T et 3 Uohd &

frofa  SATEIETG Ied graTerd A RuiRa forar 6 S ot 81 8fiR iRiT o (charge sheet) a1f&e g1 & aTe, wTfad &fes
gRT 102(3) CrPC & dgd Tefda Aforge & Twer i-1h1st & forg Sirde e GehaT &1 ARSI ST goidt ot g & a1e 3Rd
STd T §Q W1 Sl T, e T SIS & Tehd &l

“Once the investigation is complete and Police report is submitted to the Court concerned it is open for
the person whose account has been freezed during investigation, to apply for defreezing of the bank
account before the concerned Magistrate in terms of Section 102 (3) of Cr.P .C. and persuade the Court
concerned that the said bank account is no more necessary for the purpose of investigation. If such
application is filed, the Court concerned shall consider the request in accordance with law, and after

hearing the investigation agency, may allow the application and direct defreezing of such bank account.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2023 i UPHC010281432023

o2 Riyaz Ahmad Khan v. C.B.I.
ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2021-12-14 - WRIC/16963/2021

FrfaemTeRarst 3 Sra-t dek @ W TRt 1RIST gem & forg I8 anfaieT arR Y oft| A g o1 3 arferendte & sroel it f geR
afery At = off, fSaeh foig 32 o S¥aiaRoT & ATEH ¥ WA UTW g3 71 91 H I8 UdT el h @ISR & G 7 deh H 31U ug &l
ZEUENT el §Q 310 WIATHIR o O ordey &0 § Fichreratant o @ & At &1 g & anficreatail i g Acfanma 78t urd w)
TR = 71T R Arferreratedt & Tgra-mgof a¥tch & JfA a1 gdiaRor foRar o ofR 3ch 49 uR foheft Sk ot aran At s=ar sraTed
3 Jo ! @TaT SI-1RIST e o g T SR Rt o den SToe agent o forg Tefaa i off# & etk st SrfaTe! s TehdT &1

frofa T 3 T fob afe 5w SifdepRt gRT Sk @I ot ThisT e o fAder fw Sird &, &t eRr 105-E CrPC o dgd 30 o=t
& IR T&H AT gRT 39 3720 T g Y ST F1fgq | 8HT 9 814 IR @11 thisT I@HT1 IR-ahIgAT 81
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03

04

“It is only in the event where the Investigating Officer issues instruction for freezing bank account and
such direction is approved by the competent court within 30 days that the freezing of bank account can
continue, which is not the case here. In view of the above deliberation, this writ petition succeeds and is
allowed. A writ of mandamus is issued to the respondent State Bank of India to de-freeze the account of
the writ petitioners unless an order to the contrary is passed by any competent court in accordance with

"

law.

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2021 g UPHC011052512021

Ramesh @ Mint Ramesh v. State of Tamil Nadu
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2025-10-13 - CRL 0P/28018/2025

g AT TfAehTehd! & seh @l ehl Gferd gIRT ThisT fhg ST & Rt Gk <ht 718 arfeienT & Heifdrd 81 amfiehtendl TR Section 131,
140(2), 189(4), 308(2), 336(2) 3k 351(3) BNSS & d&d FIR &si &l 5 <ft, foiges ame police A for frdht gdf g=m & ik Teifda
Ao ot RUté foh fomT 39ch den w@ral ot 1hisT e fam i =amarer 3 /T 6 Section 102 of Cr.P.C. a1 Section 107 of BNSS
&% dgd deh @ral ot Thist e & forg Fraffea sy ufckar a1 urem =8t forar mam| 39 uftharares Ffe & wRT, =marer 3 gfer &t
s fea 13 3 gen warg & +ftar ok @l et SHThIST et & forg den ot gfad el

frofa G Ied AT A AT o fomT foneft gam o ok AfSige ot dchrer Rulé ugd fohg fomm des @ral et thist aem 9T
102 CrPC (a1 &= 107 BNSS) o UTae ! & d8d Q3T a¥g 37139 & 3R 39 STYUR UR HhIfSHT hl ShkaTs HRed &l ST a1feql

“Where the Bank Account is freezed without notice to the concerned person and report is not
immediately sent to the jurisdictional Magistrate Court, the freezing of Bank Accounts gets vitiated and

the same requires the interference of the Court.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2025 Ha HCMAG12308512025

Ajay Kharbanda v. State of Karnataka
HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2024-08-07 - WP/18918/2024

gg AT ATfentehdl gRT IDFC Bank & @Td &t 1hIST fhg ST & et &R &t 8 Re anferent & Haifdra §1 o = fom foneht
Sftaafies FifeT ar Section 102 of the Cr.P.C. & dgd UfhaTaTes SIUTe o, 31T IS hl gferd & firet Aden & SR iR @rd &t
ThisT oz fear 1 =ararerd = | fh Section 102 of the Cr.P.C. & dgd Tufxl STed & a1 WAl ThisT &heq o foig IRIT ufehar @t
Tl AT AT &1 ST AMfed a1 11T & 37Ta H, ek GRT h TS g ShRaTs 7Y UTS T3 | dag9R, I I A &k ohl @1
! gid SI-1RIST et g e, gieifcn g gfer ot 9o & i oh SRR H g hRaTs el § 78] Akl 8l

frofa AT = TE foha foh gfera sifdremiat grr fom forelt faf@a smdar ar a1 102 CrPC & situ=mRes Fifed & & @rd
o1 ThIST T SR 3139 g1 IR gt ufehar SR =i Smasn & ST # @rar thist @1 aferiTd SifeRT &1 sk
RESECE
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05

06

“Section 102 of the Cr.P.C. provides the legal framework under which a police officer may seize property,
including freezing of bank accounts, during an investigation. The law mandates that such action must be
accompanied by due process, including issuing formal notice and obtaining judicial orders where
required. In the present case, the absence of such notice or order from Respondent No. 2 renders the

freezing of the petitioner’s account unlawful...”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2024 Hid KAHC010400812024

Uday Singha v. State of Chhattisgarh
HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2022-12-13 - WPCR/976/2022

g HTHET ATfIehTehd| ch Sch @Td ht Gferd ZRT ThisT fhy S & e grer &t 718 Re anfaer & &fid &1 =marery = ag FufRa
foRaT f&R 'Section 102 of the CrPC' & dgd, Gferd STid & SR fohelt T dfeh @1 aht ThIST e Tehdl! ¢ St R Tl STURTEY h ShiIIH &
e a1 811 =raTery = WE foha ok e @rar 'Section 102 of the CrPC' & dgd 'property’ & Sidid STaT g1 dfch arf<ieprendl &
U9 'Section 457 of the CrPC' & dgd AfSR¢e & THe @Td1 Gad™ (defreeze) & fog 3imaed - @l qurfes fdehed Iuerey g,
g4l =maTery A ATf<iehl &1 (TR &ed §Y I U8 IUTT U &t gt & g1

frofa  =ATATAT A AT foh ek @TaT &RT 102 CrPC & dgd 'dufa’ & ok St SifderRY SToRTer § 2 @1l ot ThisT e Thd & |
g9 1Y g, uHTfad eafert & fig 9R1 457 CrPC & dgd AfSige & aer S1-1HISHT 8 STde sl ol SU9R G kg &
faremrofia ok Suetsy g1

“Section 457 of the CrPC empowers the Magistrate to give delivery of the said property to the person
entitled to possession subject to certain conditions mentioned therein... As such, since bank account of
the accused is the property under Section 102(1) of the CrPC, therefore, application under Section 457 of

the CrPC for defreezing the bank account would be maintainable.”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2022 Ha CGHC010410102022

Ram Naresh Tiwari v. State of Chhattisgarh
HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2020-12-14 - WPCR/582/2020

g HTHAT Yeh TRehI At (Patwari) gRT 30+ 3R 310=t URAR & Seh @Tdl i 1AIST st o STTRRT St FATet o  Taifdd &1
YETER Riee &R GRT Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 & dg&d FIR &Sf &3 & &g & @1a hisT fohy 7q 9| anfarehrerdt st
3 o1 foh CrPC Y &RT 102 & dgd STaxgeh UfehaTsi el UTel gl fohalT T 3R Ig 3ch HHATAGRT i Jeeie g | =TITerd 3
Supreme Court 3 gd ot & garer 3d gy Tue fmam s des @ 'property’ &t aRHTST # 317d & 3R ST Siferep R ot ST &
R 36 1hIST e T ST SIfUeR & | =TTerd = ATfeiet WISt e §Q el fon ST o ame weifaa AfSige &t Raté s
3Tk g, Afhd =T g ugal @ Aifew ar rfRarf =gt 21

Frofa IR = AR foRaT for gferd gRT ST & SR 9T 102 & dgd 9l a7 @idT 1hisT e o folg Sferer ar srRidt
o Uget O TifeT 4T 3rmaaes T8l &, Fifeh U okt O T1eT] o U1 BEIS ohl Wl el &l JehdT &
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“The arguments impugning the freezing of the accounts under Section 102 CrPC without notice to the
petitioners are to be noted for rejection for the simple reason that the Section 102 does not contemplate
issuance of any such notice, and for the purpose of investigation, no notice to the suspect can be expected

under the law.”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2020 | CGHC010250262020

Superior Finlease Limited v. State of Telangana
HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2022-04-29 - WP/22791/2022

g gifaeRt Teh NBFC Shut gRT &RR @i 718 off, fS1eeh de @ral &l gfee A Cyber Crime HTHe ehl ST & GRT ThieT s T T
gTfehRTehd ehT ek o7 foh 3 foRelt off SToRTy & STRIUT 18T € ofR gferd = I gRT &1 T8 9raraad (representation) WR &his $RaATE
51 hl &1 =ATaTerd = AT & TuT-a # Sy faeT ag Aot féar f Article 226 of the Constitution of India & @&d Writ
Petition 39 forw 3T ITAR 81 &1 <araTerd 3 ATfRihTend| ol Gafdd &R aTet =amarerd & 9HeT Section 451 of the Code
of Criminal Procedure & dgd 37da i i Wd=dT & g, Hilfch Thisl fohy 7Y sich @ & Haifdrd Aret o forg a8t st ufehar
fRaifa 1

frofa AT Ied T = T fopa foh Tfdem & srg=ee 226 & dgd Re aTfRieT aR—IR ST dah @Td I 1RISHT & f&erh
U UHTET IUAR gl g | T ueli ht SFTfAeR areft SmuRifdes sreTerd & THeT 9RT 451 CrPC & dgd Jgd HivY a1fey|

“When the petitioner bank account is seized basing on a crime registered whether the petitioner is an
accused or not his remedy is to file an appropriate Application before the Court concerned under Section
451 Cr.P.C. At any stretch of imagination, tlre remedy under Article 226 of the Constitution of India is not

al elficacious remedy.”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2022 Ha HBHC010307992022

Muktaben M. Mashru v. State of NCT of Delhi

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2019-11-29 - CRL.M.C./4206/2018

g AT Investigating Officer (I0) gRT Section 102 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 & dgd aTf<iehtehd! o dh
QTal i Thist et O i &1 arfientenal, Sit oI} i Al €, 7 gefter &t foh @rad IRt Agd &l HATS & 8k 10 7 WTd Sied &t &
1% Magistrate @t gfad s &t sifaard st ufekar st urer 8 foran| Agtdifores AfSee 7 @ral ot SivhisT e o Simeer fea
o7, 1 srfafkea g =mareier = <8 &R far an1 S=r <ararer 7 59 o919 R o= foran 1o @ ufehan @t ures e mar ofik @rat &t
ThIST el SR &0 9 Fgl 91 a1 11|

i feeel Iea =amarer A fAofy fear ok gfersr sifdert & forg et 102 CrPC & Sif-amd gt et Ut ehT 3Taah 8
I gfera STedt &t Ruté AfSe ot Ao 3R genfad aafa st Fserare smeer 6t ufa dioa & fawe gt 8, af @rdn i
A Y HRATS IE, ! ST Gahal! B

VITARK ffds Rad - mu-fig 11 / 19



gfard ar |rzar A9 gRI §& @rar wis &7 H DAL IV - fg&E# @1 gz

09

10

“It is held in the case of R Chandrasekhar v. Inspector of Police Station, 2003 Cr L] 294(295) that the
provisions of Section 102 of the Cr.P.C. are mandatory and where the mandatory provisions of Section
102 of the Cr.P.C. are not complied with, the police officer does not report to the concerned Magistrate
about the seizure... the order of the police officer for seizure of the bank account would be set aside.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2019 Ha DLHC012169842018

The Meridian Educational Society v. The State of Telangana

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2021-10-04 - WP/21106/2021

g AT Yo Re arfaiet & Teifda & fSas anfarcrenat & gfor gRT 9=t S @ral ot ThisT et & ey ot ATt & oY) faare gas
gufx fh greha ik aaraariie g&aidror gaeia O IusT ¢, foad fathe & R ufdard) I 5 3 aiiRieradl & Reems
Sections 406 3k 420 of the IPC & dgd Uil aof &g oft|

frofa IR = FiRa foRar fa emRT 102 CrPC & d8d S%aHTe foham T aTeRisT "any property” & g 3R 59H deh
@rd oY A €1 grerifes, 3T dgd ol 718 STt hY SRR T AfSREE ohf dwhldl &t ST 1Tl

“With regard to freezing of bank Accounts by invoking power of the Investigating Officer under Section
102 of Cr.p.C. is no longer res integra. The phrase 'any property' in Section 102 of Cr'P'C includes bank

Accounts and Police authorities have power to freeze bank Accounts.”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2021 |9 HBHC010345982021

M/s. AP Product v. State of Telangana
HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2020-12-03 - WP/13363/2020

gg "\ Criminal Procedure Code (Cr.P.C.) &t Section 102(1) & dgd gfer gIRT sk @Il oht ThIST et chl derdT § Teferd &1
gTfAehTeRatell 7 dch fear fo gfer 3 Section 102(3) Cr.P.C. @1 Iewtad fohaT 8, Sit sifAard shear & foh 519 off &l Jufx (S d
GTT) STed <l ST 8, df 3T Ja-T gid Haifdd A al & STt anfeq | gferd 3 srafaes & & afSge ot gfad forar o
rTerg A A {3 'forthwith' () G=AT &A1 Geh SifAamd denfies masaehdl 1 glefifas, HisiaT pandemic & &RoT g faeie &t
&g gy SR g & gy ok Sttw oot I 381 8, e 7 deh @il bt gid @it T SIS T8l e, afcds anfenreatadt ol deifla
AfSRge & U™ Cr.P.C. i Sections 451 3R 457 & d&d interim custody & g simdeA et a1 fAder ez

frofa ITATEIT A &gl foh Yo gRT &RT 102 & dgd AL eht deehiel G &1 ffard g1 HemRt siet srargror aRfRfaat
# gy facia ol d@d gy e @rd @ier & ST Arfehtehal Sl el ARSI & urd 9RT 451/457 CrPC & dgd ST el [T fear
el

“According to the learned Assistant Government Pleader, bank accounts are freezed as part of the
investigation into the crimes reported against the petitioners and are the crime properties. Petitioners
ought to have approach the jurisdictional Magistrate seeking to grant interim custody of the property
seized and, therefore, when an alternative remedy is available, writ petition is not maintainable.”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2020 |d HBHC010218312020
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11 Shumsunnisa v. State of Telangana

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2020-12-24 - WP/23777/2020

g HTHAT Seh @Il o ThisT e o Gferd & el i AT o & Gaifdd &1 anfenreratadl 3 ach e foh Siia & SR 371 o @ral
Y ThIST ST TT1d AT| =IRITerd A 7T fah Section 102 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 & dgd Gferd @t STid & gRM
SORTY AT Tferer Tufy a1 dep @Il ol STed e ol YRR &1 =T = ag W fhar fo arfaaredf Section 451 ok
Section 457 of the Cr.P.C. & dgd Tafiid afoiee & U 3iaRkA ses! a1 @ra ¥ o e & A smded e Iopd & | =amarerd 3
Re arfent st @RSt o e, «ifeh arfRemrenatstl sl st U & Iuereys 3= IUTAT et STUAT Y Fcf=rar <1

frofa AT = WE ok foh geft @rar thfShn @ wrarare! & s1fdeR R Tt Ak avet §, Afch ag st ufshar o1 s
ey 3T g1 faanfea oik Gfere w@rdl & ddier & waqifad uer arr 451 a1 457 CrPC & dgd SidR® Agd I Iohd &

“Sections 451 and 457 Cr.P.C., vest power in the concerned Magistrate to grant interim custody of the
crime property and it is always open to an aggrieved person to file appropriate application for granting

interim custody.”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2020 Hta HBHC010386222020

12 Amaladas Rajesh v. The State
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2024-03-28 - CRL 0P/7308/2024

Tg "ATAeT Criminal Procedure Code &t 9IRT 482 & dgd &R <hl TS ITRIehT & Tafad &, foaw arfRienTerarl = orut S @ral &t
'de-freeze' &z I 77T &Y ofY | gfer = ST & &R 871 @1dl @l 1hisT & feam o, AR Section 102 of the Cr.P.C. & d&d
ST LA STTaTRATS T UTe gl fohar, 9 foh @R arel AfSe ot gid G A &1l ITerd A ag w11 foh ufeharara
T T Seeied et o SIRUT Sch @Al ! ThIST el ! &0 § SRR 8| JagaR, ASTY Ied T 3 gTfAehiehdiell o uel J
o &3 gu @rdl At R de-freeze & a1 amasr fea

Profa TG Ied AT = AT ok afe gferd fawmT e Jifew ofik afSee ot derel RUTE U fohg @1 thisT el 8, dt
O} hRaTS LA ohl gfe H feeh 7ot Tehdl | UfchaTaieh Ieeia o ehRUT U 3 Wl <l gid dTe], e Al &S f&a|

“In the present case, the Bank account has been freezed without notice to the petitioner and without a
report submitted to the Magistrate... Therefore, the action on the part of the respondent police in freezing
the Bank accounts maintained before the 2 nd respondent Bank is completely vitiated and it is

unsustainable in the eyes of law.”
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2024 Ha HCMA010528902024
13 Pawan Mohanty v. State of Odisha

ORISSA HIGH COURT - 2025-09-02 - CRLMC/2541/2024

g AT ATIhlIehd! GRT 37U b @Td bl 'defreeze’ & & 32T & forw grR fohar mam ur| a1fesrerdf @t Umerkote P.S. Case
No. 218 of 2023 (Section 420 of IPC) & nfiet ferar mar o1, fSah SR ST AR & SIRIY TR I7ehT sidh @IdT Hiet e fam
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TRIT AT| ST |, TTIehTehd | ol T&TH T gRT G SIRITT T -t & feam 1, @feh Sep @rar sreft oft et am| 3= =amarer = fRdar
fea fos afe @rar feedt =fden srmesr o it ganm &, af Arfeiehrend @l trial court & THeT 3Tde T dTiey, 3R afe T8 S
SRR & SrRYe IR foha T o, Y I¥ R 39 g & fAder & TRyl

frofa AT A sfAfAufRa forar f afe S @rmar saa sia sifdrerdt (10) & sty W s fovar mam o, ofk arferedl &t
g g1 &, It ST SRR ot deh ol @A gid Wier & fAder & =gl

“In the event the bank account has been freezed on the request of the I.0., then necessary instruction be
imparted to the concerned bank-Opposite Party No.3 by the 1.0.-Opposite Party No.2 to defreeze the bank

account of the Petitioner immediately.”

ORISSA HIGH COURT - 2025 | 0DHC010474322024

14 Shawk Labs Pvt. Ltd. v. State of Tamil Nadu
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2023-08-30 - WP/24891/2023

29 AT H, ATRAehIeRd! = STu+ ek @rdl l 1St vt & gferd & fofa st gt < oft 1 gfera = Section 102 of Cr.P.C. & dgd Sfiw
% GRS @Il ol ThIST foham o1, <ifche g9eh! ga=T S AfSe &l &3 8 & 718 oft | <amarera = 7T foh ST gferd el des @rar
THIST et 8, df I R S9! SR Hefad AfSge ot 3T S1fard &1 59 ufehaTares I ot &wd §Y, =ImTerd 3 gferd &t
grieiehTend! o @Tal el gid AThIST (defreeze) @ a1 e feam =amarers = T e 6 afe widsy # S & fag @rdt &t this
AT ST g, df gferd @t Section 102 of Cr.P.C. &l g8 ¥ UTel T g

Rrofa  HETY I <IRATeRd A AT foh RT 102 CrPC & At Urae=i & dad et chl dhlel a1 SRR dTel AfSIge aht
1 T RS oht G g & 7Y I &1 8

“after the bank account was freezed by the seventh respondent Police, it was not immediately intimated
to the jurisdictional Magistrate as mandated under Section 102 of Cr.P.C. Hence, the very freezing of the

account is illegal and the law on this issue is too well settled.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2023 Fd HCMA011440732023

15 Yelantra Power Solutions Pvt. Ltd. v. State of Karnataka
HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2023-11-24 - WP/24815/2023

gg AT gferd gRT Section 102 of Cr.P.C. & dg&d dlfddhlehd! o sich @I &l ThisT et & ofa et gl 33 & Hefea g1
gTfreaTehdtadl = ah f&a o gfers = 3@ ufehar & fag sifard st sasaendrsit a1 uTer g1 fohaT 81 =amaTerd 3 g o gfere 3
Jon @1 I 1RIST e Y GaT aifdd AfSige @t 'forthwith' (fem iRl & o) =181 & oft, it Section 102(3) of Cr.P.C. @t
SeeitH &1 =ATaTer A RIIA S Rigidl a1 gaTell &a gY ATiehT Wb & ot 3R gferg g1 STkt fohy 1 thiwT ife ot 3¢ e
e, Try & TEfda S ot arfRierrerat s @A gia SRt s et e e

frofa  IRITEId A URT 102 & dgd UfehdTeTeh shels TR SR &d g el fob &1 102(1) 3R 102(3) CrPC &l 3asgeharyg
Jfardf (mandatory) &1 QiR gRT 39 UfShaT ot UTer = AT SHfSHT AT hl g et aiv g7aT 81
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“The Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Jermyn Capital LLC Dubai -vs- Central Bureau of Investigation
and Others, reported in (2023) 7 SCC 810, with reference to Section 102 of Cr.P.C. has held that, the

requirement of sub-Section 1 and 3 of Section 102 of Cr.P.C. are mandatory.”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2023 |id KAHC010563542023

A. Rajan v. Assistant General Manager (Law)
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2016-08-03 - WP(MD)/7206/2016

Tg ATHAT Ueh ke TTiehT @ Gefdq & s arfRierrendt 3 b ol 31a= ThisT fohy 7T @1l ot @ierm apt fR&er 3 iy | <y ot
IifenTehal, STt Ten Gatga A &, 7 adh fean o Iadh do @l ot gfer gRT Siia & SR #-8H &1 § 11T ok ma g,
Sraeh BRoT ag o 3fiR s fedTa uet Y Rifthear Geeft srexal & forw o= o1 SuahT A H sramef &1 arfRiehrenat et ah ot fb
gferd 7 Section 102 of the Code of Criminal Procedure & dgd sfard ufeharsit &t arem =gl foa, fasiy &9 & 1hisT & &t
G AR ot g1 & | =ATaTerd = AT St Riggidl & SR TR WhITSHT SMméer &t gAY &7 <hl Ufeha a1 STaeiiend fohar SR
gTi<IehTend| el Agd Tal &hd §Q seh WIdl § Aeh g el 3T faam

Rrofa =TT = g fuffa forar i gfor grr 3o @1 &l 1his & Y deenrer RAYE Afoge @t 7 A1 e TR R arr
102(3) CrPC o1 Iewied g, [oe® Ot hikars drfrt w0 ¥ e gt STt 81

“As per Section 102(3) of Cr.P.C., the Police Officer shall report with regard to seizure of the property
forthwith to the concerned Magistrate, but in the instant case, the freezure of the bank account was not
reported forthwith to the Magistrate, which is in total violation to the provision under section 102(3) of
Cr.p.C."

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2016 Ha HCMDO10796552016

Nevada Properties Private Limited v. State of Maharashtra

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2019-09-24 - 2019 INSC 1077

gg "HaT Section 102 of the Code of Criminal Procedure (CrPC) & dgd gferd &l Ut STed ahet dhi 1fert &hi s &
Geifdd g1 =T 3 g WE foha 6 'any property' 25g # A« dUfx (immovable property) nfae 7@l €, safaq gios
SRR & ure foRelt oft SruRTe o T W Srae WUfRY ot gheh e, STed et a1 il e T YRR &l &1 =AITerd = gl fh
Section 102 & I ST H TgHAdT AT g, 7 o Sarh faaret & Fofg &= grtifes, gferd sifder srae duft @ defdd @nfa
& ZITAST! aht STed @ Gohd & | Jufy & ftefep 3R hest T Taifda faamel et AueRT chaet Srart =amareral grr 8l fehar ST =nfgul

frofa  GdTed <RI hl i1 ararefien 6t s 3 e fovar fos gfere sifdreardt & ure S & SR ey S w@rat ot et ar
ThIST et et Q1feRT 8 Rifeh & It TUf 8, TRg 9RT 102 CrPC & Sicfa "dufl” 2rea # 3reret Hufxl ol Hiet a1 Sied e <l
Sifery At =&t 81
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“The question was whether a bank account of an accused or any relation of the accused was ‘property’
within the meaning of Section 102 of the Code and if so, whether the Investigating Officer has the power
to seize the bank account or issue a prohibitory order restraining operation of the bank account... to hold

that bank account would also fall under the provision...”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2019 Hid ESCRO10003522019

Chilaram Narzary v. State of Assam

GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2022-01-07 - WP(C)/2180/2021

g HTHAT TRAehTehd! gRT Yo gRT ITh S @l ot IHIST fohy ST <t dera ant ATt 37t o IR # 7| aTfichTerd ! TR TRSBRY Srgeiert
7 yEER SR grarggl & SRIY # FIR gof &t 72 off | gferd 3 Sifg & &R Section 102 of the Cr.P.C & dgd sidh @Tdl ahl 1hIST e
f&ar o1 anfReRrerdt = adh o for gfor 3 ufcharares smasaerdrsit &t uTe =gl foha &1 =amaTerd = ur ok gTerifer gferd &t stia &
foIq e @ 1hisT e T SIfYGR &, wifch I8 HRaTs chad a¥ft Ay & STa @1 3R SRy & offT e Heier g o1 Teg 811 ek
gferd &his o1 hRuT ifed & | fathel @1, 3aferg arfeient et fAgerT fovar )

frofa  TATEIC Sod AT = o f&an fos gfer g 9RT 102 CrPC & d8d @rd &l STedt haet aft d¢ gt Feadt ¢ STa deifaa
QT | ST AR SR RV STIRTY o i hls g a1 Wi foich RUT 8 Tk | 39 < o 377d | ThifSHT igfad g1

“the two pre-conditions of the applicability of Section 102(1) Cr.PC are that it must be “a property” and

mn

secondly, “in respect of the said property there must have been suspicion of commission of an offence.

GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2022 Hid GAHC010059992021

T. Subbulakshmi v. Commissioner of Police
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2013-08-30 - CRL OP/13103/2013

g HTHAT TTAehTehd 3T GIRT I7ch Sk @Tdl ot WhisT et & gferd & fAvfa al gt 37 & Faifda &1 anfiererdfaf or IPC & fafera
YRT3M & T STTerarst! 3R SiRares! & AT got fhy U 8| ATRIchTendlaii ol ddb T foh CrPC &t 4T 102 & d8d S @rdl ahl thist
T HIEH T @ HTRR § i gford 4 58 SR aret afSree sl qia giRid el fonar um1 59 i, sifgisr et 3
fa fop g hact Tes fAdtuTaTes 3mmeer & 3R g ST ot UTfad Aal ehial | He I=T <TaTerd A 71 foh STie & SR Sieh @l ol
ThIST 1T Teh ahrget Tifeha 2, ok gferd gRT afSige &t gfeid awa & 38 aret Y gt shrdfargl &t it T8 vl 81 deER, <rarerd
J anfRrerett ot @it & fea

frofa I A fehaTcHeh JedT IR UehTST STeld T el foh 4RT 102(3) CrPC o d8d AfSIEE ahl dhlel STt chl RUIE WS
Sfard g1 afe gfers 39 ufohar &l Iecie aheet 8, af deh @Tal i ThifSiT &t St ®U & SIRY g1 @ ST GehdT|

“the bank account is a property within the meaning of Section 102 of Cr.P.C and sub-section (3) to Section
102 requires the reporting of seizure of the property to the concerned Magistrate forthwith, which is
mandatory in nature... If there is any violation in following the procedures under Section 102 of Cr.P.C.,
the freezing of the bank account cannot be legally sustained.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2013 Hd HCMAG11190582013
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20 Parthibhan V. v. State of Karnataka
HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2024-02-13 - WP/24718/2023

TG HTHAT ATIRThdT31 h Sch WTd] chl ThisT ehit oh [IATH T, ST 3rgHerETe § f&id Satellite Police Station & fAder o= forar mar
7| gTfRIhTeRarail 3 dh fear fr & foneft sroxre & anfae 98t &, afcer I aareaiRie o= & forw &8 e & =T 3 g1 fa
Section 102 of the Cr.P.C. & dgd S @Td ! ThIST Shed T T&M Magistrate &t gfad ser sifard ¢, fSaer ures agi et
foram mar o1 gRUTHEEREY, <ImaTerd A Sont et AR e ik & arfesreratant & w@ral ot Shhist e, wfere St & forg faenfea wf

(Rs. 50,000/-) R 'lien"' 3ifehd ezt hT 3T fea

frofa  ~TATGIT 3 AT foh AT8eR I AT a6t gferd & #if@e a1 7 g & smur wR fhedt el @rarere & R @ &t
TRIST ST TTeTd & | =TT = chal Sfeer MR (S £50,000/-) TR 'lien' FFTH 1 &L f&am ok W @rdt ot Jid T8Td et
a1 fAder e

“The procedure stipulated for freezing of the accounts is found in Section 102 of the Cr.P.C., as the
accounts of the petitioners are akin to a property and the holder of the account has a right to property...

[directed to] freeze the disputed amount but defreeze the remaining portion.”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2024 Hid KAHC010570342023

21 Bornali Dutta Bora v. State of Assam
GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2023-05-15 - CRL.PET./350/2020

Tg ATHT ATIhTehal GRT 3= dch @Il Yt 'de-freeze' oAt &l AT § Taifdd &, [ gfor A 3Tk ufd & e aof smoRifae
"™ (CID P.S. Case No. 27/2019 3R Hatigaon P.S. Case No. 905/2019) & Sira & ER1 Sied o foram 21| arfesrerdt = adh
fea foh ag forelY oft Amret & st =1 & ofik gfera 3 Section 102 of the Cr.P.C. & dga sifAard ufthar a1 uter w1el forar, forad
AT ol STeci! &Y G ST AT & | BTelifch, SHHatSH uer 3 arar fona foh & @ra Hfere Feng e T 92 & ofR S areft of
ciferd 81 =Terd A AT & det SR uftharares Jfedl W faeR s gy Fofa gfera v, sifes st geifdat sieft oft @rat 7 dfery
extorted money g &t AT Y ST A @l &l

frofa AT A g4 foh 9RT 102 CrPC & dgd UfshaTaes SiuTer Sifamd g1 gretifes, 7R ofk dfeve amer , Sgt edy
T STeRA GGt o U & A-& T HEg BIdT 8, I8T 3Haleld i< oh fod 3R Ufeharetes fatherar & g e wufid &t 61

“compliance of Section 102 Cr.P.C. is mandatory in nature and it is the duty of the police officer to report
the learned Magistrate as required under Section 102 Cr.P.C... freezing of bank account of the petitioner
was not reported forthwith to the jurisdictional Magistrate, which is mandatory.”

GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2023 Hid GAHC010090132020

22 Shree Mahalaxmi Associates v. State of Chhattisgarh

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2020-10-12 - WPCR/398/2020
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Ig HIHT deh @Tdl I Tiel e o Yferd o 1IR3k Iach a8 AfSge gRT S-1RISHT & sirde ot WIRS et § Taifdd gl
gifaeTeRdt = deh f&aT for Section 102 of the CrPC & dgd sich @Tdl eht dTt TS fSRT ST WendT & 51d & STORTY & W S8 &1 a1
TR I Ul g1 39k STTET, S761+ R AT foh et hl YT AR Sl I gRT $Hari 'forthwith' (TRIE) SITYR TR Tl
Q718 ot =marera A Supreme Court & fAufdT (S8 Tapas D. Neogy) @1 gaTel &d g el foh gferd & ur Sfiw & SR 39 deh
GTd} eht ThiST e chl Q1feRT 8 ST STRTY & g & 2 &1 =Amarerd = e fohat fh "property’ & dgd s @Td 31d 8 3R ST & R
gd Mfed 3 I Srasaehal el 81 39 YR WR, ITf<IenT el @IRST o feam mam sraifes Stiwr siedt et <@t ot

Rrofa AT A AT foh 59 AfSe o THET Qa1 Wi T ST URdd fhaT STrd1 8, at AfSge &t dhaer " wifed 8"
Fge 39 W& @RS g1 =1 I1fgq | Al ot a8 ST et a1fgu foh ey 102(1) 3R 102(3) & sifam vraert et
SUTe gferd g foran man ¢ a1 &t

“learned Magistrate did not consider as to whether there is compliance of the provisions contained in
sub-section (1) of Section 102 of the CrPC and further did not consider as to whether there is compliance
of the provisions contained in sub-section (3) of Section 102 of the CrPC or not and straightway only on
the ground that the matter is under investigation rejected the application, which cannot be said to have

considered... in its proper perspective.”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2020 | CGHC010194512020

Axis Bank Ltd. v. State of Karnataka [CRL.P/4734/2024]

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2024-07-31 - CRL.P/4734/2024

gg HAAAT Magistrate gRT sl @ral & faHT §ah @l G 'de-freeze’ & & &N & AT 7| sk 7 Sefler &Y ok st Amelt &
STRY 3TeRnt o eh1RoT g @rdi & Iuctsds AfA T 31fden fA RHidRT & o1 e oo o1 367 §, g 3% oisArs 8l w6 8l
High Court 3 AT fah Magistrate et Bank @t g+ fomT 88 ammesr =gl &7 @nfey &1 <amarera = feredt siarerd o 31mesl i 3 i
feam afR ATt @t Y R 8 R &t & g e <1 e =amarerg A fAdsr fean fos Bank @t IR gaTs a1 srer waH fhan
ST 3fikSections 451 and 457 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 & dgd iR 3fTde @l 316 Iwdig & iR Aaern
Sq

fiofa  heiiech Sod <ATATd = T fohaT foh ARSIG S GRT URT 451 3R 457 CrPC & dgd @TdT S1-1RIST et a1 O giwhe et
T 31T 3 F Uget Hafdd sfeh eht GaTs ot IR SraerR feam STrm =nfey, riifeh Sient & e 31 WR G g 317 3faTerdl &
TRER foRtelt smeer wfed gt dehd €1

“Therefore, the learned Magistrate before passing an order directing the petitioner to unfreeze and
transfer the amount to the accounts of the complainants, is required to hear the petitioner... Matter is
remanded... to reconsider the application filed under Sections 451 and 457 of Cr.P.C. afresh, after giving

the opportunity of hearing to the petitioner.”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2024 Hia KAHC010216352024

George Abraham v. The Branch Manager, IDFC Bank

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2024-03-06 - WP/2807/2024
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g ATHAT ATAehTehd! RT 31T ek W ol IHIST et o fAveg TR i 718 a1t @ Heifda &1 anferrendt o WTat ot TTSeR higH
gferd gRT foheht o/ 350 @ U Hifen FEer & SR WR ThisT & f&am mam o1, Siafcs anfaehieral at gch SRt i SRt =gt ot
AT = T foh Wt ot TRIST &R 'Section 102 of the Cr.P.C." & gl &1 Ut fohy foreT fovar ar ges g o §, Y
Hufal & SAfARR I Ieciad Hdl ¢ | =TT = Tf<IenT Sl WhR e §Y ek el (A i i a8 ge adrg & fiar arfrenrerat st
QT S-1RNT 11

Rrofa ATATTd A ST W U §Y A foh TRl 311 7oy & AISaR el & cherel Hif¥es AT a1 $A TR fomT 9RT 102 CrPC
T LT TfehaT 2T Ut fohy sieh @Td ht A9 71 9 ThIST el G X8 31aY 8 3R WIdTaRe o Hu o SAfARRT a1 g
2l

“It is rather shocking as to how the account of the petitioner comes to be frozen on a mere oral
communication from the cyber crime cell elsewhere... Freezing of the account, cannot but be in terms of
law as obtaining under Section 102 of the Cr.P.C. Nothing of that seem to have been followed. The

freezement is, on the face of it, an arbitrary exercise of power...”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2024 |9 KAHC010044302024

Axis Bank Ltd. v. State of Karnataka [CRL.P/3635/2024]
HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2024-07-31 - CRL.P/3635/2024

Tg AT Axis Bank gRT SRR 6l < Uah Arfieh § defd g, e faeft srarerd & 39 smeer ot At & 18 off fSam & at
YT & @1t 'defreeze’ T SR T8 TR ot ot AT foam o1 e &t qeea fiar ag ot fos et sierera = da at g
forT g smeer uTRa fora o1, Stafer @ral # sruafed A 19 6 hRoT TF SMIERMT T UTeT el deh o folQ STt ©U 8 ehfdH Tl
T 7 3794 fAofg 7§ e} srererd & Smeer ol 3 o T I <IriTerd 3 A bl arag eredt srerera & urg O e arfes
Sections 451 3fik 457 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 & dgd 3Taa- UR §ch I GAATS o STAER & o a16 A7 "R @
forar fopar st k|

fProfa AT A G: TE foha o &nfienr aret AfSIge et den o1 uet g faer e Si-1hisT a1 et sméer aiRd =8t s
ey @t 7 oAt Ay a1 g A9 i R, e bl smuf &St e &1 e AT sirasaes gl

“The Trial Courts have passed the impugned orders in these cases for de-freezing the accounts of the
customers and releasing the amounts, without giving opportunity of hearing to the petitioner - Bank...
Therefore, before de-freezing the accounts, it is necessary for the Trial Court to give opportunity to the

petitioner of being heard in the matter...”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2024 Hid KAHC010225162024

TR TOT

g A Vitark Al gRT 9resi-eh 0 T IUarsd fAufal 3R Iuatieral & U8t & SUR R dOR fohar T §1 I8 dhaet RO Tgrad & foig € ik
FIL 9eTE (legal advice) =gl &1 fanedt off filing, opinion, AT correspondence & IualT & & uget @+t case citations, holdings 3R
quotations @t g 0 (source judgment) & favg W U & TG fhaT STHT =TI T
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	बिना कानूनी प्रक्रिया के या केवल मौखिक निर्देश पर फ्रीजिंग पूरी तरह अवैध है
	धारा 451/457 CrPC मजिस्ट्रेट के समक्ष खाता डी-फ्रीज करने का एक प्रभावी और वैकल्पिक उपाय है
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