REMAND ORDER Mo jce Statlon
tbi City B Div, Polic®
Cix No. 1118900422203

Order below the remand application of the accused persons (1) DEF“EMMI

Navinchandra Parekh (2) Dineshbhai Mahasukhrai Dave (3) Prakashbhai Laljibhai

parmar (4) Devangbhai Prakashbhai Parmur for the offences registered af the

rions

Morbi City B Div. Police Station being CR No. 11189004222003 under Se¢

304,308,336,337 and 114 of the Indian Penal Code 1860.
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(1)  Today, the present accused persons have been produced from the pc

plunged into the river taking liv

these circumstances the police ecto

registered a First Informfition Report stating the proximate cause for the collapse of the

in maint and management of the bridge along with poor
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bridge as negligen

workmanship.

ntract and they were in charge of the affairs for the renovation of the

is further submitted that the accused no, 03 and 04 were given the sub.
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contract for maintenance of the bridge. It is further submitted that all these four

accused persons did not have any expertise or qualification in respect of renovation of

s further submitted tha the initial FSL reports suggests poor quality of work

bridges. It i
by the company who was awarded the contract. Therefore, at this initial stage, in aid of
ation, the custody of the accused persons is required to investigaty vaRgus

.Ejj-s arguﬁ! in

investig
aspects related to the offence, The Ld. Assistant Public Prosecutor

consonance with the investigating officer and further stated that lj!\mmdy of the

accused persons is necessary so that the investigation can proceed in right direction.

(4) The learned Advocate for the accused persons, Gopi Ki -’Ravai has opposed the
remand application and stated that the present’accused persons has no major role to
play in the present offence and are mid-ljﬁal;:mpibyees of the company. It is further
submitted that they are not named in the FIR. It #§further submitted that the accused
person no. 03 and 04 are not signatery to any.gontract and hence their police custody is
not required. Therefore, ufider such cirgumstances, the police custody of the accused
persons may not be appropriate, aﬂé hence the present remand application may be

rejected.
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(5) Heard fi@_[;\riifﬁ!:@bmissinns. Perused the case papers including the case diary, it
seems from the FIR that a recently renovated pedestrian cable bridge could not
a withstand the time of four days and collapsed, causing loss of human lives which
iﬂd;fmm towards negligence and poor work on the part of the persons responsible for

it. The factual scenario of the case suggests that the investigation has to be conducted
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CR No.111
on various aspects. The investigating officer has collected various materials as part of
evidence in the case. The present accused persons arrested are alleged to be involved in

the management of the company responsible for the renovation of the bridge. The

investigating officer has collected documentary evidence related to the involvement O

the companies and their employees. The investigation of the case is at a

period of the police custody is given, then valuable information

police in the present case. Hence, the following order is

The present accused persons are to be given into the police

custody to the 1.0O. of the u\ of 05.11.2022.

Conditions:-

> No viélati anyghuman rights of the accused shall be done during the

shall only be limited for interrogation of the accused.
> The LO. shall scrupulously follow the directions laid down in the judgment
of the Hon'ble Supreme Court delivered in the case of D.K. Basu Vs, State

of West Bengal.
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REMAND ORDER.
' ﬂhlllm
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» The accused shall be produced the:umphdonuf
the said remand period.
Slgmdltprmmm on November 01, 2022,
Place: Morbi . 'f &
[ I{hnn]
Chief Judicial Magistrate,

PN Morbi
(GJ01098)




