IN THE HIGH COURT OF JHARKHAND AT RANCHI
A.B.A. No. 1466 of 2020
-------

1.
2.
3.

Ajit Kumar Jha
Dilip Kumar Jha
Pradeep Kumar Jha

… … Petitioners

Versus
1.
The State of Jharkhand
2.
Sajan Ansari
… … Opposite Parties
------CORAM : HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE RONGON MUKHOPADHYAY
------For the Petitioners
: Mr. Prabhas Chandra Jha, Advocate
For the State
: Mr. Shekhar Sinha, P.P.
For the O.P. No. 2.
: Mr. A.K. Sahani, Advocate
------04/24.06.2020 Heard Mr. Prabhas Chandra Jha, learned counsel for
the petitioners and Mr. Shekhar Sinha, learned P.P. for the
State as well as Mr. A.K. Sahani, learned counsel appearing
for the opposite party no. 2.
The petitioners have prayed for grant of anticipatory
bail, as they are apprehending their arrest in connection with
Pindrajora P.S. Case No. 141 of 2019.
The informant had purchased a land from the petitioner
for Rs.1,50,000/-. It has been alleged that he had invested an
amount of Rs. 1,20,000/- for constructing a boundary wall.
The land was not registered and it was later on found to have
been sold to Asiran Bibi.
Mr. Prabhas Chandra Jha, learned counsel for the
petitioners submits that the petitioners have falsely been
implicated. It has further been submitted that the informant
had never given any money relating to purchase of the said
land. It has also been submitted that the petitioners have
neither executed any agreement in the name of Saliman Bibi
or the informant nor had put their signatures over the
agreement which is the basis of the case.
Mr. A.K. Sahani, learned counsel appearing for the
opposite party no. 2 has opposed the prayer for anticipatory
bail made by the petitioners.
It appears from the allegation itself that the informant
was

duped

into

making

payment

of

an

amount

of

-2Rs. 1,50,000/- on the belief that the land has been sold to
him for which the informant had also invested an amount of
Rs. 1,20,000/-. However subsequently it was detected that
the land in question was already sold by the petitioners to
one Asiran Bibi. The said act on the part of the petitioners do
not justify grant of anticipatory bail to the petitioners.
Accordingly, having found no merit in this application,
the same is hereby rejected.
(R. Mukhopadhyay, J.)
Alok/-

