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Order No.02 Dated- 05.04.2021
Heard the parties through video conferencing.
Apprehending his arrest, the petitioner has moved this Court
for grant of privilege of anticipatory bail in connection with Kolebira
P.S. Case No.13 of 2021 registered under sections 420/467/468/471
of the Indian Penal Code.
The Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that the
allegation against the petitioner is that the petitioner who manages a
Pragya Kendra has forged an Income Certificate and gave the same to
one Rakhi Deepshikha Kumari who submitted the same before the
authority concerned the forgery of the certificate was detected and
upon verification it was found that the said Rakhi Deepshikha
Kumari went to the Pragya Kendra of the petitioner which is evident
from the C.C.T.V. footage of the Pragya Kendra. It is further
submitted that the allegations against the petitioner are all false and
the petitioner has not submitted the forged certificate anywhere. It is
then submitted that there is no CCTV footage to show that the said
Rakhi Deepshikha Kumari visited the Pragya Kendra of the petitioner
and the petitioner could not have forged an Income Certificate
merely for Rs.100/-. Hence, it is submitted that the petitioner be
given the privilege of anticipatory bail.
Learned Addl. P.P. on the other hand vehemently opposes the
prayer for grant of anticipatory bail and submits that it is evident
from the memo of evidence submitted by the Officer In-charge of the
Kolebira Police Station that he is in possession of the C.C.T.V.
footage of the Pragya Kendra and it is a wrong statement made by the

petitioner that there is no such C.C.T.V. footage and as this is a case
of forgery made by the petitioner, hence there is requirement of
custodial interrogation of the petitioner during the investigation of
the case to find out the details of the forgery and involvement of
other persons, if any. Hence, it is submitted that the petitioner ought
not to be given the privilege of anticipatory bail.
Considering the serious nature of allegation against the
petitioner, this Court is of the considered view that this is not a fit
case where the above named petitioner be given the privilege of
anticipatory bail. Accordingly, the prayer for grant of privilege of
anticipatory bail of the above named petitioner is rejected.
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