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Order No.02 Dated- 05.04.2021
Heard the parties through video conferencing.
Apprehending her arrest in connection with Manatu P.S. Case No.17 of
2010 corresponding to G.R. No.794 of 2010 instituted under Sections 420, 409,
467, 468, 471 and 34 of the Indian Penal Code, the petitioner has moved this
Court for grant of privileges of anticipatory bail.
Learned counsel appearing for the petitioner submits that earlier the
prayer for anticipatory bail of the petitioner was rejected by a co-ordinate Bench
of this Court vide order dated 21.06.2018 passed in A.B.A. No.589 of 2018 and
Special Leave to Appeal (Crl.) filed by the petitioner before the Hon’ble
Supreme Court of India has been dismissed as withdrawn vide order dated
20.11.2018 passed in Special Leave to Appeal (Crl.) No(s).8157 of 2018. It is next
submitted that the only fresh ground is that all the other co-accused persons
have since been admitted to bail. Hence, it is submitted that the petitioner be
given the privileges of anticipatory bail.
Learned Addl.P.P appearing for the State vehemently opposes the prayer
for anticipatory bail of the petitioner and submits that the allegation against the
petitioner stands in different footing than the co-accused persons who have
since been granted bail. It is next submitted that even from the conduct of the
petitioner, it appears that he is not a law abiding citizen and though he has
withdrawn his Special Leave to Appeal (Crl.) filed before the Hon’ble Supreme
Court on 20.11.2018 yet still he has succeeded in evading his arrest by the police
and he is not co-operating with the investigation of the case and the custodial
interrogation of the petitioner is required during the investigation of the case to
find out details of the case. Hence, it is submitted that the petitioner ought not
to be given the privileges of anticipatory bail.

Considering the serious nature of allegation and the requirement of his
custodial interrogation during the investigation of the case, this Court is of the
considered view that this is not a fit case to reconsider the prayer for
anticipatory bail of the petitioner which has already been rejected by a coordinate Bench of this court. Accordingly, the prayer for anticipatory bail of the
above named petitioner is rejected for the same reasons as mentioned in
detailed order dated 21.06.2018 passed in A.B.A. No.589 of 2018.

(Anil Kumar Choudhary, J.)
Animesh/

