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 Learned counsel appearing on behalf of the petitioner submits 

that the petitioner had already made payment for the bookings done 

by the de facto complainant.  However, the de facto complainant 

wanted to cancel the trip due to ongoing war.  The principal accused 

i.e., the owner of the business, was arrested and was thereafter 

granted anticipatory bail by the Sessions Court.  The present 

petitioner is only the husband of the principal accused. 

 Learned counsel appearing on behalf of the de facto complainant 

submits as follows.  Before the Sessions Court it was a case of the 

wife of the petitioner that the present petitioner was the principal 

accused.  There was no case of the de facto complainant trying to 

cancel the trip.  Vouchers were shown as if, payments were made, but 
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no payments were made.  In lieu of cancellation of such trip, some 

cheques were given which were also dishonoured.  

 Learned counsel appearing on behalf of the State opposes the 

prayer for anticipatory bail.  He relies on the case diary and points to 

the communications made with the hotels and the statements of 

witnesses.  Fake documents were relied upon by the petitioners to 

convince the de facto complainant.  

 Considering the above and the other incriminating materials 

available in the case dairy, I do not consider this to be a fit case for 

granting anticipatory bail.   

 Accordingly, the application for anticipatory bail is rejected.  

  

(Jay Sengupta, J.) 


