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 Learned senior counsel appearing on behalf of the petitioners 

submits as follows. There is a delay of about 11 days in lodging the 

FIR. There are civil disputes present between the adverse parties. So 

far as the petitioner no.1 is concerned, he had been arrested during 

pendency of the proceeding. Earlier, his application for anticipatory 

bail was not pressed. Four other accused persons have also been 

arrested. Charge sheet has been submitted. Two co-accused were 

arrested and two others have been granted anticipatory bail by the 

learned Sessions Judge. 

 Learned Additional Public Prosecutor opposes the prayer for 

anticipatory bail. He relies on the statements of the witnesses and the 

FIR lodged by the injured victim. He refers to the injury report and 

the medical documents present in the case diary. Several injuries 

were inflicted on the victim. Two stitches were given on the forehead. 
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There was a serious wound on the backside which required five 

stitches for repair. There were other injuries inflicted on different 

parts of the body. The statements of witnesses, including that of the 

victim, clearly implicate the present petitioners as having inflicted 

blows on vital parts of the body, like the head. 

 Considering the above and the other incriminating materials 

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

granting anticipatory bail. 

 Accordingly, the application for anticipatory bail of the petitioners 

is rejected. 

   

        (Jay Sengupta, J.) 


