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Learned counsel appearing on behalf of the petitioners submits as
follows. The petitioners are the wife and the sons of the principal
accused who is in custody. The wife is a mere name lender and the
other sons are also not concerned with the business of the principal
accused. It was only after passage of nearly three years that the
present petitioners were made accused in this case. In fact, similar
other co-accused/officials of the concerned bank have been granted
interim protection by this Court in a revisional application. The
allegation is that a letter of credit was opened in a bank and was
discounted before the goods could be sent. There is also a pre-
litigation mediation proceeding instituted by the de facto

complainant. But, the principal accused could not attend the same

because he was in custody.



Learned senior counsel appearing on behalf of the de facto
complainant strongly opposes the prayer for anticipatory bail. He
submits that all the concerned documents were executed by the other
partner and the sons also participated in the entire process. Goods
were not delivered and money was re-routed to the accused.

Learned counsel appearing on behalf of the State strongly
opposes the prayer for anticipatory bail. He relies on the statements
of the witnesses and copies of documents collected. The petitioner
no.3 is a partner of the concern. The petitioner no.1 is the CEO. The
petitioner no.2 is the General Manger Purchase. This would be
evident from the website of the concern, which now, however, does
not exist. The petitioner no.1 is a co-accused along with the principal
accused in another case of similar nature in the State of
Maharashtra.

It is true that the present petitioners were not specifically named
in the FIR and were not even made accused in this case for a long
time. However, the petitioner no.1 is a co-accused in a case of similar
nature in the State of Maharashtra.

Considering the above, the other materials available in the case
diary, the fact that the principal accused is still in custody and the
petitioner no.3 is the female member of the household and
considering the alleged roles ascribed to each of the present
petitioners, while I am inclined to grant anticipatory bail to the
petitioner nos. 2 and 3, the application for anticipatory bail of the
petitioner no.1 is rejected.

Accordingly, the application for anticipatory bail of the petitioner

nos. 2 and 3 (Lavish Raghav and Bhavna Raghav) is allowed.



In the event of arrest, the petitioner nos. 2 and 3 (Lavish Raghav
and Bhavna Raghav) shall be released on bail upon furnishing a bond
of Rs.10,000/- each with two sureties of like amount each, one of
whom must be local, to the satisfaction of the Arresting Officer and
also be subject to the conditions as laid down under Section 438(2) of
the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 corresponding to Section 482(2)
of the BNSS, 2023 and on further conditions that the petitioner no. 2
shall meet the Investigating Officer once a fortnight till submission of

report in final form.

The application for anticipatory bail is, thus, disposed of.

(Jay Sengupta, J.)



