HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE FOR RAJASTHAN
BEENCH AT JAIPUR

5.B. Criminal Miscellaneous Bail Application No, 12531/2019

Rajkumar Agarwal 5fo Shri Shyamsunder Fatehpuriya B/c
Agarwal, R/o Fatehpuriya Gopaljl Mohalla 261 Madan MNiwas Mem
Saheb Gali Beawar Dist. Ajmer (At Present In Central Jail Ajmer)
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3. Itis contended hy[a?{’uﬁ‘ﬁ:ﬁf@ir tﬁfﬁﬁfﬁﬂﬂtz_‘r that complainant
after filing of the FIR on 12,2.2018, has submitted Income Tax
Return. In the Income Tax Return, he has shown Rs. 50 lacs as
paid to Shyam Sunder Fathepuria-father of petitioner. It is
contended that charge sheet has been filed. Police has submitied

negativeé final report, as far as Shyam Sunder Fathepuria is

concerned,

4. It is alsp contended that the signatu'res of petiticner's father



(2 of 3) [CRLMB-12531/201%]
was forged in the document, therefore, it was purposely not

produced before the Investigating Officer.

5. It is also contended that as per the agreement, Rs.50 lacs
was paid as advance to Shyam Sunder Fathepuria and petitioner,
whereas, in returns, all three persons who are named in the
agreement have shown the amount as paid to Shyam Sunder

Fathepuria. It is also cnntended that ali three returns were filed on
o
the same day i. e. tl'-ﬁ iEEﬂ:’i and werég-sﬂj tamrtted to the police on

21.5.2019. Ihe"’frg ures appearing in all the returras‘_a’nrj the entries
are aki r;uut;_}e;ch other. It is also contended that as p;ﬁ;ﬁiretu rns
filed by thﬂ complainat and the gther twa persons, they did not
have cash in the bank EEI ElSwa%;aﬂ;thE balance amount.
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9. Considering the GSTEETHORS DUTfosth by counsel for the

petitioner, I deem it proper to allow the bail application.

10. This bail application is accordingly allowed and it is directed
that accused petitioner shall be released on bail provided he
furnishes a personal bond in the sum of Rs.1,00,000/- (Rupses
one lakh only) together with two sureties in the sum of 50,000/-
(Rupees Fifty Thousand only) each to the satisfaction of the

learned trial court with the stlpulatlon that he shall appear before
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that Court end any court to which the matter is transferrad, on all
subsequent dates of hearing and as and when called upon fo do”

st

(PANKAT BHANDART),

eijesh 13.




