
In the Court of Sessions Judge, Murshidabad

Present : Sri Partha Pratim Chakraborty (JO-WB01240),
Sessions Judge, Murshidabad 

                       
Crl. Misc. Case No.2818/2026

Ref. :   Domkal P.S. Case No. 537/2026 dated 30.05.2026
               U/s. 316(2)/316(5)/336(2)/36(3)338/339/341(1)/61(2) of BNS.  

1. Hiran Kumar Das @ Shri Hiron Kumar Das.         …...  Accused/petitioner(s).
                                                              Vs.

The State                                          …… Opposite Party.  

       
Order No.03 dated 10.07.2026  

The application for  anticipatory bail  U/s.482 BNSS filed by the petitioner as named

above is taken up for hearing.     

Heard the Ld. lawyer for the accused petitioner and the Ld. P.P., Murshidabad. 

Learned Counsel for the accused person submitted that he has no knowledge that total

10 ferry ghat out of 19 ferry ghat were allotted in his name by the Prodhan of Ghoramara Gram

Panchayet. Ld. Counsel further submitted that in fact, this accused petitioner is the victim of the

offence.  Ld.  Counsel  submitted  that  when  the  Hon’ble  Court  recorded  the  submission  of

Panchayet Samity that Executive Officer was acted inappropriately in allotting 19 ferry ghat,

then this BDO lodged the FIR to safe his own skin.  Ld. Counsel submitted that in fact this

accused petitioner never received any single paise or collected any money from the ferry ghat

at any point of time. 

Ld.  Defence  Counsel  has  also  submitted  that  no  such  application  for  bail  on  the

selfsame cause of action has ever been filed before or rejected by the Hon’ble High Court,

Calcutta, the Ld. P.P. expressed his agreement.

Ld. P.P., Murshidabad strongly opposed the prayer for anticipatory bail by referring the

materials in C.D. 

Perused the FIR and materials in case record and the C.D. 

According to the FIR this accused petitioner operated 10 ferry ghats without any valid

sanction by using fake document and thus misappropriated Rs. 23,90,000/-.

Considered the statements of the witnesses. Considering the same,  it appears that this

is not a fit case for granting anticipatory bail. 

In view of above, the prayer for anticipatory bail stands rejected.   
The Crl. Misc. Case is thus disposed of. 

Dictd. & Cortd.
by me.

S. J.,  Msd.                                     Sessions Judge, Murshidabad 


