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CRA No. 820 of 2005
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Officer Superintendent, D.R.M.’s Office, Bilaspur, R/o House No. 77/1,

New Housing Colony Near Ganesh Mandir, Bilaspuir,

Present Address- Kasim Para, District- Bilaspur, Chhattisgarh

versus
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1 - Union of India through: Central Bureau of Investigation, Jabalpur.

With
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CRA No. 830 of 2005

1 - Arun Vasant Bapat, S/o Vasant Vinayak Aged About 42 Years
Resident of C-6, Parijat Colony Nehru Nagar, Bilaspur (C.G.)

--—-Appellant

Versus

1 - Union of India, Through C.B.l. Anti Corruption Branch Jabalpur
(M.P.)

--- Respondent(s)

For Appellants : | Mr. D.N. Prajapati and Ms. Sareena Khan,

Advocates

For Respondent(s)|: | Mr. B. Gopa Kumar, Advocate

Hon’ble Smt. Justice Rajani Dubey

CAV Judgment
1. Since both the appeals arise out of the same impugned judgment,

they are heard together and are being disposed of by this
common judgment.

2. The present appeal, filed under Section 374(2) of the Code of
Criminal Procedure, 1973, is directed against the judgment of
conviction and order of sentence dated 18.10.2005 passed by the
learned Special Judge (Central Bureau of Investigation), Raipur,
Chhattisgarh, in Special Criminal Case No. 23/2004. By the
impugned judgment, the appellants—accused were convicted for

the offences punishable under Sections 468 and 471 read with
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Section 120-B of the Indian Penal Code and were sentenced to
undergo rigorous imprisonment for a period of one year along with
a fine of Rs. 200/- for each of the said offences. The appellants
were further convicted for the offence punishable under Sections
13(1)(d) read with Section 13(2) of the Prevention of Corruption
Act, 1988, read with Section 120-B of the Indian Penal Code, and
were sentenced to undergo rigorous imprisonment for a period of
one year with a fine of Rs. 200/-. In default of payment of fine, the
appellants were directed to undergo further rigorous imprisonment

for a period of two years for each offence.

3. According to the prosecution (CBI), during 1994—-95 the appellant,
in conspiracy with co-accused Avinash Pandit, fraudulently
procured sanction and disbursement of an LIC loan of
Rs.1,00,000/- in favour of Anju Pandit against a fictitious policy. It
is alleged that the appellant fabricated policy documents, forged
signatures and falsely showed transfer of the policy from
Ambikapur to Bilaspur, thereby cheating LIC. After completion of
the investigation, the charge-sheet was filed against the
appellants and the learned Trial Court thereafter framed charges
against them accordingly, to which appellants abjured their guilt
and claimed to be tried.

4. To establish its case, the prosecution examined 19 witnesses. The
statements of the accused/appellants were recorded under

Section 313 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, wherein they
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and claimed innocence as well as false implication. They did not
adduce any evidence in their defence.

. The learned trial Court, upon appreciating the oral and
documentary evidence available on record convicted and
sentenced the appellants as detailed in para 2 of this judgment.
Hence, this appeal.

. Learned counsel for the appellants submits that the learned Trial
Court has gravely erred in law and on facts in convicting the
appellants. The findings of guilt are against the weight of evidence
and rest on conjectures and surmises. Material facts, including the
lack of authority of the Branch Manager to sanction the loan and
the handwriting expert’'s opinion not supporting the prosecution
case, were overlooked. The impugned judgment is therefore
unsustainable and liable to be set aside.

Reliance has been placed on the judgment of this Court
dated 23.03.2012 passed in Criminal Appeal No. 982 of 2004
and other connected appeals in Shivmangal Satnami and
another v. State of Chhattisgarh as well as the judgment dated
19.08.2025 passed in CRA No. 294 of 2009 and other connected
appeals in Umesh Kumar Yadav v. Union of India.

. Learned counsel for the respondent submits that the learned Trial
Court has rightly appreciated the evidence on record and returned
findings of gquilt based on proved acts and surrounding

circumstances. The Trial Court has duly considered all material
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judgment is legal, reasonedand warrants no interference.

Reliance has been placed on the decision of Hon’ble
Supreme Court in the matter of Reena Hazarika Vs. State of
Assam reported in (2019) 13 SCC 289.

8. Heard counsel for the parties and perused the material available
on record.

9. From the record of the learned Trial Court, it transpires that
charges were framed against the accused Arun Vasant Bapat and
Avinash Pandit under Sections 468, 471 read with Section 120-B
IPC; Section 420 read with Section 120-B IPC; 420 read with
120B of IPC, Section 471 and 477-A read with Section 120-B IPC;
and Section 13(1)(d) read with Section 13(2) of the Prevention of

Corruption Act, 1988.

10. It was not in dispute before the learned Trial Court that the
appellant/accused Arun Vasant Bapat was posted as an Assistant
in the Life Insurance Corporation of India, Branch Office, Bilaspur

during the year 1994—-1995.

11. M. Karketta (P.W.-3), the then Senior Branch Manager of LIC,
deposed that the accused Arun Vasant Bapat had been posted as
an Assistant at Bilaspur on transfer from Ambikapur. He stated
that a policy of Anju Pandit (Ex.P/5) along with a loan application
(Ex.P/6), seeking a loan of Rs.1,00,000/-, was placed before him.
After making inquiry, he signed the application and admitted his

signatures on Ex.P/6 from A to A part and sanctioned a loan of
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pursuant to the said application, a cheque (Ex.P/7) was issued in
her favour. According to him, initially no fraud was suspected;
however, when a proposal for surrender of the policy of Anju
Pandit was received for the second time, suspicion arose. Upon
inquiry, it was revealed that the policy (Ex.P/5) had not been
transferred from Ambikapur to Bilaspur. Thereafter, a registered

letter was sent to Anju Pandit (Ex.P/8).

He further stated that he addressed a letter to the Branch
Manager, Punjab National Bank, Budhwari Bazar, Bilaspur
seeking information regarding the bank accounts of Anju Pandit
(Ex.P/9). He also submitted a report concerning the proceedings
to the Senior Divisional Manager, Raipur (Ex.P/11) and admitted
his signatures thereon from portion A to A. He deposed that he
personally visited the Ambikapur branch and came to know that
the policy in question was not in the name of Anju Pandit but

stood in the name of some other person.

In cross-examination, he stated that during his inquiry at the
Ambikapur Branch he found the policy to be in the name of
another person, though he expressed inability to disclose that
person’s name. He denied the suggestion that he had deliberately

sanctioned the loan wrongly.

In para 12, he stated that, “THTId: ST UUR TEHR B 31T &
DI TIAT DI S DI AT § IR=g 7R IR ST U0R 3R & I8 IR 37T
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He denied this suggestion of defence that, “Tfl.&t. o11$. arelt 7
931 Sitd & THY Yerd Rerafr w7 5 78 gormar o fh=dt o germar mar o
ar FEf # A8 a1 "arl g ) Sfifhd ¥ ypare R 1 I8 FHE
TAd & 5 997 9 IR ’F do it o, arel ¥ Yo Remfr w9 =
T AT F &I ST FepelT s 1 <Tet, aTfarT, IIITeT @ Yed Rerafa
w5 H I 1S, arelt ¥ gt o1 {5 A1 I8 HEAT Tord & 5 femagR
ST & TR BRI oAb ST UTfRAT TUISTer H, A H FT & S I Yol
RerafeT &9 & .. s, arell & I =7 o1 I8 FHeAT Tord 7 o iR

.. 31E. a7 AR B Yord Rt $9 7 SIRT TS89 $HaT] o
N 9Uc T TAGT HAT o, T8 Hedl Taad & b b =it a8 IR
diferfaai S Al §9 =R H 9 38 8 S dealdr GERT IRy

PHRATIT AT FRATIT TT IR IS G PRI 7"

12. G.R. Wasing (P.W.-4) deposed that he was posted as an Upper
Division Clerk and that in such capacity, his duties included
verifying the calculation sheet, i.e., the review slip, prepared at the
time of granting a loan against a policy or at the time of surrender

of a policy.

In para 3, he stated that,”31%Jch U. 1. I1IC P HERIDH P U8 R
T8 B o 6 oIS difelRll TaHR Blax 3T dl BT Tt IR IR Repre
Hod R IR T YR EAR SR | S dTeft grferet @ off It ave
ST, R ofT|

He further deposed that one Nitin Lal was also posted as an

Assistant and that it was his duty to prepare the review slip for the
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and Ex.P/5 was the policy bond, and that, on the basis of Ex.P/5
and Ex.P/6, a loan of Rs.1,00,000/- was sanctioned in the name of
Anju Pandit.

In para 12, he stated that,”Jg T&! & & urfeRft & =fdHT & Fay
¥ §IR BRI | P 9% Ufse & I8 Tl & & dreger HifsT +ft e 3
UTEc &1 I8 el & 6 TR g9 IfoRex o U 9 UtEe @ O areR
SR H 3T dTet UTfoRft iR 59 Srafaa & i &l ST ared) arferdt
P ISG &A1 81 Tg§ SN 181 & b I urferdl g, 8o 3fTclt & S9b
12l ST TSR &7 UTHT 77T & S Hafdld 2RaT & =g H-oR & §&l. g
et Bt 21 I8 TE & 5 S SoR T 77T & SEH o ad B WA
WP a1 & 1 T i &ar 17

13. Maina Lal (P.W.-6,), deposed that he was acquainted with the
accused Avinash Pandit. He stated that the said accused had
informed him of his intention to open a bank account in the name
of his daughter at Punjab National Bank and requested him to act
as an identifier. He further stated that he accompanied Avinash
Pandit to the bank for that purpose. The account opening form
was marked as Ex.P/19, and he admitted his signatures thereon

from portion A to A.

14. Uma Mishra (P.W.-7), deposed that she was posted as an
Assistant in the Accounts Section at Bilaspur. She stated that her
duty, in that capacity, was to prepare cheques on the basis of

vouchers that had been passed. She further stated that cheque
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was prepared by her on the basis of the relevant voucher.

15. Nitin Lal (P.W.-8,), deposed that he was posted as an Assistant in
LIC. He stated that, as per the policy bond (Ex.P/5), Anju Pandit
had submitted a loan application (Ex.P/6) and a loan of
Rs.1,00,000/- was sanctioned in her name. He further stated that
after about four months, Anju Pandit again submitted an
application (Ex.P/16) seeking surrender of Rs.1,00,000/- along

with the bond (Ex.P/14).

16. Shankar Singh Rathore (P.W.-9), Manager, LIC, deposed that the
loan had been sanctioned in the name of Anju Pandit. He stated
that Policy No. 380912912 (Ex.P/5) had not been issued from the
Ambikapur Branch in the name of Anju Pandit and that his
signatures did not appear anywhere on Ex.P/5. He further stated
that the forwarding letter regarding transfer of the policy (Ex.D/7)
had not been issued by the Ambikapur Branch and that his
signatures were not found on the proposal form (Ex.D/2) or on

Ex.D/3, Ex.D/4, Ex.D/5 and Ex.P/20.

In para 8 of his cross-examination, he stated that,”d =&l sqT
HepdlT b T 31 Ut TSeMe Sisf & AT ¥ BIg JTerd! 3ifIhigR erRaT
H gof o7 a7 &l | g1 It 81 arel 7 3iSy ufoed ufSeet it & deie
5 gudrs R o7 a1 78, eI T8 8 tReg S 38 G SR 77 o
IS Hae H 74 gdt -23 & GRT THGR AT 1| 7w AT & A WR
diferet . 380912912 AgE PHR JNTATA & A WR AfAHIYR omar &
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ffeTra U | gar Fepdr g o difel=ll . 380912912 3fIhIgR oRaT |
3iS] UfSd Ufeeat Siof & A R SIRT 8l g1 &1
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17. Govindram Patel (P.W.-11), deposed that he was posted in the
dispatch section. He stated that the entries at page 200 of Article
‘C’, from portion A to A, were in his handwriting and pertained to
dispatch by registered post of cheque No. 213298 for an amount
of Rs.1,00,000/- in favour of Ms. A. Pandit, relating to Policy No.
380912912. He further stated that accused Arun Vasant Bapat
had enquired from him whether the cheque of A. Pandit had been
received from the accounts section and told him that A. Pandit
was a Judge known to him and requested that the work be

expedited.

18. Anju Pandit (P.W.-16), deposed that Avinash Pandit was her
father. She stated that she had neither taken any policy from the
Life Insurance Corporation nor submitted any application in that
regard. She denied her signatures on Ex.P/4 and Ex.P/5. She,
however, admitted her signatures on Ex.P/19, being the bank
account opening form of Punjab National Bank, and stated that
the account had been opened on the advice of her father. She
also admitted her signatures on Ex.P/24, Ex.P/25, Ex.P/26,

Ex.P/27 and Ex.P/33.

19. H.M. Saxena (P.W.-17), Handwriting Expert, deposed that he
examined the disputed signatures and submitted his report

(Ex.P/52). In cross-examination, he admitted that the documents
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examination and that the specimen writings had not been taken in

his presence.

20. The principal allegation of the prosecution is that the accused
persons, acting in furtherance of a criminal conspiracy, fabricated
and forged insurance policies and misrepresented them as
genuine transfer policies, on the basis of which, the
accused/appellants dishonestly withdrew and misappropriated the

funds.

21. The allegation against accused Arun Vasant Bapat is that, while
posted as an Assistant in the Life Insurance Corporation, he, in
collusion with co-accused Avinash Pandit, entered into a criminal
conspiracy and prepared forged and fictitious insurance policies. It
is further alleged that they utilized the policy nhumbers of lapsed
(“dead”) policies, in respect of which the policyholders had failed
to deposit the requisite instalments, and on that basis fraudulently
prepared fixed payment vouchers, pursuant to which payments

were dishonestly released.

22. In Indrajeet Singh Solanki and other connected matters
decided in Criminal Appeal No. 712/2007, this Court, vide
judgment dated 12.12.2025, held in paras 34, 35 and 37 as

under:-

34.In the matter of Sheila Sebastian (supra), the Hon’ble

Apex Court has, in paras 26 to 30 of the judgment, held as
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under:-

“26. The definition of "false document" is a part of the
definition of "forgery". Both must be read together.
"Forgery" and "fraud" are essentially matters of
evidence which could be proved as a fact by direct
evidence or by inferences drawn from proved facts. In
the case in hand, there is no finding recorded by the
trial court that the respondents have made any false
document or part of the document/record to execute
mortgage deed under the guise of that "false
document". Hence, neither Respondent 1 nor
Respondent 2 can be held as makers of the forged
documents. It is the imposter who can be said to have
made the false document by committing forgery. In
such an event the trial court as well as the appellate
court misguided themselves by convicting the
accused. Therefore, the High Court has rightly
acquitted the accused based on the settled legal
position and we find no reason to interfere with the

same.

27. A reasonable doubt has already been thoroughly
explained in Latesh v. State of Maharashtra wherein
"reasonable doubt" has been enunciated by this Court
as (at SCC p. 83, para 46) "a mean between

excessive caution and excessive indifference to a
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doubt must be a practical one and not an abstract

theoretical hypothesis".

28. In this case at hand, the imposter has not been
found or investigated into by the officer concerned.
Nothing has been spilled on the relationship between
the imposter and Respondent 1. Law is well settled
with regard to the fact that however strong the
suspicion may be, it cannot take the place of proof.
Strong suspicion, coincidence, grave doubt cannot
take the place of proof. Always a duty is cast upon the
courts to ensure that suspicion does not take place of
the legal proof. In this case, the trial court as well as
the appellate court got carried away by the fact that
accused is the beneficiary or the executant of the
mortgage deed, where the prosecution miserably
failed to prove the first transaction i.e. PoA as a
fraudulent and forged transaction. The standard of
proof in a criminal trial is proof beyond reasonable
doubt because the right to personal liberty of a citizen
can never be taken away by the standard of

preponderance of probability.

29. This case on hand is a classic example of poor
prosecution and shabby investigation which resulted

in the acquittal of the accused. The investigating
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duties. He has to be fair, transparent and his only
endeavour should be to find out the truth The
investigating officer has not even taken bare minimum
care to find out the whereabouts of the imposter who
executed the PoA. The evidence on record clearly
reveals that PoA was not executed by the
complainant and the beneficiary is the accused, still
the accused could not be convicted. The laches in the
lopsided investigation goes to the root of the matter
and fatal to the case of prosecution. If this is the
coordination between the prosecution and the
investigating agency, every criminal case tend to end
up in acquittal. In the process, the common man will
lose confidence on the criminal justice delivery
system, which is not a good symptom. It is the duty of
the investigating officer, prosecution as well as the
courts to ensure that full and material facts and
evidence are brought on record, so that there is no

scope for miscarriage of justice.

30. Although we acknowledge the appellant's plight
who has suffered due to alleged acts of forgery, but
we are not able to appreciate the appellant's
contentions as a penal statute cannot be expanded
by using implications. Section 464 IPC makes it clear

that only the one who makes a false document can be
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borne in mind that where there exists no ambiguity,
there lies no scope for interpretation The contentions
of the appellant are contrary to the provision and
contrary to the settled law. The prosecution could not
succeed to prove the offence of forgery by adducing
cogent and reliable evidence. Apart from that, it is not
as though the appellant is remediless. She has a
common law remedy of instituting a suit challenging
the validity and binding nature of the mortgage deed
and it is brought to our notice that already the
competent civil court has cancelled the mortgage

deed and the appellant got back the property.”

23. Further in Jupally Lakshmikantha Reddy (supra), Hon’ble

Supreme Court held in paras 18 to 20 as under:-

“18. We are unable to accept her submission on this
score too. There is nothing on record to show the
appellant had manufactured the alleged fake document
which is a sine qua non to attract Section 465 IPC
[punishment for forgery]. In fact, the original fabricated

document had not been recovered.

19. In Sheila Sebastian v. R. Jawaharaj [(2018) 7 SCC
581, para 25], this Court held to attract Section 464 IPC
[Making a false document], the prosecution must

establish that the accused had made the fake document.
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the fake document has been adduced in the impugned

charge sheet.

20. Similarly, offences under Section 468 IPC [forgery for
purpose of cheating] and Section 471 IPC are not
attracted, as the requisite mens rea, i.e., dishonest
intention to cause wrongful loss to the Education
Department and wrongful gain to himself has not been
demonstrated as the issuance of the recognition was not
dependent on the production of the alleged forged

NOC.”

24. Further in the matter of Vishal Noble Singh (supra), the
Hon’ble Supreme Court held in paras 17 to 21 and 24 as

under:-

17. On a reading of the FIR as well as the charge-
sheet, we do not find that the offences aforestated
is made out at all. We do not find any criminal
breach of trust nor any cheating by impersonation.
There is also no cheating and dishonestly inducing
delivery of property, nor has any documents
referred to any forgery or security or any forgery for
the purpose of cheating. There is no reference to
any document which has been forged so as to be
used as a genuine document and much less is as

there any criminal conspiracy which can be imputed
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offence being made out vis-a-vis the aforesaid

Sections.

18. In this regard, our attention was drawn to paras
42-44 and 46 of Inder Mohan Goswami v. State of
Uttaranchal, (2007) 12 SCC 1, dealing with
Sections 420 and 467 IPC, which are extracted
hereunder with regard to Section 420 IPC, it was

observed thus:

"42. On a reading of the aforesaid section, it is
manifest that in the definition there are two
separate classes of acts which the person
deceived may be induced to do. In the first class of
acts he may be induced fraudulently or dishonestly
to deliver property to any person. The second class
of acts is the doing or omitting to do anything which
the person deceived would not do or omit to do if
he were not so deceived In the first class of cases,
the inducing must be fraudulent or dishonest. In the
second class of acts, the inducing must be
intentional but need not be fraudulent or dishonest.
Therefore, it is the intention which is the gist of the
offence. To hold a person guilty of cheating it is
necessary to show that he had a fraudulent or

dishonest intention at the time of making the
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keep a promise, one cannot presume that he all
along had a culpable intention to break the promise

from the beginning.

43. We shall now deal with the ingredients of
Section 467 IPC.

44. The following ingredients are essential for

commission of the offence under Section 467 1PC:
1. the document in question so forged;
2. the accused who forged it;

3. the document is one of the kinds enumerated in

the aforementioned section.

* * *

46. The court must ensure that criminal
prosecution is not used as an instrument of
harassment or for seeking private vendetta or with
an ulterior motive to pressurise the accused. On
analysis of the aforementioned cases, we are of
the opinion that it is neither possible nor desirable
to lay down an inflexible rule that would govern the
exercise of inherent jurisdiction. Inherent
jurisdiction of the High Courts under Section 482

CrPC though wide has to be exercised sparingly,
carefully and with caution and only when it is

Justified by the tests specifically laid down in the

statute itself and in the aforementioned cases. In

view of the settled legal position, the Impugned

judgment cannot be sustained.

(emphasis
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by us)

19. On a careful consideration of the
aforementioned judicial dicta, we find that none of
the offences alleged against the Accused-
Appellants herein is made out. In fact, we find that
the allegations of criminal intent and other
allegations against the Accused-Appellants herein
have been made with a malafide intent and
therefore, the Judgment of this Court in the case of
Bhajan Lal and particularly sub-paragraphs 1, 3, 5
and 7 of paragraph 102, extracted above, squarely
apply to the facts of these cases. It is neither
expedient nor in the interest of justice to permit the

present prosecution to continue.

20. This Court, in Madhavrao Jiwajirao Scindia v.
Sambhajirao Chandrojirao Angre, (1988) 1 SCC
692, reasoned that the criminal process cannot be
utilized for any oblique purpose and held that while
Entertaining an application for quashing an FIR at
the initial stage, the test to be applied is whether
the uncontroverted allegations prima facie establish
the offence This Court also concluded that the court
should quash those criminal cases where the

chances of an ultimate conviction are bleak and no
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of a criminal prosecution. The aforesaid

observations squarely apply to this case.

21. We find that in recent years the machinery of
criminal justice is being misused by certain persons
for their vested interests and for achieving their
oblique motives and agenda. Courts have therefore
to be vigilant against such tendencies and ensure
that acts of omission and commission having an
adverse impact on the fabric of our society must be

nipped in the bud.

24. We also find that the reliance by the High Court
upon the judgment of this Court in Neeharika
Infrastructure is not apposite. The facts in the
aforementioned case and the present case are
quite different. The aforementioned case concerned
a special leave petition filed by a complainant
aggrieved by an interim order of the Bombay High
Court that granted protection to the applicant
therein from ‘coercive steps’. The grievance of the
complainant in that case was that one-and-half-
years after securing protection from arrest from the
Sessions Court, the accused had filed a Writ

Petition before the Bombay High Court to quash the
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interim order of 'no coercive steps’ and cautioned
against the practice of directing 'no coercive steps’
while dismissing applications under Section 482 of
CrPC. This Court had also clarified that it was not
expressing any view on merits of the application for
quashing of the FIR in the said case. Therefore, the
High Court ought not to have relied upon the said
judgment to deny the relief to the present Accused-

Appellants.”

25. Upon careful consideration of the entire evidence available
on record, including the testimonies of the prosecution witnesses
and the documentary material produced before this Court, it is
evident that the prosecution has only been able to establish that at
the relevant time, the accused, Arun Vasant Bapat was working as
an Assistant in the Life Insurance Corporation (LIC). It is further
shown that certain cheques were issued in favour of policyholders
in respect of policies shown as transferred. Upon enquiry, it was
revealed that several policies were dead policies and were never
actually transferred from the Ambikapur Branch to the Bilaspur

Branch.

26. M. Karketta (P.W.-3), Senior Manager and G.R. Wasing (P.W.-
4), Upper Division Clerk have clearly admitted that their duties

included verification of the calculation sheets, i.e., the review slips,
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time of surrender of a policy. As per the testimony of G.R. Wasing
(P.W.-4), the accused Arun Vasant Bapat was posted merely as an
Assistant and his duty was limited to maintaining the record of

transferred policies.

27. H.M. Saxena (P.W.—-17), the handwriting expert, also
admitted in his cross-examination that the questioned documents
and handwriting samples were supplied to him by the CBI for
examination and that the specimen handwriting of the accused

had not been obtained in his presence.

28. The prosecution evidence itself shows that the LIC office
procedure involved several stages of checking and verification,
with multiple safeguards before any policy transaction was
completed. In spite of this, the prosecution has only assumed that
vouchers were prepared in the names of lapsed or dead policies
and, on that basis, has implicated the accused/appellants.
However, a careful reading of the testimonies of the prosecution
witnesses does not explain as to how the appellants, Arun Vasant
Bapat and Avinash Pandit, allegedly entered into any conspiracy
or took part in the preparation of forged policies. The LIC officials
have admitted the existence of many internal checks, yet no
specific, reliable, or admissible evidence has been produced to
show that the appellants bypassed those checks or played any

role in the alleged forgery. In the absence of clear proof of
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conspiracy or any wrongful gain to the appellants, the prosecution
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has failed to prove the alleged offences beyond reasonable doubt.

29. It is a well settled principle of law that suspicion however
strong cannot take place of proof. In the absence of cogent and
legally admissible evidence regarding conspiracy and any active
role of appellants, the prosecution has failed to establish the
foundational facts essential for sustaining charges under Sections
468 and 471 read with Sections 120-B and 420/120-B of the
Indian Penal Code; Sections 420/120-B, 471 and 477-A read with
Section 120-B of the Indian Penal Code and Sections 13(1)(d)
read with Section 13(2) of the Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988,

read with Section 120-B of the Indian Penal Code.

30. In view of the foregoing analysis and upon appreciation of the
entire evidence on record, this Court finds that the prosecution has
failed to prove the charges against the appellants beyond
reasonable doubt. The case rests merely on suspicion without any
cogent, reliable or legally admissible evidence establishing forgery,

conspiracy, or involvement of the appellants.

31. Consequently, the appeals are allowed. The impugned
judgment of conviction and sentence is set aside and the
appellants are hereby acquitted of all the charges levelled against

them.

32. Appellants are reported to be on bail and, therefore keeping

in view the provisions of Section 437-A of Cr.P.C. (481 of the



Okq0
[=]

2026:CGHC:10082
B.N.S.S.), appellants are directed to forthwith furnish a personal
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bond in terms of Form No. 45 prescribed in the Code of Criminal
Procedure of sum of Rs.25,000/- each with one surety in the like
amount before the Court concerned which shall be effective for a
period of six months along with an undertaking that in the event of
filing of Special Leave Petition against the instant judgment or for
grant of leave, the aforesaid appellants on receipt of notice thereof

shall appear before the Hon’ble Supreme Court.

33. Let a certified copy of this judgment along with the original record
be transmitted to the trial Court concerned for information and

necessary action if, any.

Sd/-
(Rajani Dubey)
JUDGE

Ruchi



