
IN THE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW DELHI 
 

SUBJECT   :  INDIAN PENAL CODE 
 

BAIL APPLICATION NO.2397 OF 2007 
 

Date of Decision: 26th March, 2008 
 

 
ALKA GUPTA .........      Petitioner 

Through:  Mr. R.N.Mittal, Sr.Adv. with 
Mr.Lalit Gupta, Advocate. 

 
 

versus 
 
STATE (THROUGH NCT OF DELHI) .........   Respondent 

Through:  r.Pawan Sharma, Advocate. 
 
 
H.R. MALHOTRA, J. 
 
1.  This is an application on behalf of the petitioner seeking anticipatory bail in case F.I.R. 
No.170 of 2006, under Sections 424/467/468/471 read with Section 34 IPC, registered at Police 
Station New Friends Colony.  
 
2.  As per the F.I.R., the property bearing No.A-221, New Friends Colony, New Delhi is 
owned by Upma Gupta, w/o Late Sh. Gupta, Anand Gupta, Alka Gupta and Dr. Anoop Gupta on 
the basis of seven agreements to sell dated 3.7.1994 in respect of their separate portions. F.I.R. 
further speaks that the aforesaid property was purchased from Deepak Badwar and Kiran 
Badwar who appointed the complainant as General Attorney of Deepak Badwar and Kiran 
Badwar along with Bhushan Kumar Gupta. F.I.R. further goes on to say that the complainant has 
learnt that Dr. Anoop Kumar Gupta, has forged power of attorney in conspiracy with his wife 
Alka Gupta, the petitioner herein, claimed to be executed by the complainant and Bhushan 
Kumar Gupta and on the strength of that power of attorney, the petitioner approached Delhi 
Development Authority and got a conveyance deed fraudulently in their favour. Thus according 
to the complainant, the petitioner has committed aforesaid offences.  
 
3.  Learned counsel for the petitioner urged that there is no evidence to indicate that this 
petitioner has forged the General Power of Attorney. He further urged that FSL report does not 
clearly speaks to this effect. It was further submitted by learned counsel for the petitioner that the 
dispute relating to the property is of civil nature and that multifarious litigation is pending 
between the parties, they being closely related to each other and even status quo orders were 
granted by the High Court in respect of the property in question. He further urged that there are 
cross F.I.R.s registered against each other and this case is the result of vengeance between the 
parties. He further argued that the F.I.R. has been registered after ten years of the existence of 
such documents and that the petitioners have been in possession of the said property since 
29.4.1994.  
 



4.  I have heard learned counsel for the petitioner and also learned prosecutor. I have also 
looked into the FIR. There is no denial of the fact that multifarious litigation is pending between 
the parties in respect of various properties including present one. Even otherwise, it is brought on 
record that the petitioner had filed civil suit relating to this property and the complainant Vipin, 
Upma and Bhushan complainant of this case proceeded ex parte in suit No.280/2006. 4. In view 
of the fact that their have been family disputes going on between the parties in respect of the 
property in question and other properties and also taking into consideration the FSL report, to my 
mind, it is not a case where custodial interrogation shall be essential as admitted signatures of the 
petitioner are already with the investigators. Investigating Officer, if so desires, can always call 
for the documents relating to this F.I.R. to facilitate her to reach the truth.  
 
5.  For all these reasons, the petitioner is admitted to admitted to anticipatory bail. In the 
event of arrest, the petitioner be released on bail her furnishing a personal bond in the sum of 
Rs.10,000/- (rupees ten thousand) with one surety in the like amount to the satisfaction of the 
Arresting Officer. The petitioner shall, however, join investigation as and when desired by the 
investigators.  
 
6.  The application stands disposed of in terms of the aforesaid order.  
 

Sd./- 
H.R. MALHOTRA 

 
 MARCH 26, 2008  


