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Md. Nazrul Islam Talukder, J.

On an application under section 561A of the Code of
Criminal Procedure, this Rule, at the instance of the
informant-petitioner, was issued calling upon the opposite-
parties to show cause as to why the order no. 32 dated
30.11.2010 passed by the learned Senior Special Judge,
discharging the accused-opposite party nos. 2 and 3 under

section 241A of the Code of Criminal Procedure from
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Special Case No.ll1 of 2008 arising out of Avoynagar
(Jessore) Thana Case No.20 dated 15.11.2007, should not be
quashed/set aside or any other order passed as to this Court
may deem fit and proper.

Facts, relevant for the purpose of disposal of the Rule,
in short, are that one Sheikh Fyaz Alam, Assistant Director,
Anti-Corruption Commission, (hereinafter referred to as the
ACC) Segunbaghicha, Dhaka lodged a First Information
Report (in brief the FIR) on 15.11.2007 with Avoynagar
Police Station, Jashore stating inter-alia, that the accused
persons in collaboration with each other transferred their
illegally acquired money by illegal means and by hiding the
same, committed offence under section 13 of the Money
Laundering Protirodh Ain, 2002 read with Rule 15 of the
Emergency Power Rules, 2007. From the inquiry, it appears
that, the accused Giridhari Lal Modi, Chairman and
Managing Director of Uttra Group of Industries, is the owner
and controller of all activities of the company; that he is
engaged in suspicious and unnatural monetary transactions;

that it appears from the records that the accused Ajoy



Chakrobarty as a Manager of Uttara Traders Private Ltd.
made transaction of Tk.64,68,46,915/- (Taka sixty four crore
sixty eight lacs forty nine thousand nine hundred fifteen)
only in his personal current account no.276 maintained with
Uttara Bank, Noapara Branch, Jashore during the period
between 23.07.98 to 16.03.2003, which is unusual for an
employee like Ajoy Chakraborty; that being aware about
such transactions, Bangladesh Bank directed Uttara Bank to
conduct an investigation vide memo no. W[
(RT*)>9/2009-99 Bt 09.08.2009 3¢ but Uttara Bank failed to
submit any report of investigation about such suspicious
transaction of the accused no.3, and accordingly the
departmental action has been taken against the concerned
officers of Uttara Bank by a letter as contained in memo no.
o3 3 g3 T 3 M3 Q009/b0b S 29.09.20093¢ that the
accused Ajoy Chakroboriti by his letter dated 09.01.2003
disclosed that above mentioned amount belongs to the Uttara
Traders Private Ltd. On the other hand, the accused Giridhari

Lal Modi vide his letter dated 09.01.2003, permitted accused



Ajoy Chakroborty to make transaction of the fund of the
Uttara Traders Private Ltd. in his personal account and as
such it appears that the above mentioned transacted amount
in the personal account of accused Ajoy Chakraborty actually
belongs to the accused Giridhari Lal Modi; that Uttara
Traders Private Ltd. maintains three accounts with three
different Banks at Noapara, Jashore namely (i) Janata Bank,
Noapara Branch, Jessore Account No. 0122-020023083,(i1)
Sonali Bank, Noapara Branch, Jashore, Account No. Current
2301, (i11) IFIC Bank, Noapara Branch, Jashore Account No.
418 (0Old), Current Account No. 00633004186 (new); that the
accused Ajoy Chakraborty as an employee of the company
transacted the above amount of money in his personal
account by violating the provisions of the Articles 37 and 41
of the Articles of Association of the Uttara Traders Private
Ltd.; that the accused Giridhari Lal Modi was required to
operate the above accounts by signing check and draft and
accused Ajoy Chakraborty cannot make any transaction in
his personal account as a Manager of Uttara Traders Private

Ltd. But the above transactions have been done through



illegal means by concealment of the existence of a huge
amount of money of Tk.64,68,46,915/- (Taka sixty four crore
sixty eight lacs forty nine thousand nine hundred fifteen)
among which Tk.5,93,61,659/- was transacted after
30.04.2002 when the operation of the Money Laundering
Protirodh Ain, 2002 came into force, thus the accused
persons by way of illegal transaction of above mentioned
huge amount of money in the personal account of accused
Ajoy Chakraborty committed offence under sections 2(tha)
and 20 of the Money Laundering Protirodh Ain, 2002 which
is punishable under section 13 of the Money Laundering
Protirodh Ain, 2002 read with Rule 15 of the Emergency
Power Rules, 2007. Hence the FIR was lodged.

The Anti-Corruption Commission after holding
investigation having found prima-face case submitted
charge-sheet being no.161 dated 30.07.2008 under section 13
of the Money Laundering Protirodth Ain, 2002 read with
Rule 15 of the Emergency Power Rules, 2007 before the

Chief Judicial Magistrate, Jashore.



Thereafter the case record was transmitted to the Court
of Sessions Judge and Senior Special Judge, Jashore and
registered as Special Case No. 11 of 2008.

The learned Senior Special Judge, Jashore on 4.8.2008
took cognizance of the offence against the accused opposite
party nos. 2 and 3 under section 13 of the Money Laundering
Protirodh Ain, 2002 read with Rule 15 of the Emergency
Power Rules, 2002.

Thereafter, the learned Senior Special Judge on
30.11.2010 discharged the accused-opposite party nos.2 and
3 from the case by allowing the application for discharge
under section 241A of the Code of Criminal Procedure,
1898(in brief the CrPC).

Being aggrieved by and dissatisfied with the impugned
order of discharge dated 30.11.2010, the petitioner-ACC
approached this Court with an application under section

561A of the CrPC and obtained this Rule on 25.04.2011.

Subsequently the petitioner filed a supplementary affidavit.



None appears on behalf of the accused-opposite party
nos. 2 and 3, when this Rule is taken up for hearing.

However, Mr. Md. Khurshid Alam Khan, the learned
Advocate, appearing on behalf of the petitioner-ACC,
submits that the sanction from the commission is required
when the charged-sheet is filed and on receipt of the charge-
sheet along with a copy of the letter of sanction the Court
takes cognizance of the offence for trial, and as a matter of
fact, only 1(one) sanction is required under section 32 of the
Anti-Corruption Act, 2004 but the learned Senior Special
Judge, Jashore failed to appreciate the same, hence, the
impugned order of discharge is liable to the quashed for
securing ends of justice in the case.

Mr. Khan next submits that the offence under the
provisions of Money Laundering Protirodh Ain, 2002 has
been made out in the FIR as well as in the charge-sheet and
other prosecution materials and as such, there is no legal bar
to continue with the trial under the provision of Money
Laundering Protirodh Ain, 2002 being a schedule offence of

the Anti-Corruption Commission Act, 2004, hence the



learned Senior Special Judge, Jashore committed serious
illegality in discharging the accused-opposite party nos.2
and 3 as such the impugned order of discharge is liable to be
quashed for securing ends of justice in the case.

He further submits that since the offence of money
laundering i1s a schedule offence of the Anti-Corruption
Commission Act, 2004 there is no legal bar to hold trial of
the accused-opposite party nos.2 and 3 under the provision of
the ACC Act, 2004, for commission of the offence alleged to
have been committed under the Money Laundering Protirodh
Ain, 2002 and as such, the question of prejudice does not
arise at all, hence the impugned order of discharge is liable to
be quashed for securing ends of justice in the case.

Mr. Khan lastly submits that all the facts as alleged in
the FIR as well as in the charge-sheet are disputed questions
of fact and the claim of innocence of the accused—opposite
party nos.2 and 3 are completely defence version, therefore,
at the time of framing of charge, there is no scope to consider
the disputed questions of fact and defence version but the

learned trial judge without considering this aspect most



illegally discharged the accused-opposite party nos. 2 and 3,
hence the impugned order is liable to be set aside.

Mr. A K.M Amin Uddin, learned Deputy Attorney-
General appearing for the State, submits that there is specific
allegation against the accused-opposite party nos.2 and 3 in
the prosecution materials and prima facie case has been
disclosed against them and the same are disputed questions
of facts, as such at the time of charge hearing, there is no
scope to discharge the accused, hence for the ends of justice,
the Rule may kindly be made absolute.

We have perused the application under section 561 A
of the Cr.P.C, supplementary affidavit and other prosecution
materials annexed thereto. We have also considered the
submissions advanced by the learned Advocate Mr. Md.
Khurshid Alam Khan for the informant-petitioner and the
learned Deputy Attorney-General for the State as well as
relevant laws.

On perusal of the records, it appears that in the FIR,

there is an allegation that-
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“feg Tafifes O wqmme o 1w fifiRiee wime
T WO 8 TR e O FoI s oem s e
A JST© GFCT WM [o1® Igafer 20/9/5b S S dY
T 000 TIfFY AFE B L8, ub,8Y,55¢/- (BIFT It BT 7%
TR YT TS ATR) B e sAfwife =) Sl wwww
BT W B €,59,03,u¢5/- (A6 @ @R % IO JWF
e Ta5) BIFT T el SifStary =i, 00 FEE
Qe wifF wo BT Y008 T 27 “Afifere 2@ 17

The charge- sheet also reveals the allegation against
the opposite party nos. 2 and 3 which reads as follows-

“Tedl GO 2ty fols «q TSTATHR T 7 e
S T AW W, WEAFARLT i oz g wIEn e foig
TEAATS! * 1T AT @ T&dr Gei (2MTe) fo1s iR @ T o & e
o 7t | % fooTie ufbte Tedr ekt (2iN) foTe ¥ Fexieier *1eie
GFF O IR ARDIETE o WIes o¢ SREG” smiv S =71 @
SR e S@ES! AR ARF A 0B AAfwEr Face |
IR T T o3fF [T GFCT T Abe AT @S e
PEISIT ATETS AW GF2 FIH TSAATT oo & R Ywa1 twrog
efafas areor wHe Tl WY IR SEITES Ot Sedl Geleid
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(&e) foTe €T T Q9,b5,8Y,900 BT (TG T Y8, bk 8Y 5¢+
TSl ANE DR,0¢,58805+ DA AT e, b8,585) WM X |
Sy NifeTeifae SAfSrEId W3, 003 FEFT ZETR T 90-08-3003
OF AT TAT TS Do SERe oo 5 377 0@ WG b,85,b-5,¢¢Y
T | (T AT 2,b0,38,0¢2 + TSl JIF 8,99,9¢,208 + S
IS 18,33,000) FH TrEE7EEF AR [ Trafis el Bl
AT AT A0 =T 17

From the charge-sheet, it further appears that- “owts
TEESE SN T @, TGl GO 23 foTg @F=wiiaia [T Fex e
M o> T IR wE AR Stgs TEfie &N
TS A Pl =i A e sAfgiEresea spie ey
ST TPTEET A TREITOR fese wiear s fifagrar «tie
AT W @I BT IS bEeId AW 0w G 1w o Yot [
LA BT AT I | TG bEq] HGS A SNCeADy foas
i IR @ Tie iR waoer [Raafs @ik qis
e o it sme o1 @ qR Ko [(fog wiffe
eIt 1B 78 YT GQITT LT FHATF® Sl S<ge
T I | AT G SFeIF J1ee T A1 o wme

RTETHAR 2SR 2 W@, T M7 efere ewige Sl wikwieg
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G bS] fTe T SO A, G OUCE T THIN R ST
IR | TF oot T R zre @ [« = Srerew w4t
TEACR O NiFaeiie SIS o3, 003 FEFT & ©IfFd wo-
08-200% G *[ AT TR ooff AT Jiea Nivereifi siferary
fTIt9 =BER IF ST AT WIS b, 85,65,y (W6 (I abia
F G O AT =I#Mlg) BIH T Srele 5% AR ey Tw
AT DIPTSR THNAT T4 =T | AP OSSO HG© T
foTe T e Guit g o3 7 Iffe St |eT W3R SkE
i Sfeis @r=iae TrereRes we PifgaEr e wmm
A ARTEAT QIR AT T NG ST A ST Sy
AT RECZ W ovie Zifde gz [y T sifotay g,
2003 €F () YR 0 AT ACTF ARSI ATS THWT A4
AP TI@T ¢ OFNE CAATFT TFE A FRATCAT T
TfFeTeifae AfSTENY O3, 2002 O G S AR ST =TT
A RS A Gy wWWel [{fENE, 004 @3 [ se @w
OGS |

From the above prosecution materials, it appears that
there is specific allegation against the accused-opposite party
nos.2 and 3 that huge amount of money (TK. 77,89,46,303)

of the company has been transferred to the account of



P:-13

accused no. 2 illegally and out of the said money, they in
collusion with others laundered Tk. 8,41,81,556.

In view of the facts and circumstances of the case, we
find that strong prima facie case has been disclosed against
the opposite-party nos. 2 and 3 in the prosecution materials.
The claim of the opposite-party nos.2 and 3 is that they did
not commit any offence under section 13 of the Money
Laundering Protirodh Ain, 2002 as alleged in the FIR and
charge-sheet. Accused Giridhari Lal Modi permitted his
manager accused Ajay Chakraborty to make transaction of
the amount of Uttara Traders Private Ltd. in his personal
account are completely defence version and disputed
question of facts. But the learned trial Judge accepting the
defence version/defence plea of the accused-opposite-party
nos. 2 and 3 discharged them from the case.

Now question i1s whether there is any scope to
discharge the accused at the time of framing of charge when
prima-facie case is disclosed against the accused-opposite-

party nos. 2 and 3 in the prosecution materials.
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In this regard, the case of The State vs Md. Shafiqul
Islam reported in 40DLR (1988) 310 is very relevant,
wherein it has been held :

"7. Section 241 A is a new section in the statute book.

The provision of this section is to be strictly followed.

It is needless to say that an order of discharge can be

made only when no case is made out against an

accused.”

Further held "11. there being a prima-facie allegation

it was incumbent on the trial court to frame the charge

against the accused”.

In the case of Gazi Mozibul Huq and others vs Abid
Hossian Babu reported in 5 MLR(AD) 63, the Appellant
Division held -

“J. The Prosecution case as set out in the petition of

complaint has got prima-facie ingredients of the

offences alleged. The exact nature of the offence
against the accused petitioners can only be thrashed

out upon a trial. The prosecution should not be stifled



P:-15

when there is a prima- facie case. No interference is

therefore called for in this case.”

In the case of Mahbuba Akater and others vs
Mozemmel Hoque and others reported in 15 BLD (HCD)
339, the High Court Division in this regard held that:

"5. Under section 241A of the Code of Criminal
Procedure learned Magistrate is to consider the
documents submitted with the case record. At that
stage Magistrate is to consider documents of the
prosecution and not the documents of the defence
which could only form part of the record after the
charge is framed and trial begins.”

In the case of Abid Hossain Babu vs Gazi Mojibul
Hagq and others reported in 20 BLD (HD) 72, the High
Court Division also held that :

"The learned Special Judge discharged the accused

persons considering the some extraneous materials

which were not available either in the complaint
petition or in the record and as such the Special Judge

acted beyond his jurisdiction under section 241A or
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265C of the Code discharging the accused by illegally

relying upon some extraneous materials which were

not in the record.”

In view of the above discussion and principles laid
down by our apex court, we are of the view that there is no
scope to discharge the accused at the time of charge hearing
accepting the defence version when prima-facie case is
disclosed in the prosecution materials. The disputed question
of facts, the defense version of the accused, defense materials
and prima-facie case can only be
proved/disproved/discarded/decided at the time of trial by
taking evidence. Apart from this, there is also an important
question of law involved with the case as to whether without
prior permission of the Bangladesh Bank, the Anti-corruption
Commission can lodge FIR as well as investigate the case
relating to the allegations of laundering of money.

On perusal of the impugned order, it appears that apart
from the factual issues, the learned Judge of the Court below
discharged the accused-opposite-party nos.1 and 2 mainly

stating that- "since Bangladesh Bank 1is exclusively
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empowered to lodge an FIR and to make an investigation or
inquiry to detect the matter of money laundering, no other
authority other than the Bangladesh Bank itself, can file any
FIR against the accused-petitioners. Bangladesh Bank is not
an informant of the case nor investigated the matter of money
laundering, Bangladesh Bank also did not authorize Sheih
Fiaz Alam, Assistant Director of Anti-Corruption
Commission to lodge an FIR against the accused petitioners.
Hence it has been quite illegal and unwarranted to initiate
any allegation against the accused petitioners being violative
of the provision of the Money Laundering Prevention Act,
2002".

With regard to the above findings, it appears that the
Money Laundering Protirodh Ain, 2002 came into force on
30.04.2002. The alleged offence took place since 23.07.1998
to 16.03.2003. Out of the alleged illegal transaction of Tk.
64,68,46,915, the accused opposite party nos. 2 and 3
illegally transferred Tk.5,93,61,659 after the Money
Laundering Protirodh Ain, 2002 came into the force on

30.04.2002.
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Though at the relevant time in the schedule of the
Anti-Corruption Commission Act, 2004, the Money
Laundering Protirodh Ain, 2002 was not included but vide
Ordinance no. 17, dated 30.07.2007 section 3Ka was
included in the Money Laundering Protirodh Ain, 2002

which is reproduced as follows-

o3 |“one, 5 Teonfv faage e Rqe-(s) @8 S3es = =y
@ 4R foFes A g2 AFF a1 (@, U2 HZEF NLIH-

(F) SPTIR GeNe FAF FAHF AZF, 2008 (008 AEH
R W) G OFOEPE AR AT vt AN FhHE FEh
SR R3F;

(¥) w7k Criminal Law Amendment Act,
1958 (Act XL of 1958) vz fiftSerge sy f&oita Special
Judge +¢ 51 23095 )

(o) TARIFTRE ©ve, 51K @ AT Sy e @3 wnisee

RFRET Afee [REE (F@, qAte Faq IhEE S8, 2008 €32



P:-19

Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1958 4«3 fRu==&t
ATy 2130 |
(R) TH-AIAT (>) T R M8 W3 (T FFA 2337 & 93 A2
AT TGRSR ons, o ¢ W sy fEmif
OISR =g 280 @ 92 4 FFA 718 1

From the above provision of section 3Ka, it appears
that Money Laundering Protirodh Ain, 2002 has been
deemed to be included in the schedule of Anti-Corruption
Commission Act, 2004 and in case of contradiction between
the Money Laundering Protirodh Ain, 2002, the Anti-
Corruption Commission Act, 2004 will get priority in respect
of investigation, trial and other issues relating to the offence
of money laundering.

From the records, it appears that one Assistant
Director, Anti-Corruption Commission, Segunbaghicha,

Dhaka lodged an FIR on 15.11.2007 with Avoynagar Police
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Station, Jashore under section 13 of the Money Laundering
Protirodh Ain, 2002 read with Rule 15 of the Emergency
Powers Rules, 2007 [effective from 12.01.2007]. For better

understanding, Rule-15 is reproduced as below-

‘“Rited WY e feM- @Al W_®l QRO
IRFTCIBICE AF @ ToIe wiafos &Gaw, 7 ¢ el [eigaar
7S THFS eI v Ew gbfere g v S e,
2008 (2008 T ¢ T NEH), VTSR AfSTAY AEH, 2008 (0
AT 9P ®igq) @@k Income Tax Ordinance, 1984
(Order No. XXXVI of 1984) 43 S&iH STFF, Gl 8
TSR TEe SoRIENR TSI AN SRR S A ZA-*ee
FTHRIFA! AMRAPTIR TG Il IHHF FHFS TF Fo[Y SWAG A1 ST,
SO A A AN AR AL IHNX® AL HAAGACS AT
(@Ol A, one ¢ REEd TR AR FEACE 7166 Tf

AR TS TS (I A7 IR |
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From the above provision of Rule 15, it appears that
the Anti-Corruption Commission had right to inquiry/lodging
case/complaint/ investigation with regard to the offence of
Money Laundering Protirodh Ain, 2002. Though the Money
Laundering Protirodh Ain, 2002 was repelled by the Money
Laundering Protirodh Ordinance, 2008 with effect from
15.04.2008 but section 31 saved the previous proceeding
initiated under the Money Laundering Protirodh Ain, 2002
which is reproduced as below :

‘FRTTHAT 3 (TFITS- (3) AT NGO FIEFF 22 0 A
T eTeifae At W2, 200% (003 FEF q 7 A1Z) AT 23 |

() Tow AT 7EA MEe TE AR AN AEAFS (@I
T 2T RIS (I TR =1y AT TR GZPeT =iy 230 @

Te W12 AR TR |7
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Section 9 of the Money Laundering Protirodh
Ordinance, 2008 states that the offences of money laundering
would be investigated by the Anti-Corruption Commission.
Section 9 reads as follows-

“TORICYT OV ¢ fBE-  (5) R A TR ARLPTIR
TS WA SR W, 008 (008 FET €T WIT) T TR
SHPRIPE AR AT GAlTe N FhT I FA* 280 OqueHy
TAOEE (S AP TG SNSCI R |

() @3 SmMeR 98 WeRE Criminal Law
Amendment Act, 1958 (Act XL of 1958) @¥ section
3 7 4T oy =TT Te Fee [ 2807 |

() 9% IICHT LT ARGTRT onG, [BR 8
Sy R @2 SR RgeRes sfee [eass o% @, gaifs o
S« =3, 008 @92 Criminal Law Amendment Act,

1958 @3 [Rqi==ar &=y =13 1
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Moreover, though the Emergency Power Rules, 2007
was repelled by the Emergency Powers (Repealed)
Ordinance, 2008 with effect from 12.12.2008 and section 3
saved the previous proceeding initiated under the Emergency
Power Rules, 2007 which reads as follows :

“Trrdl TSl fYUE, 009 @7 ITHT € (TTFEE-TE
IO RS IR Y AL T WA e Szt ol e,
2004, T3 & e 3fer SR, afze 23w |

(R) B4R (3) @ TG T R[fxwer afee zear wgs, T
e RfgETR F1 Ty 750 FE e 5y AFE @F T
Tt sfee =T =R |

(©) TA- 4I7I(s) @3 WA qX® 7T AL A T K
ST TG e PR, eve, b, e Sein (@ %
(MRIBTINR (12 BT @ ANToI oy A @ e [famen aze

EURIEY
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(8) TA-4FI(v) @ Tfgfre T wPrEe, wve, [EE, S
onifvg Sfeesly SRF*BIe oFt@ T@ [fNeT afre 5t 230 @3F
913 ¢ ffufaaeemz ey 28w ¢ wizy ¢ [y Sama
CFC@ GNFOICF STAC 230 @ T [ F4e2 &ffre 2 =18 1"

It appears that the investigation officer of the Anti-
Corruption Commission having found prima facie case
submitted charge sheet on 30.07.2008 and as per the
provision of section 12(2) of the Money Laundering
Protirodh Ordinance, 2008, and section 32 of the Anti-
Corruption Commission Act, 2004, the investigation officer
obtained sanction from the Anti-Corruption Commission
vide letter dated 29.07.2008 and submitted the investigation

report along sanction letter to the court.
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It is to be noted that though subsequently the Money
Laundering Protirodh Ordinance, 2008 was repealed by the
new money laundering law but the proceeding initiated under
the said ordinance was saved.

The aforesaid view finds support in the case of Tarique
Rahman vs Bangladesh and others, reported in 63 DLR(AD)
(2011)18 (para 25-29) and the same is also affirmed in
Review Petition No. 32 of 2011, reported in 63 DLR(AD)
(2011)162 (para 32).

In view of the above discussions of the provisions of
law and the facts, it appears that the Anti-corruption
Commission rightly lodged the FIR and thereafter lawfully
investigated the case and submitted investigation report with
the sanction of the Anti-Corruption Commission, therefore,
the findings of the learned Court below discharging the
accused-opposite party nos.2 and 3 are not sustainable in
law.

In the facts and circumstances as discussed above, we
are of the view that in the prosecution materials prima-facie
case has been disclosed against the accused-opposite-party
nos.2 and 3 and there is no legal bar to proceed with the case
against them. Whether the accused-opposite-party nos. 2 and
3 are at all involved with the alleged offence or not that can

only be decided at the time of trial by taking evidence.
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Considering the facts and circumstances of the case and the
proposition of law settled by our Apex court, we are of the
view that the impugned order dated 30.11.2010 discharging
the accused-opposite party nos. 2 and 3 is not sustainable in
the eye of the law, therefore, we find merit in the Rule and
the Rule is liable to be made absolute.

Accordingly, the Rule is made absolute.

Consequently, the impugned order no. 32 dated
30.11.2010 discharging the accused-opposite-party nos. 2
and 3 is hereby set side.

The accused-opposite party nos.2 and 3 are directed to
surrender before the learned Senior Special Judge, Jashore in
no time.

The learned Judge of the trial court is directed to
proceed with the case in accordance with law in the light of
the observations made above and to release the accused-
opposite-party Nos.2 and 3 on bail if they surrender. The
learned trial Judge is further directed to conclude the trial as
early as possible preferably within 06 (six) months from the
date of receipt of the copy of this judgment and order.

Let a copy of this judgment and order be

communicated to the concerned Court below forthwith.

K. M. Hafizul Alam, J.

I agree.



