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The writ petitioner is in appeal upon no effective order being passed on his petition under

Article 226 of the Constitution complaining of inaction on the

part of the police authorities in carrying out an investigation pursuant to his complaint

lodged in the year 2017.

According to the appellant, he has inherited a property at 37B, Block Ã¢â‚¬Å“BÃ¢â‚¬,

New Alipore from his father and neither his father nor the petitioner

had ever furnished the property by way of security for any loan or credit facilities obtained

from any bank or financial institution. However, during the

lifetime of the appellantÃ¢â‚¬â„¢s father, proceedings were instituted by United Bank of

India and United Commercial Bank in respect of the property on



the allegation that the petitionerÃ¢â‚¬â„¢s father was the guarantor in respect of credit

facilities granted by such banks to third parties and that the

property had been mortgaged in favour of such banks.

The appellant claims that his father had not guaranteed repayment of any loan obtained

from any bank by any third-party nor did his father furnish the

New Alipore property by way of security to any bank. The appellant claims that his father

had made over title deeds to an acquaintance in connection

with a proposed transaction and such acquaintance may have misused the title deeds

without the knowledge of the appellantÃ¢â‚¬â„¢s father.

It is submitted on behalf of the appellant that the appellantÃ¢â‚¬â„¢s father came to know

the fraudulent claims of the two banks some time around 2002.

However, it does not appear that the appellantÃ¢â‚¬â„¢s father took any immediate steps

to institute a suit to recover the title deeds or to dissociate

himself from the transactions as claimed by the banks. Indeed, it appears that substantial

payments were made by the appellant or the appellantÃ¢â‚¬â„¢s

father to the banks; though the appellant claims that such payments were made to buy

peace and to protect the property.

The immediate grievance of the appellant is that despite a police complaint being lodged

in 2017, the investigation has not yet been completed nor any

steps taken against any person, though a preliminary report suggests that a case of fraud

has been discovered in course of the investigation.

Both UCO Bank and United Bank of India are represented and such banks insist that the

appellantÃ¢â‚¬â„¢s father had mortgaged the relevant property

to the banks and had also stood guarantor in respect of transactions with third parties.

The State says that the investigation is in its final leg and seeks time for about two or

three months for the investigation to be completed.

Considering that the complaint was lodged in the year 2017 and the fact that the

investigation ought to have been completed by now, the time to file

the charge sheet or appropriate final report is extended till March 31, 2020. Such direction

is peremptory. The State will take the matter to its logical



conclusion in the event any wrongdoing has been discovered in course of the

investigation.

It will be open to the appellant to institute an appropriate civil suit to recover the title

deeds or any money that the appellant may have been constrained

to pay on behalf of third parties. It is needless to say that both the banks should be

parties to the suit.

Nothing in this order will impinge upon the appropriate Bench taking up the petition under

Section 482 of the Criminal Procedure Code against the

complaint lodged by the appellant herein.

FMA 404 of 2020 along with CAN 7401 of 2019 are disposed of on the above basis and

without any order as to costs.
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