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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT PATNA
CRIMINAL MISCELLANEOUS No. 63351 of 2025

Arising Out of PS. Case No.-9 Year-2025 Thana- MAHILA PS District- Khagaria

Veena Sinha, wife of late Ajay Kumar Sinha, resident of Mohalla - North
Hajipur, Ward No.23, P.S. - Chitragupta Nagar, District - Khajaria, Bihar

...... Petitioner
Versus

The State of Bihar

Rampukar Sahni S/o- Late Kishun Sahni.
Badal Kumar S/o- Rampukar Sahni.
Abhishek Kumar S/o- Rampukar Sahni.

Rohit Sahni S/o- Late Kishun Sahni.
All resident of village - Sanhaule, Ward No.25, P.S. - Chitragupta
Nagar, Dist- Khagaria, Bihar.

...... Opposite Parties
Appearance :
For the Petitioner : Mr. Vivek Kumar Sinha, Advocate
Ms. Urvashi Bharti, Advocate
For the State : Mr. Uma Shankar Prasad Singh, APP

For the Opp. Party Nos. 2 to 5: Dr. Harendra Kumar Singh, Advocate
Mr. Santosh Kumar Mishra, Advocate

CORAM: HONOURABLE MR. JUSTICE SANDEEP KUMAR
C.AV. JUDGMENT

Date : 05-08-2026

The present application has been filed by the
petitioner-informant under Section 483(3) of the Bharatiya
Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita, 2023 (BNSS), praying for
cancellation of the regular bail granted to the opposite parties
nos.2 to 5, namely, Rampukar Sahni, Badal Kumar, Abhishek
Kumar and Rohit Sahni, by the learned Special Judge, POCSO
Act, Khagaria, vide order dated 19.07.2025 passed in B.P. No.47

of 2025, in connection with Mahila P.S. Case No.09 of 2025,
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corresponding to POCSO Case No.37A of 2025, registered for
the offences punishable under Sections 74, 76, 115(2), 126(2),
351(2) and 351(3), read with Section 3(5), of the Bharatiya
Nyaya Sanhita, 2023 (BNS) and Section 8 of the Protection of
Children from Sexual Offences Act, 2012 (POCSO Act). The
petitioner assails the impugned order principally on the ground
that the said order came to be passed on the very day of
surrender, without issuing notice to the petitioner or without
hearing her, who is the mother and guardian of the victim child
and also the informant of the case.

2. The prosecution case, as set out in the self-
written statement of the petitioner-informant recorded on
03.03.2025 at about 12:50 P.M., is that on 02.03.2025, at about
10:00 A.M., the five named accused persons, namely, Rampukar
Sahni, Rohit Sahni, Abhishek Kumar @ Bittu Kumar, Badal
Kumar and Suraj Kumar, forming a gang, entered the bedroom
of the daughter of the informant, who was aged about 14 years,
with the intention of committing a sexual offence upon her. It is
alleged that the accused Rampukar Sahni bit the chest of the
victim with his teeth, and when the victim resisted, the accused
Rohit Sahni attempted to tear her trousers. It is further alleged

that when the informant attempted to protect her daughter, the
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accused Rampukar Sahni assaulted the victim with a glass bottle
and the accused Bittu Kumar caught hold of the hair of the
informant and began to disrobe the victim with the intention of
outraging her modesty. It is further alleged that the accused
Badal Kumar and Suraj Kumar, with the intention to kill,
assaulted the victim with the iron rods held in their respective
hands. Thereafter, the victim was taken to the Sadar Hospital,
Khagaria for treatment. It 1s alleged by the informant that she is
a widow and the mother of the minor victim and the accused
persons had an evil eye upon her daughter from before, and that
she was in great fear and terror on account of the occurrence.

3. On the basis of the said statement, Mabhila
P.S. Case No.09 of 2025 came to be registered on 03.03.2025.

4. In the course of the investigation, as noticed
in the order dated 15.07.2025 of the Special Judge himself, the
further statement of the informant came to be recorded in
paragraph no.2 of the case diary, and the statements of the
victim and of the other witnesses came to be recorded in
paragraph nos.5, 9, 10 and 11 thereof, all of whom supported the
prosecution case. The facts described in the injury report of the
victim were noticed in paragraph no.26 of the case diary and the

charge-sheet came to be submitted against the accused persons,
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keeping the investigation pending.

S.

Apprehending arrest, the opposite parties

nos.2 to 5 moved the Special Judge, POCSO Act, Khagaria, for

the grant of anticipatory bail by filing A.B.P. No.47 of 2025,

which came to be rejected vide order dated 15.07.2025. The said

order reads as under:-

"I ;- fAOIY =IrrEfier. gl vae, @IS/

SURerT : ford= AR, 1391 =TT, il vae,
GIrSAT |

GIRTT qIq WeRIT—37/2025

faery Sifird AT 3deT W&IT—47/2025
VHYBIN &1 Va3 3 g4 [§81% X1

5072025 :— Hel T BIS  HEI—09/25
ST GRI-74, 76, 115(2), 126(2), 351(2), (3) 3(5) .TAV¥
UG ERT—8 GIRIl UFe & SIRITGT STTdsd SifHgth 1. IHYHIR
WEdl 2. §Ied FAR, 3. VB FAR, 4. Nlfed WA Bl
3R ¥ SIP [dgTT ST St Faw AN G & FINT
I STHIT SIS RIS 1T 17| 31U+ STHT e
P Al RgrT 8av &id sifarors & & TE &1 a el
I G P GIEIT el ST TGT 8 HVGd [HAT T

3TATH GBI Bl 3R W 7P [AgTT SIErah
T S GETTT @ fag Y BT fBAr & 5 smaedir
fdeger [l & vq Gsl7 I JuvTE Tl [Bar &1 8 §9
are H gHiaTT v9 g @& BRY Terd @ W BT a7
g/ 3dad @1, 2. 3 BT PIZ RIS Flasrg &
g U7 3Taed G4 P [dvg ST JRTH BT Vb B
afdad & forgd a8 warad v & GEul ST &er
[dcger go7 v #79ed &/ aread § 6 dIT P SAGDH
YHYPR AEH Y9 qiadr @ da g faare & fordga forw
WS FINT fdar T erfea W d0—24/2023 ldd &
qfaer va difsar gl 9Wd GhTT B HIHTT GIe—BlredY
%% fear ol & Howdlodlodlo Bew | ¥ &/ TaaHI
P T {fadr U9 Sd GRaw & AWl & 139g rarad
3TdeT RI—5860 [aId 281224 UT 1825/25 SLyw.Ul,
QST B AT [HA7 T & Wl e & saciia
G W & & JEATHIT P [og PIT TERIHB TR T8l
g/ qUIerd gcar d e HITI B Hig ¥rfer T8 8
STAGHITI & (TG IRIUT RIS & TEd 3RIT T8 F7al
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8/ SIMEATHIT fdFGRYT BT WIHAT BN B IR Ud F9P
BYR Bl @ THIGET T8 8 SUNRh aedl & Sielld H
SITAGHITT PI SUH STHITT B GIAET H&T7 ¥ BT [Fde
fa&ar ar &/

fagrT faery el sifadrore gRT 3T STATId &1
faRrer far a7 8

qfEer dom Rrer @ efda sdeT @ €N
SIS T ATl HelT H I8 & [ fa7id 02.03.25 (sic)
B FHT TIAHT 10.00 §5f ¥H YHIN HEH), Ved Wl
e FHAN SH [Ag FAR, TGd FAR, YA FAR
(MYBR BT ¥CTH) W4 F AT FABY GAadr Bl gAT
XXXX & YN oAl SURTE P SIFT W D IgT pel H E
J¥ 3 TAT MYBR WEHl F I YA A g% ST
g8 ¥ GIq PIeT o FIaRIEr e &1 A o a7 ar
VIfed FEl 7 SWHT LTSGR BISH BT HIATH 15T THYHIR
W 7 SEPI YA P SN I @ qideT W §Hel BV 137
[8g FHN 7 GABr & FIeT GHSHY IHDI G BT Toull
W HYT B GRT W [FdvT HYT o[ §Iae FAR S
YO FAR A W ARG P [gd § S9dl gA wW
SUH—37TT EFT § [o10 GllE & &S W &l B [T forerdpr
ST WGV SNYTe], GIISAT H 7T ET & qABT BT BT
& & g7 rRrErEHar &1 §¥ TV qd W SWd! gA v vE
gl

SHIEll I THFT & [ Uv GAr ¥ ST #r
gt fHar| SifieiE daeieT W fafkd skar & f&
qEa@Er GRT R T SEeT F IEIN UV 3IdeH
SFIGHTT TF o B favg HEIA@T g fear T &
JGEETTHA] T UH ST B HH H B SN B
PISH—2 H qifedl &1 Y7 I  BISH-5, 9, 10, 11 4
TH T SIITT BT BT THAT [FAr &) d SN @
FicH—26 H Hfear &1 o Hiddes § drviad aeql @l
ffaa faar 197 & | SIARHITT HrRIfAd! & AT SYH &
U9 9P 1dvg IRIUT Vel @ weH 7 fafire sivrg 8
" H STAGE MGHITT B fAog SFIET TRl ¥GT §Y

RIT 77 FEAT fHar 79T 8

are @ a2, gRRefagl va savrer @t w+fiear
»l [@d gy ded IHYHIT Bl JAT ST B
gfaem gerT e <grgifaa gdta T8t glar 81

3T SAGH SAGHIAT B R W [T AT

STHIT TG 3¥EIgpd BT el & |
(cTearfIT v gred)
faery =yrmefier, i vae, @itsar |
Within four days thereafter, on 19.07.2025,

the same accused persons/Opposite Parties 2 to 5, surrendered
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before the same Special Judge and moved an application for
regular bail, being B.P. No.47 of 2025, which came to be
allowed on the very same day vide the impugned order dated

19.07.2025, which reads as under:-

"Iy ;[ =rarEfter, i vae, @iiear
SUReIT : ford= AT, 13919 =IrarEfer g vae,
ST |
Uil arq GeRI—377/2025
fA9IT STEIT 3TdeT FeRIT—47/2025

YHYBIN WEH U9 3 3T 919 [68R I
TG

19.07.2025 :— SIfAYth 1. HYPR Wedl, 2. g
AN, 3. YD FAR, 4. Vfed T+l Bl N W IHETAIT

W& GG 31T Aleell oI BIS WRT—09,/25 STifd
gIT—74, 76, 115(2) 126(2) 351(2) (3) 3(5) #y7.vw TT
§RT-8 Gladl Uge & dgd 9d 19517 gy st wary
FAR [A5T & GINT JIRIST [T AT 1dGHTT B =TI
SIFARET H forr T 8 ST 3rdeT arford AT T

31A]H GBI Bl 3% W 7P [IgT7 eIy
T THAT P fdg Y BYT [fdar § b SaeHT [Heger
fefy & vq 9w @I oravrT T8 [T 8 9 59 P9 A
TAd ST H BRI TAT &/ SASE W1, 2, 3 P By
TINIfEIE SfAsT Tl & UG 3lded g4 b [deg
GIAISTT AT BIS TRIT—66 /24 T5f & foTaH g8 STHId
UY &/ SIS BT [deger FoT, PIeuliE v Wl v
g/ SMaATHIT W I B GAHET F ¥ H 20 a9 G
foRRIGR @ U H (% @1 §HIT T V8T 8/ araq H
qEdr @ el ufd g7 e T W AT
ITEIHA & fo1y TG e ford T o [oreredpl 1T Het
UV STASHITIT Pl BT @lefl YT Bl HET VG dqedd
S Uigdl VT @ d8d T B AT AT &/ SEeHUII
F SN W GEE B g REATTTIR O IS
GeI[—24 /2025 TG BT TAT 8/ EASHTT B [0
SRIMGT RIS BT STGNTE] 8] g1 &/ SdeHI [daRoT
BT WHAT B Pl AR & Y9 I79H YN &7 Bl GHIEGT
TEI & SURIH Tl @ 37l H SAGHIT Bl GTHAT Pl
QI 7GTT F BT fdeT B AT 2

Qg1 @919 &l SIfIISTd §RT o f&ar a7 &
& Swquer 4 qd & ST B -7 UG By 9T
faare 8/ 3iffeld uv Syciel e H 3ATHITT b [3%g
giRTr Ude & a8 HIHCl gl Hoia gl 8 ¥&T &/ wres &
I STTRTT GIRT e BT STRIET [T 7197 &

qfEer dom Rer @ efdd sded @ SR




Patna High Court CR. MISC. No. 63351 of 2025 dt.05-08-2026

7/27

SIS BT AHe Welg 3 98 & [ faid 02.03
25 (sic)® I T 10.00 o I JHR Wel, Wled
WEHl, YD FHN BB 4 FAR, §IecT FAR, G FAR
(RTIYPIY BT RCTP) T Vb I FA1BY GiAPT B AT xxx
& QYUY ffd R P ST H SHP IIT P A gH
3 T YHYPBR WEHl F 9B YA & Ol U% U §g
¥ GIq It forerasT HaRreT A &1 Al o fear ar [fed
e 7 FEPBT TISIN BIST BT HATH [HAT| IIHYHIN HTEH!
7 9@ g & SU¥ M & FiacT 9 gFer w7 faar| g
FAR + GABT BT ST JHSHY IHD! Gl B Aol 4T
HYT B TvT W [T BN oI A FAN SN GA
FAR 7 T ARG @ [T d FEH GA GV -39
81 ¥ [0 Glle @ ©S W &4 BN [aa [o7e7asT $eilol Wav
SIVTTe], GUISIT § T V8T &/ qAPr BT BT & [ 57
SIRIETHHI @) g TN Yd & I9H YA 4¥ V&l 8/

SHIGE &I THTT @ 195 G G UG el ar
3qelIpT [Bar| fierg S/aciieT W fafeq sfar & fa
Q@ gRT R T SEeT @ IEIN UV 3IdeH
GBI U o P fAeg HEIAB T far TAT 8
GEETTHA F TT HFHENT B HH H ql B SN P
PISH—2 H qifedl & Y7 I G BISH—5, 9, 10, 11 F
= Wl @1 g4I b fFar Tar & fordd e T
SfAIGTT HT BT wEST fFAr &1 [WH P SN B
BfsHr—26 H ST &1 o HfadeT § afdfd @l &
i &1 =T & forgd Swd oIeH Pl ARINYT i BT
FOIT AT & T IR & waaTeier favd 7 BIg THR ored
T &/ STAGHIV GawT F ARG § 9 994 4 o
OUd P ofT—aT Bl ABY [A9I8 TAT 37T VET &/ 3ifHera
gl W I8 4 [dfed & ver & fr 9vH YA fdarg &
o BRVT CIgice {T 70—24,/2023 dfdd &/ adard §
el gv Sycier e & 3dclldT | MATHI D
favg uieal vac & dgad RIY g7ar gam gdla T8
gl V8T 8/ 1aehII WesT | RIIerd  SHTHEI [

gl

T @ TI vd GRRefaal B T@d §Y STded
SIFGHITIT I STATTT P GIAET HIIT [HI1 ST =riferd
gdld giar &1

37T 3TAGH BT Bl Flo 10,000,/ — (3F §AR) BT
& W WHIT VIR @ G HAYSI §RT FETH QIIeT BR gY
Vg IR 9% el Ui G UN ST Y §Th R Pl
IR [@gr AT &/ SaedIT SIgwEn,/ famwer 4 o
TEAIT PN |

(@i va gled)
faery ~rarfrer giar @atsar |

Aggrieved by the impugned order, the
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petitioner-informant has approached this Court by way of the
present application. Notice came to be issued to the opposite
parties nos.2 to 5 vide the order dated 05.01.2026. The opposite
parties nos.2 to 5 have entered appearance and have contested
the application by filing a counter affidavit.

8. The learned counsel for the petitioner has
submitted that the impugned order dated 19.07.2025 is vitiated
at its very inception, having been passed without any notice to,
or hearing of, the petitioner-informant, who is the mother and
guardian of the child victim, in a case registered under the
POCSO Act. It is submitted that the POCSO Act and the Rules
made thereunder secures to the child and to her family the right
to engage counsel and the right to be informed of every
development in the case, including the bail proceedings, and
that the right of the victim to be heard at every crucial stage of
the criminal proceeding, including the stage of bail, is now
firmly entrenched in our criminal jurisprudence, as recognised
by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Jagjeet Singh & Ors. v.
Ashish Mishra @ Monu & Anr., reported as (2022) 9 SCC 321.
It is pointed out that neither the order dated 15.07.2025 nor the
impugned order dated 19.07.2025 records any notice to, or any

appearance on behalf of, the informant or the victim, and that
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both the orders record the hearing of only two parties, namely,
the learned counsel for the accused and the learned Special
Public Prosecutor for the State.

0. The learned counsel for the petitioner has
next submitted that the impugned order amounts, in substance,
to a review by the Special Judge of his own reasoned order
dated 15.07.2025, which 1is impermissible in law. It is
emphasised by the learned counsel for the petitioner that on
15.07.2025 the Special Judge had rejected the anticipatory bail
of the very same accused persons upon a consideration of the
case diary, recording, inter alia, that the victim and the
witnesses had supported the prosecution case and that the injury
report of the victim was on record. Further, the Special Judge
had recorded that specific accusations existed against the
accused and that the charge-sheet had been submitted. It is the
submission of the learned counsel for the petitioner that the
same Judge had recorded that offence was grave in nature and
thereafter declined anticipatory bail to the same accused persons
on 15.07.2025 yet, within four days i.e. on 19.07.2025 vide the
impugned order based on the same material, and without the
emergence of any new circumstance save and except the

surrender of the accused, the same Court took a diametrically
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opposite view and enlarged the accused on bail on the very day
of their surrender. It is submitted that an unexplained somersault
of this nature renders the impugned order perverse, attracting
the principles laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in
Puran v. Rambilas & Anr., reported as (2001) 6 SCC 338,
Neeru Yadav v. State of U.P. & Anr., reported as (2014) 16 SCC
508, Mahipal v. Rajesh Kumar @ Polia & Anr., reported as
(2020) 2 SCC 118, Deepak Yadav v. State of U.P. & Anr.,
reported as (2022) 8 SCC 559, Ajwar v. Waseem & Anr.,
reported as (2024) 10 SCC 768, and State of Karnataka v. Sri
Darshan etc., reported as 2025 SCC OnLine SC 1702.

10. It is further submitted that the findings
recorded in the impugned order that no charge under the
POCSO Act appears to be made out against the accused is a
finding which was wholly impermissible at the stage of bail,
amounting, as it does, to conduct a mini-trial and a premature
pronouncement upon the very question which is required to be
determined at the stage of framing of charge. Pertinently, that
too in the face of the statements of the victim and the witnesses
supporting the prosecution case and the statutory presumptions
engrafted in Sections 29 and 30 of the POCSO Act. Reliance in

this behalf has been placed upon Kanwar Singh Meena v. State
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of Rajasthan & Anr., reported as (2012) 12 SCC 180, wherein it
has been held that at the stage of bail a detailed and meticulous
examination of the evidence and an elaborate documentation of
the merits of the case is to be avoided, and that the High Court
or the Sessions Court is not expected to record a finding
tantamounting to acquittal.

11. The learned counsel for the petitioner has
also submitted that the concession made by the Special Public
Prosecutor for the State, to the effect that no case under the
POCSO Act appeared to be made out, could neither bind the
victim, who was not before the Court, nor relieve the Special
Judge of his obligation to apply his own judicial mind to the
material in the case diary, which material, on the Court’s own
showing four days earlier, supported the prosecution case. It is
submitted that the observation in the supplementary case diary
that the injuries of the victim are simple in nature has no bearing
upon the offence of sexual assault under Section 8 of the
POCSO Act, which is not dependent upon the severity of any
physical injury sustained by the minor child.

12. Lastly, it is submitted that the accused
persons are the immediate neighbours and erstwhile tenants of

the petitioner, who is a widow living with her daughter, and the
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parties reside in close proximity within the same police station,
and therefore the petitioner entertains a genuine apprehension of
threat to herself and to the child victim, so long as the accused
remain at large under the cover of an order obtained in the
manner aforesaid.

13.  The learned Additional Public Prosecutor for
the State has not been able to dispute that neither the order dated
15.07.2025 nor the impugned order dated 19.07.2025 records
any notice to, or appearance on behalf of, the informant or the
victim.

14.  Per contra, the learned counsel appearing on
behalf of the opposite parties nos.2 to 5 has opposed the present
application and has submitted that the same is devoid of merit
and is fit to be rejected.

15. Elaborating his submissions, the learned
counsel has submitted that the opposite party no.2 has been
running a grocery shop as a tenant in the premises belonging to
the family of the petitioner for more than two decades and the
late husband of the petitioner had executed an agreement dated
28.10.2019 in respect of the shop and godown against the
advances taken by him. It is submitted that after his death the

petitioner herself executed a fresh agreement dated 06.03.2023
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on the terms of the earlier agreement and when the opposite
party no.2 demanded his money, he was threatened with eviction
and with implication in false cases, apprehending which he had
submitted a written representation to the Deputy Superintendent
of Police, Khagaria Sadar, on 28.12.2024, followed by an
Informatory Petition No.18 of 2025 dated 06.01.2025 before the
Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Khagaria, in both of which he
specifically expressed the apprehension that he would be falsely
implicated, including in a case of outraging of modesty. It is
further submitted that the opposite party no.2 thereafter
instituted Title Suit No.24 of 2025 before the learned Sub-
Judge-1, Khagaria, on 28.02.2025, against the petitioner and her
daughters, for specific performance of the agreement.

16. It is next submitted that on 02.03.2025 itself,
at about 10:45 A.M., the petitioner, her son-in-law and her
daughters committed a daylight assault upon the shop and
family of the opposite party no.2, in respect whereof Chitragupt
Nagar P.S. Case No.24 of 2025 came to be registered against
them on 02.03.2025 at 21:50 hours, and that the Mahila P.S.
Case No0.09 of 2025 was lodged only on the following day, at
12:50 P.M., without any explanation for the delay, as a clear

counterblast to the aforesaid prior case and to the title suit. It is
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therefore the submission of the learned counsel for the opposite
party nos. 2 to 5 that the FIR lodged by the petitioner is, an
afterthought, born out of the civil dispute.

17. The learned counsel for the opposite party
nos. 2 to 5 has further submitted that the grievance of the
petitioner that she was not heard is factually incorrect, inasmuch
as the informant was represented before the learned Court below
through the office of her engaged advocate, whose junior had
filed a vakalatnama on her behalf on 17.03.2025, and an
advocate from the said office appeared suo motu and had
opposed both the anticipatory bail application and the regular
bail application. Consequently, according to the learned counsel,
no separate notice under Section 40 of the POCSO Act was
required.

18. It is also submitted that the learned Special
Public Prosecutor himself, upon a perusal of the material on
record, fairly submitted before the Court below that no case
under the POCSO Act appeared to be made out, and the
supplementary case diary records the injuries of the victim to be
simple in nature and not on any sensitive part of the body. It is
further submitted that the opposite parties had voluntarily

surrendered before the Court below and have been regularly
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cooperating with the trial. It is the categorical submission that
the Special Judge, upon a consideration of the entire material,
had exercised his discretion judicially in granting bail, which
ought not to be interfered mechanically.

19. Lastly, the learned counsel for the opposite
parties nos.2 to 5 has submitted that the considerations
governing the cancellation of bail stand on a footing entirely
different from those governing its grant, and that bail once
granted is not to be cancelled in a routine or mechanical manner
in the absence of any misuse of liberty, breach of the conditions
of bail, interference with the trial, threat to the witnesses or
attempt to abscond. It is emphasised that after grant of bail the
opposite parties have neither misused the privilege of bail nor is
any supervening circumstance even alleged in the present
application, save and except a generalised apprehension.
Reliance has been placed upon Dolat Ram & Ors. v. State of
Haryana, reported as (1995) 1 SCC 349, Himanshu Sharma v.
State of Madhya Pradesh, reported as (2024) 4 SCC 222, and
Abdul Basit @ Raju & Ors. v. Mohd. Abdul Kadir Chaudhary
& Anr., reported as (2014) 10 SCC 754.

20. I have heard the learned counsel for the

parties and have carefully perused the materials available on
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record.

21.  Upon a conspectus of the rival submissions,
three questions arise for consideration in the present application.
Firstly, whether the impugned order dated 19.07.2025 is vitiated
for having been passed without issuing notice to the petitioner
or hearing her, who is the guardian of the victim child and the
informant of the case, which has been registered under the
POCSO Act. Secondly, whether the Special Judge could, within
four days of his own reasoned order rejecting the anticipatory
bail of the same accused persons, and based on the same
material, take a diametrically opposite view and enlarge the
accused on bail on the very day of their surrender and, thirdly,
whether the finding recorded in the impugned order, that no
charge under the POCSO Act appears to be made out, could at
all have been recorded at the stage of bail.

22. Before adverting to the aforesaid questions,
it would be apposite to notice the settled legal position. The
jurisprudence on the subject recognises two distinct categories,
as recently restated by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in State of
Karnataka v. Sri Darshan etc. (supra), the first being the
annulment or setting aside of an order granting bail on account

of a legal infirmity attaching to the order at its very inception,
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and the second being the cancellation of bail on account of post-
grant misconduct or supervening circumstances. The distinction
was lucidly drawn in Dolat Ram (supra) and Neeru Yadav
(supra), and it is well settled, on the authority of Puran (supra),
Mahipal (supra), Deepak Yadav (supra) and Ajwar (supra),
that where the order granting bail is perverse or is founded upon
irrelevant considerations or ignores the relevant material
available on record, or suffers from non-application of judicial
mind, the superior Courts can, and indeed must, set aside such
an order, irrespective of whether the accused has misused the
liberty granted to him. In the second category alone does the
absence of supervening misconduct assume significance.

23. Equally well settled is the right of the victim
to be heard. In Jagjeet Singh (supra), the Hon’ble Supreme
Court has held in unequivocal terms that the victim of a crime
has unbridled participatory rights at every stage of the criminal
proceeding, including the proceedings for the grant of bail, and
that a victim cannot be asked to await the commencement of the
trial for asserting her right to participate. The bail granted in that
case without affording the victims an opportunity of being heard
was, for that reason, set aside therein. The POCSO Act and the

Rules framed thereunder carry this right further in relation to a
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child victim, particularly, the provisions of the POCSO Act and
the rules made thereunder, secures to the family or the guardian
of the child the right to engage a legal counsel of their choice
and cast a positive obligation to keep the child, through its
parent or guardian, informed of every development in the case,
including the court proceedings, of which the proceedings for
bail are the most crucial at the pre-trial stage. No doubt, the
statutory scheme of the BNSS makes the presence of the
informant obligatory at the hearing of the bail application only
in relation to certain enumerated aggravated sexual offences, the
scheme of the POCSO Act and the Rules, however,
independently secures to the child victim, through her guardian,
the right to be informed of, and to be heard in, the bail
proceedings, and this right cannot be reduced to a dead letter by
disposing of the bail application on the very day of surrender,
behind the back of the victim.

24. Tested on the anvil of the aforesaid
principles, the impugned order, in the considered opinion of this
Court, cannot be sustained.

25.  Taking up the first question, a bare perusal of
the two orders extracted hereinabove would show that neither of

them records any notice to, or even any appearance on behalf of,
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the informant or the victim. Both the orders record the hearing
of only the learned counsel for the accused and the learned
Special Public Prosecutor for the State. From the perusal of the
impugned order, it appears that the regular bail application was
filed, the accused surrendered, the application was taken up,
heard and allowed, all on 19.07.2025 itself, leaving no window
whatsoever within which the informant could even have learnt
of the surrender, much less arranged to be heard. The plea taken
in the counter affidavit, that an advocate from the office of the
counsel engatged by the informant had appeared suo motu and
opposed both the bail applications, is not borne out by the
record of either order, and it is trite that a judicial order is
conclusive of what transpired before the Court. If the recital was
incomplete, it was for the party so asserting to have the record
duly corrected by the Court which made it. A vakalatnama filed
on 17.03.2025 in the main case, months before the bail
applications came to be filed, can furnish no evidence of an
appearance at a hearing which was convened, conducted and
concluded within the span of a single day. The first question is,
accordingly, answered in the affirmative, inasmuch as the
impugned order was passed without notice to, and without

hearing, the guardian of the child victim, in derogation of the
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rights secured to the victim under the POCSO Act and the rules
made thereunder and the law declared in Jagjeet Singh (supra).
26. Adverting to the second question, the
somersault which the impugned order performs is writ large on
its face when the two orders are read in juxtaposition. On
15.07.2025, the Special Judge, upon a perusal of the case diary,
recorded that the further statement of the informant and the
statements of the victim and the witnesses, in paragraph nos.2,
5,9, 10 and 11 of the case diary, supported the prosecution case,
the injury report of the victim was on record and the accused
were named in the FIR with specific accusations under the
charged sections with the charge-sheet having been submitted
and thereafter the Special Court considering the facts and
circumstances and considering the gravity of the offence had
declined anticipatory bail. However, on 19.07.2025, on the same
case diary, the same Special Judge recorded that no charge
under the POCSO Act appeared to be made out, and thereafter
had enlarged the accused on bail. Between the two orders, only
two things had changed, the accused had surrendered, and the
learned Special Public Prosecutor had made a concession.
Neither is a change in the fact situation within the meaning of

the law laid down in Kalyan Chandra Sarkar (supra).
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Surrender is the condition upon which every regular bail
application is entertained, not a circumstance in favour of its
allowance, and a concession of the prosecutor, contrary to the
material in the case diary which the Court itself had noticed four
days earlier, could not relieve the Court of its obligation to apply
its own mind to that material. What the Special Judge has, in
substance, done is to review and recall his own reasoned order
dated 15.07.2025 in the guise of deciding the regular bail
application, which course was wholly impermissible.

27. The only additional material noticed in the
impugned order is the recital in the supplementary case diary
that the injuries of the victim are simple in nature and are not on
any sensitive part of the body. The nature or simplicity of the
injuries may have a bearing upon the offences of hurt under the
BNS, but it has none upon the offence of sexual assault under
Section 8 of the POCSO Act, of which physical injury is no
ingredient at all. The gravamen of the accusation of sexual
assault upon a child of about fourteen years remains wholly
untouched by the nature of the injuries. The impugned order, in
treating the simplicity of the injuries and arriving at a finding
that no charge under the POCSO Act is made out, has thus

founded itself upon considerations which are irrelevant to the
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offence in question, while leaving out of account the statements
of the victim and the witnesses which the Court had itself
noticed only four days earlier. An order which overlooks
material evidence or proceeds upon an erroneous premise is
perverse, as held by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Sri Darshan
(supra), and such perversity is a valid ground for setting aside
the bail.

28.  The third question admits of an equally clear
answer. The categorical finding in the impugned order that, on
the evidence available on record, no charge under the POCSO
Act appears to be made out against the accused, is a finding
which travels far beyond the legitimate province of a bail Court.
At the stage of bail, the Court is required to form only a prima
facie view for the limited purpose of deciding the entitlement to
bail, avoiding any detailed examination of the evidence, as held
in Kanwar Singh Meena (supra). The question whether the
charge under the POCSO Act is or is not made out is the very
question which the Special Judge is required to decide at the
stage of framing of charge, upon hearing both sides, and, at the
trial, in the light of the statutory presumptions under Sections 29
and 30 of the POCSO Act. By pronouncing upon that question

at the stage of bail, on the day of surrender, without hearing the
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victim’s side, and after the submission of the charge-sheet, the
Special Judge has virtually pre-judged the charge and pre-
empted his own jurisdiction, causing manifest prejudice to the
victim. Such a finding, recorded at such a stage, is itself a
serious discrepancy vitiating the order granting bail, within the
meaning of the principles summarized in Deepak Yadav
(supra).

29. The learned counsel for the opposite parties
nos.2 to 5 laid considerable emphasis upon the civil dispute
between the parties, the agreements, the representation to the
Deputy Superintendent of Police dated 28.12.2024, the
informatory petition before the Sub-Divisional Magistrate, the
title suit instituted on 28.02.2025, and the counter case, being
Chitragupt Nagar P.S. Case No.24 of 2025, prior in point of time
to the FIR of the petitioner. These circumstances, and the plea of
false implication founded upon them, are undoubtedly materials
on which the defence is entitled to rely, and they may
legitimately enter the consideration of a properly constituted
bail hearing, as also the trial. But they are, at their highest,
matters of defence, to be weighed and tested and they could not
sustain, at the stage of bail, a conclusive finding that no offence

under the POCSO Act i1s made out, in the face of the
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un-retracted statements of the child victim and the witnesses
supporting the prosecution case, nor could they cure the
fundamental infirmity of the denial of hearing to the victim.
Whether the FIR of the petitioner is the truth, or a counterblast
born of the civil dispute, is precisely what the trial is for. It is
not what a same-day bail order may decide.

30. This leaves the submissions founded upon
Dolat Ram (supra), Himanshu Sharma (supra) and Abdul
Basit (supra), and upon the conduct of the opposite parties
subsequent to their enlargement. These submissions proceed
upon a misconception of the nature of the present application.
The present is not a case of cancellation of bail on the ground of
supervening misconduct, in which event alone the absence of
misuse of liberty would have assumed significance. The present
application invokes the power of this Court, as the superior
Court, to set aside an order granting bail which is illegal and
perverse at its very inception, having been passed without
hearing the victim, in review of the Court’s own four-day-old
order, upon irrelevant considerations and upon a finding
impermissible at the stage of bail; and, as held in Puran
(supra), Neeru Yadav (supra) and Sri Darshan (supra), the

exercise of such power does not depend upon any supervening
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circumstance.

31. For the foregoing reasons, this Court is of the
considered opinion that the impugned order dated 19.07.2025 is
unsustainable, having been passed without issuing notice to the
petitioner or without hearing her, who is the guardian of the
child victim and the informant of the case, which has been
registered under the POCSO Act, in the teeth of the Court’s own
reasoned order dated 15.07.2025 passed on the same material
only four days earlier. Further, the impugned order having been
passed in complete contravention of the statutory presumption
under Section 29 of the POCSO Act, and upon a finding,
impermissible at the stage of bail, that no charge under the
POCSO Act is made out. Therefore, the impugned order suffers
from perversity and non-application of judicial mind, and the
bail granted thereunder is liable to be set aside.

32. Accordingly, the present application 1is
allowed. The order dated 19.07.2025 passed by the Special
Judge, POCSO Act, Khagaria, in B.P. No.47 of 2025, arising out
of Mabhila P.S. Case No.09 of 2025, corresponding to POCSO
Case No.37A of 2025, enlarging the opposite parties nos.2 to 5
on bail, is set aside. Consequently, the regular bail granted to the

opposite parties nos.2 to 5 stands cancelled. The bail bonds
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furnished by them also stand cancelled. The opposite parties
nos.2 to 5 shall surrender before the concerned Court below
within a period of two weeks from today, failing which, the
Superintendent of Police, Khagaria, shall take all necessary
steps, in accordance with law, to take them into custody.

33. It shall, however, be open to the opposite
parties nos.2 to 5, upon surrender, to move a fresh application
for regular bail, which shall be considered and decided afresh by
the learned Court below, on its own merits and in accordance
with law, after due notice to the petitioner-informant and after
affording her a reasonable opportunity of being heard,
uninfluenced by the orders dated 15.07.2025 and 19.07.2025
and by any observation made in this judgment.

34. The learned trial court is directed to proceed
with the trial and conclude the same as expeditiously as
possible, keeping in view the mandate of speedy trial underlying
the POCSO Act, without being influenced by any observation
made herein.

35. Before parting, this Court is constrained to
observe that the manner in which the Special Judge, POCSO
Act, Khagaria, reversed his own considered order dated

15.07.2025 within a span of four days, on the same material,



Patna High Court CR. MISC. No. 63351 of 2025 dt.05-08-2026

27/27

and enlarged the accused persons on bail on the very day of
their surrender, without notice to the guardian of the child
victim, in a case under a special statute enacted for the
protection of children, reflects a serious want of circumspection.
Therefore, it is expected that the concerned Special Judge shall
be more vigilant in future while deciding the sensitive cases
under the POCSO Act.

36. It is made abundantly clear that the
observations made hereinabove are confined to the
consideration of the present application and shall not be
construed as an expression of any opinion on the merits of the
case, which shall be decided by the learned trial court

uninfluenced by the same.

(Sandeep Kumar, J)
pawan/-
AFR/NAFR N.A.F.R.
CAV DATE 23.07.2026
Uploading Date 07.08.2026
Transmission Date 07.08.2026




