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“qRATT ANTReR GR&M &fgdl, 2023 & dgd STHAd Hd M &l g, Fafid sHHd, siffm SHd ok fewle
STHC T €, SR 'S aH 8, S Siuare' IR guid i 3 it Rigia aa fhg 827

YR AR e Sfgdr, 2023 & dgd Aafaa, sifim
3R fRwiee STHA < fafdes gy a2 'sm=a Raa g,
St sruare’ R i i & Anfeeia Rigia

qIIiar

AR AR TR Gfgar, 2023 (BNSS) & dgd ST HuTTel} Safaenta We=ar (3= 21) iR g
RETT o off9 Ggei WR SeRd 8, forae Faffa SHmd (Section 480, 484 BNSS) iR S1fim S (Section
482/483 BNSS) & Urae A & | o e A Satender Kumar Antil v. CBI (2022) 3R g1 g1 &
Manish Sisodia v. Directorate of Enforcement (2024) ¥ ag ®fud fopan g foh "SHma a9 § sik St
JUATE", 3R YR | ST & o ot fomT fohedt Qufaifeg & Rt ot s1fAfsya a1t o forg feerad & v
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arRdra amie grem @fgar, 2023 & 9ga Fafa, sfyq.. I - fawga RAsdwor

1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

01 'STHTAC AW g, ST 31Uale’ T GaTfHeh SR

ITE 21 & Sidifa AfdenTa W gatuR g1 awfAfg @ uget foedt off UhR o1 SRra™ siafifga w0 @ et giar
&1 ST TehHTH I T AR hl Geher # IufeAfa GFAfYa ez g, 7 fos o &1, st fk Sanjay Chandra v. CBI
(2011) 3fR Satender Kumar Antil v. CBI (2022) ¥ fuffka forar mar g1

02 BNSS & dgd 31\ SHHd I faeqd fadenrfaar

VR ANTRe: GRef fgdr, 2023 i &RT 482 /483 (STt gdadt CrPC & 4RT 438 o Twehal §) & ded [aemridr 3
=TTl o faeeRTdeRR ht SfR s fohaT &1 gaad T 438 # Hig go fafe Anfasieh srent (Si¥ sToRTy <t
TiefiRar, suRTfdes sfagry, 8fik WA &l GTamT) ol ¢ uraa= & ger fear mar €, o ifiw ST R <™ &t
fadenTferenR sifdien fa%qd gaim 8, S & Parisha Trivedi v. State of Chhattisgarh (2024) ¥ @areaTiq fewar
gl

03  SIfIY STHTA i STtaq-31afer ik dad
SR STHME Toh IR 4T M WR 31 IR UR HehaH o 3id dh STRT g1 A1feq | STRIdY ot et srarerd o awer
STHATAUT e 3R G: Faffa SEea & g simeed s 8g ASTR el TN WdsIdT hl HIEHT o faudid g, St
f& Siddharam Satlingappa Mhetre v. State of Maharashtra (2010) 3R Vasu Sharma v. UT of J&K
(2024) ® a9 forar T €1

04  HeheH H IfeId 4 oh ShRUT STHIA el SAfeehR

@R fa=roT (speedy trial) &1 $tfeeRR Sfta o Hifclen SRR a1 fewdm 81 TR a1 e fAiy AT (S PMLA At
UAPA) & sTersig, afé Herer | 3R &1 gl 8 3R SIRIdY oid g7 8 Siet | 8, df Hauties <arimerd 38 SHAT IR
Re1 e o forq amen §, ST fh Manish Sisodia v. Directorate of Enforcement (2024) 3R Arjun v. State of
U.P. (2024) # e fowar mam 81

o5 GINfAfeg o SR 'STHMA aH' & Rigia &t srquatfian
"SI I 8, ST Suarg” I Rigid chad alvifg @ Uget (pre-trial) & AT TR AR I 8, T8I Harydr hl
gRUT (presumption of innocence) s+t & &1 aNRIfE o aTe TSl & e (suspension of sentence) &
AWl | ag Rigid @] A8l gidr; gt SHHd & & iy et & Tur-aiy & a1y Srafdies AsTed hRUN T §4T ST
8, o4t &k Preet Pal Singh v. State of Uttar Pradesh (2020) & a3 forar a1 g1

=rgraal & 3§ &9 g frar
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arRdra amie grem @fgar, 2023 & 9ga Fafa, sfyq.. I - fawga RAsdwor

wale rarEa &t Yl UraTerd 3 39 a1d R 1R a1 e & 8 foh et srererd $iR 3= =arrerd S oA

g % weelt & "qRfEE @ (playing safe) &1 TRy S &, R s fraw &, S
3UaTE" T FAIgid el ShINTST UR I STIAT & 3TR Jaid =ATITerd UR ST ATIehTaT el {TRT
et Sigarl & (Manish Sisodia v. Directorate of Enforcement (2024))| =amated 3 g oft
AT & fon arcdd ek orRial ot sy dfafern Y endl o1t & dga ofY, afe SHHT @ A
AT g, o ST&Teld] ohl STHIAA & H Hehld g1 el a1eq (Pushpaprabha Varghese &
Anr. v. State of Kerala (2025) 1?fe?gl'?r]alaluddin Khan v. Union of India (2024))]

3= At 3= RITd! 3 BNSS & dgd ST aifeientai &l fAueRT ed a9g aRfRAfaat a1 st

Far Resdroor R 1 STt g ok 1R anfifas aroRred, wioht dtormait am Fefict wereif Y e
AT i SR 3R TR 3fAET & AT | S S ot SRR fohar maT §
(Naresh Kumar Gulia v. Directorate of Enforcement (2025); Gurvinder Singh v.
State of Haryana (2025)), a8 @<l 3R ¢idl T4 dah feard (Sie 40-70 &) 38 ofk tiw
T 811 & a1 Fafid S @t urafiendr &1 T8 & (Ashokan v. State of Kerala (2024);
Pranav v. State of Kerala (2024))1

sifaoffa &= ar Farafrat

fethice STMd (Default Bail) iR fafdres =

Iuerey UTUfAc fafdes Sk =mRies @ist afRomdt # 9Re ArTReR gRam Tfgdt, 2023 &t grT 187 (S gaadt CrPC &t arT
167 & RIM R 3778 ) & dgd fShice ST & Rigial a1 3T 3 fafdes seermal uR s fafre ==f a1 e &f Iuersy 78 &1
37d:, 39 dUY fAfder U IR Iutey redt o SMTYR R i i Rigia uxgd 1 dvia g 81
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arRdra amie grem @fgar, 2023 & 9ga Fafa, sfyq.. IT1 - wifafs graur

11. Gifafdes graym s

SECTION 480, BHARATIYA NAGARIK SURAKSHA SANHITA, 2023 — WHEN BAIL MAY BE TAKEN IN CASE OF
NON-BAILABLE OFFENCE

g UTay™ 34 2ral 3R ufcharstt et RefRa sear 8 i dgd foneht IR-Samielt sravrey & AHet 7 Siarerd a1 gferd SifdaRt
GRT HAfAgerT afa ot STHME R RET fohaT ST Tenar 8, o Iedl & 919 88818 I1 IR-IR 3URTY & § Ak & g
fafre ord ermT anfee g

"(2) If it appears to such officer or Court at any stage of the investigation, inquiry or trial, as the
case may be, that there are not reasonable grounds for believing that the accused has committed a
non-bailable offence, but that there are sufficient grounds for further inquiry into his guilt, the
accused shall, subject to the provisions of section 492 and pending such inquiry, be released on
bail, or, at the discretion of such officer or Court, on the execution by him of a bond for his
appearance as hereinafter provided. (3) When a person accused or suspected of the commission of
an offence punishable with imprisonment which may extend to seven years or more or of an
offence under Chapter VI, Chapter VII or Chapter XVII of the Bharatiya Nyaya Sanhita, 2023 or
abetment of, or conspiracy or attempt to commit, any such offence, is released on bail under sub-
section (1), the Court shall impose the conditions,-- (a) that such person shall attend in accordance
with the conditions of the bond executed under this Chapter; (b) that such person shall not commit
an offence similar to the offence of which he is accused, or suspected, of the commission of which
he is suspected; and (c) that such person shall not directly or indirectly make any inducement,
threat or promise to any person acquainted with the facts of the case so as to dissuade him from
disclosing such facts to the Court or to any police officer or tamper with the evidence, and may also
impose, in the interests of justice, such other conditions as it considers necessary." 3gd: Naresh
Kumar Gulia v. Directorate of Enforcement, Vasu Sharma v. UT of J&K, Pushpaprabha Varghese &
Anr. v. State of Kerala
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arRdra amie grem @fgar, 2023 & 9ga Fafa, sfyq.. IT1 - wifafs graur

SECTION 484, BHARATIYA NAGARIK SURAKSHA SANHITA, 2023 — SPECIAL POWERS OF HIGH COURT OR COURT
OF SESSION REGARDING BAIL

g UTYT I=d AT T 9 R oht fgRraa | forg 717 SRt &t stamd iR Ret o, afSiee grr &g 713 *rat ol € a1
TLMfd e SR ST W ReT fohy 7Y aafert @t g TRTAR e ot Fdar 33 & fasiy siferrat ve aear &1

"483. Special powers of High Court or Court of Session regarding bail .—(1) A High Court or Court of
Session may direct, — (a) that any person accused of an offence and in custody be released on bail,
and if the offence is of the nature specified in sub -section ( 3) of section 480, may impose any
condition which it considers necessary for the purposes mentioned in that sub -section; (b) that any
condition imposed by a Magistrate when releasing any person on bail be set aside or modified:
Provided that the High Court or the Court of Session shall, before granting bail to a person who is
accused of an offence which is triable exclusively by the Court of Session or which, though not so
triable, is punishable with imprisonment for life, give notice of the application for" 3gd: Naresh
Kumar Gulia v. Directorate of Enforcement, Vasu Sharma v. UT of J&K, Pushpaprabha Varghese &

Anr. v. State of Kerala

SECTION 483, BHARATIYA NAGARIK SURAKSHA SANHITA, 2023 — DIRECTION FOR GRANT OF BAIL TO PERSON
APPREHENDING ARREST

g UTGYT I aafad ohl, O fopelt TR-STamdt srarrer & forg eraet fARARY <Y 3meiert &, 3= <amarera a1 O gy | o1y
S & fIy 3fee s &t srgAfd ar gl

"483. Direction for grant of bail to person apprehending arrest. —(1) When any person has reason
to believe that he may be arrested on an accusation of having committed a non -bailable offence,
he may apply to the High Court or the Court of Session for a direction under this section; and that
Court may, if it thinks fit, direct that in the event of such arrest, he shall be released on bail." Igd:
Naresh Kumar Gulia v. Directorate of Enforcement, Vasu Sharma v. UT of J&K, Pushpaprabha

Varghese & Anr. v. State of Kerala
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arRdra amie grem @fgar, 2023 & 9ga Fafa, sfyq.. IT1 - wifafs graur

SECTION 482, BHARATIYA NAGARIK SURAKSHA SANHITA, 2023 — DIRECTION FOR GRANT OF BAIL TO PERSON
APPREHENDING ARREST

g YRT 31| MG (anticipatory bail) &t ufehar st @ifchd Bt 8, S TR-STHMT U= o forg TRTARY i smeiepr aret
ferT ol Ioa AT AT TF AT § FAELT U ahet & et g1t ¢ foh 3l iRt it fRAfa & 38 Swma wr Ran foran
QI

"Section 482. Direction for grant of bail to person apprehending arrest

(1) When any person has reason to believe that he may be arrested on an accusation of having committed
a non-bailable offence, he may apply to the High Court or the Court of Session for a direction under this
section; and that Court may, if it thinks fit, direct that in the event of such arrest, he shall be released on
bail." 3gd: Naresh Kumar Gulia v. Directorate of Enforcement, Vasu Sharma v. UT of J&K
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gg Pvfg
SHMT feharell st geaafeld s ik @da
'Bail Act' &R faaR & a1 fAdan

BNSS <t ¢IRT 482 & dgd 31\ S &
e AR 6 eare|

5 T & 31k & HRIE i 3geos 21 & Jed
ST ohT &I SR AT

eyen @ a1 STTeRUT 6l Sretepfd o folg
SHTAE ek eht SR AT

TTaTE} St U et chY Shaet 3MTRiehT TR f=T
ufAfE feraa &t mera sg<m

ST ohT I23T TR-CSIHS &, SN IeT had

T  SURR QR o 21

et F srcafdres oftg ok usieror ¥ sraafdes 38
St STHTIA T STTER T

Riferear Ruié & fagwfa ik FIR & sraafoe 38
R fafaa sEEaT &

fasiw & (NDPS Act) & ATel & 'Aegadt
HAEAT' g WR STHF i e |

ST o1 31ef gof g =igl, afces wfasgfost &t
3rfAReT & T =T 81

fafa ST (ARE & a1g) ok sifim
SHAT (ARTRY @ gd) & sfar &Y s

3FTGYeh RTATREY @t Aept 3k BNSS &t
YRT 482 & dgd ST STHTT i A=

THTST Y Ara-1T & ST hadt 319 A
regt & SMTER TR STH el SMTeher |

& YR R AT S|
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arRdra amie grem @fgar, 2023 & 9ga Fafa, sfyq.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

IV

01

02

. waﬂ-m 25 &9 wigd

Satender Kumar Antil v. Central Bureau of Investigation & Anr.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2022-07-11 - 2022 INSC 690

gg fufa SMd (bail) 37 & ufchar ot geaafed & & g s feen-fder e @ear 81 =marerd = SRk & fh et ga
3TaTE gl A1ty 3fR 'bail is the rule, jail is the exception' @1 Rigid SR BT A1 | =ATaTer 3 gl o ST geifat st
Section 41 3fR Section 41A of the Code of Criminal Procedure @1 &sTs & UTel eheT A1gT|

frofa  HeTed ARITCTd = SAfeRITTd Tci>IclT ehl SH&[U0T I dl g &= & foh ST o #el et @ik f&dror fohar g
T 3 wWE fohar foh RN v sramemRor fAfdes ufehar & 99 Raf@a =g @ ar fo=r fad) s snur & Tt sra=mar Siem
TTMEY| STHFA bl UTATHh I8 STTUYeRT chl FAATS oh [T ST @1 g, 7 foh I8 Toi1 &1

“According to the High Court, the variety of cases that may arise from time to time cannot be safel y
classified and it is dangerous to make an attempt to class ify the cases and to say that in particular classes
a bail may be granted but not in other classes. It was observed tha t the principle to be deduced from the
various sections in the Criminal Procedure Code was that grant of bail is the rule and refusal is the
exception. An accused person who enjoys freedom is in a much better position to look after his case and
to properly defend himself than if he were in custody. As a presumably innocent person he is therefore
entitled to freedom and every opportunity to look after his own case. A presumably innocent person

must have his freedom to enable him to establish his innocence.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2022 Ha ESCRO10005852022

Parisha Trivedi v. State of Chhattisgarh
HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2024-09-23 - MCRCA/944/2024

g AT anticipatory bail (ST SHTa) &t orelt 9 Hafdd §, St Sections 451 8k 394/34 of Indian Penal Code & dgd &of
SrqRrerf o el H grR i 178 Y| armaed! o ddh T foh a8 faare dhaet U utRaries merdthgH! 3R Mg i &t sreaT-sge! et
A 8, 7 o IS TR smoRifes | =T = Bhartiya Nagrik Suraksha Sanhita, 2023 & dgd &fdnTd Wdsidl & qgd
R SR &d g 3R A aRfQAfTaT et S gu srraeehl &t STHTA 3t HoR @ o | =rTer = a8 T fea foh sreeent @l St
SRR & THET TEANT AT g 3R 3 AT § T2 fonht oft cafery ot eryent 81 Tapat 81

frofa I AT = AT foh VR ANTRe: GRaf fgar, 2023 &Y 4RT 482 & dgd AH STHIAG ol &R [A%]d goim & ifch
g9 gdadt &8 Ufehar Tfgar (CrPC) &t T 438 # Ry 7Y e AfeRie dl il ger feam 71 81 <rarerd = Sirdadh! i $e Tt
& a1y fIRT i RS & Sma R Rer s o e ez
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arRdra amie grem @fgar, 2023 & 9ga Fafa, sfyq.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

03

04

“The present bail application has been preferred under section 482 of the Bhartiya Nagrik Suraksha
Sanhita, 2023. It is relevant to note that the difference between the erstwhile pari materia provision of
438 of the Criminal Procedure Code, 1973. In the erstwhile provision there were several guiding factors
which needs to be considered while granting the anticipatory bail. The new provisions, however, deletes
the guiding factors which the courts hearing anticipatory bail applications may have taken into account,
such as nature and gravity of accusation, criminal antecedents, and the possibility of the accused to fee
from justice. This deletion widens the discretionary powers of the court hearing such applications.”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2024 Ha CGHC010279822024

Arjun v. State of U.P.

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2024-11-28 - /12091/2023

g ATHAT Uh g ST e (second bail application) & Hefda g, fS/a# simaga WR Sections 302, 307, 452, 504, 506,
3R 34 1.P.C. & d8d 3TRIT &1 Mdedh Ut uia aut & ffdes T7a @ Siet # A7 3R Tg-3RIfUAT &l ugel gt STd At gt ot
AT = g ted ATy & fafv= fofat a1 garer &d gy @ fa 'Bail is the rule, and jail is the exception' 3R & @#7d deh
HRIET G & Article 21 T Iecied gl

Frofa o AT = T oA foh sraferen R SR & off =ImaTerat T sheled g foh & I o IR STHHd WR AR &e
S T 8 SR Sie sruare” ol Rigia Aty dfafeat # s uraemt & g1 o +ff @y 3ar 8, ard wifafdes ard gl <t S
gah|

“*21. Before we part with the Judgment, we must mention here that the Special Court and the High Court
did not consider the material in the charge sheet objectively. Perhaps the focus was more on the
activities of PFI, and therefore, the appellant's case could not be properly appreciated. When a case is
made out for a grant of bail, the Courts should not have any hesitation in granting bail. The allegations of
the prosecution may be very serious. But, the duty of the Courts is to consider the case for grant of bail in
accordance with the law. “Bail is the rule and jail is an exception” is a settled law. Even in a case like the
present case where there are stringent conditions for the grant of bail in the relevant statutes, the same
rule holds good with only modification that the bail can be granted if the conditions in the statute are
satisfied. The rule also means that once a case is made out for the grant of bail, the Court cannot decline
to grant bail. If the Courts start denying bail in deserving cases, it will be a violation of the rights

mn

guaranteed under Article 21 of our Constitution.

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2024 Ha UPHC020712022023

Ramesh Chand v. State of Himachal Pradesh

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2017-09-11 - CRMPM/1068/2017

Ig HHET SR AL G GRT ERR Yeh ST aATraienT (Section 439 Cr.P.C.) & H&fed 8, o9 IR 7des o@ Ist i g1 & foig
IS T ST STRIY AT| AT TeT T STRIT A7 foh SR} & aes i g 1fiam it & aryr sy ey o SR Igiv feTane STgx
I &g 15T AT g I
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arRdra amie grem @fgar, 2023 & 9ga Fafa, sfyq.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

frofa AT A ST ATraehT WIhR I §Y AT 3 Shael Gaeh @ a1 foheht eafeart &t srtgamia &0 § 3fsd & &
35 @ W-graet feéem ot sgran A8l ST A1feQ | A A ST SfaiTd Wd=dT ol Geh 3gfad g4 8

“Apart from the question of prevention being the object of refusal of bail, one must not lose sight of the
fact that any imprisonment before conviction has a substantial punitive content and it would be
improper for any court to refuse bail as a mark of disapproval of former conduct whether the accused
has been convicted for it or not or to refuse bail to an unconvicted person for the propose of giving him a

mn

taste of imprisonment as a lesson.

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2017 Hia HPHC010160212017

es Tara Chand v. State of Himachal Pradesh

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2018-04-06 - CRMPM/168/2018

g ATHAT RIGY Tara Chand gRT gR—R &6t 78 fafia SHd (regular bail) anftest @ d@&fdd 8, o o Section 376, 506, 34
IPC 3R POCSO Act & Section 6 & dgd FIR gst &t 73 oft | arfRiehrenal ok SMRIT 27 foh 3T Ueh ATETfolT egeht ol It {Mwor fahar|

frofa  IRITTT o T® foha foh R & aafernTa Wdsar ol iR gai<d g1 thad 39 ARI4R 3MRiehT WR foh SMRIYY 7arg! et
gTfad g, fonelt ent oft formT QeI o ITeh! WdaIdT © dfid T Wiaa™ & ufdgd 81

“In India , it would be quite contrary to the concept of personal liberty enshrined in the Constitution that
any person should be punished in respect of any matter, upon which, he has not been convicted or that
in any circumstances, he should be deprived of his liberty upon only the belief that he will tamper with
the witnesses if left at liberty, save in the most extraordinary circumstances. Apart from the question of
prevention being the object of refusal of bail, one must not lose sight of the fact that any imprisonment
before conviction has a substantial punitive content and it would be improper for any court to refuse bail

as a mark of disapproval of former conduct”

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2018 |id HPHC010029952018

o6 Sanjay Chandra v. CBI
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2011-11-23 - 2011 INSC 819

g AT 2G Telecom scam ¥ Tafdd &, Ores Sif9ged! = ST o foly Iaiea <arITerd i axarell @ederT ATl gl siered
3R Ie AT 3 UG g gY STHMA &t F FThR i fa o1 & SRty 1efR § 3k 308 TRt @I vt WY Tehd™ g1 6
Yated =amarerd = fofa o &6 Smd a1 3e2a <ereten e, afces a8 gRfga e g foh sif9ged gered & SR IufRid @1
aTerd A gl foh ST gt 81 bt & iR =rieiie grfkaret o &1 718 8, sufaiy ST gerd! ol fgRrerd & W@ &t sraeachdr 6l 81 38
srfafem, afe eraer & 38 gt & ofk sifiigedt iR ot ao Ste & 28 €, at a8 Article 21 & dgd I cafderTd WdsdT &
SfARR BT Ieeie &1 =TT = 3 fasrent & arer ifergert Y STHa & Q1

frofa GUTH ¢ A AT foh ST G Hot i € SR St ASHT Shael 3UaTe | STd dch HITA AT Fedl oh AT BSBTS A chl
UaIel HH1GT 7 81, 99 deh W-grael TR0 # TacIdT 8 dfed ST &8 el Uepfd SiET g1 ST 8 St foh g (At 81
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“The basic rule may perhaps be tersely put as bail, not jail, except where there are circumstances
suggestive of fleeing from justice or thwarting the course of justice or creating other troubles in the
shape of repe~ting offences H A 8 ¢ D E 330 SUPREME COURT REPORTS [2011] 13 (ADDL.) S.C.R. or
intimidating witnesses and the like, by the petitioner who seeks enlargement on bail from the Court.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2011 Hd ESCRO10001892011

Akash Kashyap v. State of U.P.

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025-08-11 - BAIL/22758/2024

Tg A\er Criminal Misc. Bail Application ¥ €&fd g1 afidgas, Akash Kashyap, TR Sections 498-A, 304-B, 120-B 3fk 506
IPC J2 Dowry Prohibition Act &t 9RTaT & d&d STI-T Ueit oh STTHET oh folg IR T STRIT AT| TGk S dehldl o ddh el
for arg Fee 8, we gah & Ak 7 g8 o, ok gurse Al F ardeeh gRT Ue ¥ § AT & [elg IHAT I i Hd Tal
gIfaT T § 1 rTerd | 'bail is the rule, jail is the exception' & fRigid @ e1d gY et fah dfeh amaaes &l dls sTuRifdes
gfagra 781 8 iR gt 7 &3 81 38 8, gaferg I rdl & a1y S W Rer faman sirar g1

frofa I AT = AT {6 Sttt # srcafden +fig ofk gehad] o Fearor # g arelt sraafdes & foariedia et & wiferen
JfABRY opT 7R BT At &1 STHIG ol I£T ST AT HdReh =gl g1 A1yl

“Overcrowding in jails and inordinate delay in disposing of cases often result in undertrial prisoners,
who are presumed innocent and incarcerated through no fault of their own, being deprived of their
fundamental rights. The failure to ensure a speedy trial despite overcrowding and systemic inefficiencies
violates the right to personal liberty under Article 21.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025 i UPHC013131902024

Chaman Singh v. State of Himachal Pradesh
HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2018-03-19 - CRMPM/194/2018

Tg A Fafia SFd (regular bail) 6 arfier @ d&fdd g, S/ iRt or Section 376 of IPC 3R POCSO Act & d@gd FIR
&t &t 718 oY1 arfrentehdl, STt e STRI et firar 8, A aeh fam fos FIR # arrdht 334 g8 8k Rifdhear @rea (medical evidence) @
RFSL Rt # difgar & ary o= Iadfts &l gfe =81 g3 &1 =marera = uran & ugrerrt & ofte utRatRes deer & ik FIR # && & shRot
o1 Thig BIF TEIHUT g1 UT| 3aTerd 4 Dataram Singh vs. State of Uttar Pradesh & fgidl &t atevrd gQ et foh eafermra
AT GatuR g 3R Hehar & uget SHfAfYdehTer aeh Sl § @1 IfRd 81 81 37:, =TTty 3 Arfeiehlehal oh Fafdd SHmd & &

frofa  ITITT A gl foh AfAGerT I foRTEd o G8Taeh UTa ot & | T@d gU, A AT H ST T RAgid &l
urfAehar g1 a1feq | farmT &g area & sifafdare i-groer feeraa =maifaa 78t &
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“Apart from the question of prevention being the object of refusal of bail, one must not lose sight of the
fact that any imprisonment before conviction has a substantial punitive content and it would be
improper for any court to refuse bail as a mark of disapproval of former conduct whether the accused
has been convicted for it or not or to refuse bail to an unconvicted person for the propose of giving him a

mn

taste of imprisonment as a lesson.

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2018 Hia HPHC010034472018

Linshad v. State of Kerala
HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2025-04-11 - BAIL APPL./5062/2025

g ATHAT R Linshad gRT &RR ST ITfel @ Hefdd g, fS/9 wR Vithura Police Station gRT Narcotic Drugs and
Psychotropic Substances Act (NDPS Act) & Sections 20(b)(ii)(B) 3R 29 & d8d Ganja &= @l STRIY &l 74T 4TI dfch
STed <l 718 AT Ua 'intermediate quantity' oft, safg sraTera A AT fh NDPS Act & Section 37 &t R <1d @] 781 gid &

frofa  heel I <RI A SIEIAT foh ST & ATl | Hed &4 fsaer gars gifld e 81 S Uas o § iR
SRR AT ITUATE" T G HER HAT IRl I deh AN 8T & 519 dah foh Hifafder U 8 hlg 31 a1em = gt}

“the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Chidambaram. P v Directorate of Enforcement [2019 (16) SCALE 870],
after considering all the earlier judgments, observed that, the basic jurisprudence relating to bail
remains the same inasmuch as the grant of bail is the rule and refusal is the exception so as to ensure

that the accused has the opportunity of securing fair trial.”

HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2025 Hia KLHC010308082025

M.V.S. Ramu v. State

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2014-06-26 - CRLP/4361/2014

g ATHAT M.V.S. Ramu ATH Petitioner gRT &R Ui Criminal Petitions @ efdq g, /o 3514 o1fim sH=a (Anticipatory
Bail) <1 /i I oft| Petitioner W faf¥r= eiRareSt, Strermsit (forgery) SR SaRTfeen fayrerena (criminal breach of trust) &
SMRIY MY 7T &1 &7 RITT & o) & Wil & il ST el 2The, Tholl §1S URTd JUR hAT, Schl 4 0T A4 & [T STTel} g&arest
SHT AT 3R R SMTdes o A1 TR 88 e I arasd 7 AT M &1

frofa AT = TE foha foh ST SIRIUT ot quf TdsIdr @t &Y, afceh a8 g hl shtest ¥ Mepetane Srat ufasforat i
! H RFARA gidT 81 <IrITerd T S WR a1 38ch gRT Fea1fed aig ht 2t o J1ead & &1 8T g

“the effect of granting bail is not to set the accused at liberty but to release him from the custody of the
law and to entrust him to the custody of his sureties who are bound to produce him in the Court of Law

for his appearance during enquiry and trial at specific times and places.”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2014 Ha HBHC010604532014
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D.K. Ganesh Babu v. P.T. Manokaran

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2007-02-23 - 2007 INSC 191

g AT Section 438 of the Code of Criminal Procedure & dgd Sifii /M4 (anticipatory bail) 3 R ofiR srfaerat @
Gefda g1 <amaTerg = TE foRan fok Section 438 & dgd fam mar smeer dhaet FRGARY & efor § uardt giar § 8fiR 5Tt 384 aafa
! IRTARY & gid 918 ST IR ReT 1 8, 7 foh fRoart & ufchar & g&a8iy o1 | Isadd AraTed = 7a 39 A1aTed gRI
STH SMTELT H &9TS 73 1T &bt TTeld AT 37R gl foh Teh IR IRTARY & a1, STRIY @t Section 439 & dgd Hafia sHmd & forg
3{TAE ehAT IR | =TT = SR fam foh S1firm STHmid vt IuTiT haret SATHROT A & fohart ST @nfaul

Rrofa  IeIdH AT = ¥ AT i T sTmd ok sifid S & afkares &1 | gRard) ofar 81 1w sHd dhawt
ARTaR} Y anic it FRAR & ARERY & géa urdt 17 aret shaa & & 8§ erf et 81

“The distinction between an ordinary order of bail and an order under Section 438 of the Code is that
whereas the former is granted after arrest, and therefore means release from custody of the Police, the

latter is granted in anticipation of arrest and is therefore effective at the very moment of arrest.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2007 Ha ESCRO10005932007

Vasu Sharma v. UT of J&K

HIGH COURT OF JAMMU AND KASHMIR - 2024-08-14 - BAIL APP/176/2024

g AT Vasu Sharma 3R 310 gRT &R chl T8 ST a1iesT & 9afad 8, f9gd 381 FIR No. 98/2024 (Police Station
Bishnah) & dgd fRGaRt & gd STMd (pre-arrest bail) &t A7 &t ot | arfarreratant et deh o1 fah 378 Ten GRIHT AR duft
faare (civil dispute) & SRUT S[ST HETAT T & | UfdaTd! Uet = §HehT ehel foRtY shed g deh faa foh ag e 1R Sroriy 8 8k
gTfAehTeRdiell chl X ad H JBdT® a4 8| Ted = Ig A1 foh S Yeh AfdrTd Wdadl ol SIfIER 8, Ak ag Sremero
Sifert heret Ifra A | g & ST =nfeu ) sida:, Rents ok uRfRfaal w faem @wd g, =marera 3 s/md arfest w Aoy foan

frofa  =ATATTd A AT 6 eaferiTa Tresrar & Tues ATl &t 3@ §Y ST & SR 31T TRUTRAT Y uT @ sie fvar
ST =R | 31fi| ST (BNSS 6 4RT 482) & dgd Agd M-I URITOT & 37d deh STIRT X1 I1ayl

“An accused needs to be allowed to approach the competent courts under the provisions of Section 482 of
BNSS, 2023 corresponding to Section 438 of the repealed Code of Criminal Proce dure, 1973 (hereinafter
referred to as ,,Code* for short) to seek pre -arrest bail which of course is likely to be granted in justified
cases subject to reasonable terms and conditions having regard for the fair, smooth, scientific and logical

conclusion of the investigation.”

HIGH COURT OF JAMMU AND KASHMIR - 2024 Ha JKHC020042102024

Sajeev Kumar M.N. v. State of Kerala

HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2024-04-25 - BAIL APPL./3282/2024
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Ig HIH Geh HeR IHa & SR gy A faeplees HeRuT 3k 399 gy fewle & daifdd 8, fSas Starer <t shrht g1 g8 ot
FrfarenTerat, STt AfR Tfffa & gewa 9, 3 S & fag smde foar o1 <amaTera 3 w1 o gaft smRig ek €, @feh anfararenat
fosat 55 feal & fevraa # €, ST q@ g1 gt 8, SfR dhaet sifam Rulé i &t S 2w 81 s & @i Rigidl at e 3 @a
gQ o 'Sa e & iR St sivaTe!, =amaTerd J ATfRicrehd el aht o U 1dl oh STefi ST R ReT s &t s e

frofa  hee Ied IR = AT foh Stier gof g1 iR sifam Ruté aifer snent i ufehan Siw 5= &t fafa 7 sifagea &t st &
1Ak ferad SR &1 THIST dhY AT HTEHTSH & TR UR ST i daefies Agd Y TR g1 Sff JehdT|

“The principle that bail is the rule and jail is an exception is on the touch stone of Article 21 of the
Constitution of India. Once the charge sheet is filed, a strong case has to be made out for continuing a
person in judicial 9 BA No.3282 of 2024 custody. The right to bail cannot be denied merely due to the

sentiments of the society.”

HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2024 Ha KLHC011015762024

Kasimkota Kameswara Rao v. State of Andhra Pradesh
HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2025-07-09 - CRLP/5166/2025

Ig HIHT Ueh TRPRI hHART gRT 31 SHA (anticipatory bail) & forg arr 6 78 arfes @ Feifda &1 anfererdl o= sro=t
Uit & 1 IRETYEY, T, THUTd e 3R ARIReR Uars1 & 1R oIy ot & | =amarera A 1R foRa o fRierradendt @t arfeenrerat
% Ug @ faarfga g & SRt 2016 # 8 81 718 R, 39k JTasie I9- HaY ST @ SfR AR &St ™ # ST 91 9Ted
&8 &1 raTerd A gl o FIR &1 e | g3 I8 3feieh 33 3R At &t aRfRAferat &t aad g, arfierrend| el gt 2rdl o a1y
S & ST e | |ararerd | g oft e fohar foh Ruar) ues sifaw faerea gi=m anfgul

frofa T = WE b foh MRUARY uep orcia 1R e § 1 charer srafRerd fafdre uRfeafaat & € sifaw faerea (last
option) & &Y # e fehaT STHT A1f8Q | SHTaaeh TRUAR! € §9- & ol S1fie S & ST =9nfe gl

“Arrest should be the last option, and it should be restricted to those exceptional cases where arresting

the accused is imperative based on the facts and circumstances of that case.”

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2025 Hd APHC010245102025

Siddharam Satlingappa Mhetre v. State of Maharashtra
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2010-12-02 - 2010 INSC 843

g AT Section 438 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 & d&d anticipatory bail &t @merdr ok scope & Tefda
g1 gTfIhTehal IR §T o ol IaT ot STRIT T, fS1eeh SR Wk High Court 3 39T anticipatory bail amfaer @mist &= & ot
Supreme Court 9 Sibbia's case & Constitution Bench & f0fg &1 gare &d gY et fah Section 438 & dgd Jgd Hfad
3rafey & forg 781 &t S =nfgy 8fik 7 & 39 Section 437 &l *1d AR el ST ARG | <AraTerd = T foha foh aafdmra wdsrdr ar
SRR FATUR g SR 51e dah SIRIYT STia & gl hdl 8, 96 deh feXeId & Yudre 9 991 1 91fgq | $idd:, =amerd 3 High
Court & 3TELT i SRR R g ATTaIchTend! ol ST # A i a1 g feam 3k AReart <t R A 38 s W Rer &
a1 JTeeT feam
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frofa  Tared <RI = T & foh 31fim STHTa & Shiamentel (duration) il S1eTard] gRT A0 &1 & WfAd 7t frar s
TRU | SfIH STHIAT & 31T bl YTHTI: ULITUT & THIW gi=t deh U1 Ig-T =Tyl

“The Constitution Bench in *Sibbia's case clearly observed that pt.. it is not necessary to re-write Section
438 Cr.P.C. Therefore, in view of the clear declaration of the law by the Constitution Bench, the life of the

order under Section 438 Cr.P.C. granting bail cannot be curtailed.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2010 Hid ESCRO10003512010

16 Pranav v. State of Kerala
HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2024-04-23 - BAIL APPL./2820/2024

Tg AT\ Section 439 of the Code of Criminal Procedure & dgd STHIFG ATfde! & Tadd g1 ATfIhIhd] UR 3T Hidet
et a=2t <l AMReR e uga™ 3R Section 341, 324 of the Indian Penal Code @21 Section 75 of the Juvenile Justice
(Care and Protection of Children) Act & dgd STURTE & ohT STRIT AT| =TT = e f&aT o arfaepterdf ammanT 70 @i @
fezrad # 8 ik 7t & ST g@ 8t gt &1 Gofid I & 'bail is the rule, jail is the exception' & fagid T UTleH &d §g, 3=
ATy A TfIhTehdl St T 1T o AT THAT TR RET e et Simee fea

frofa el Ied AT A TE foRa fos oAl siftiger i fevrad oft sgre 511 Fondlt & 519 dheedl IRt 3@+ o g aig
31dd fafdres ofk aremenrt aRFRATT HiSig 811 dhae TmIfSich PRI h ARUT FHMC Aeh & SAfeRITd AT &l g4 8idT 8

“Any imprisonment prior to conviction is to be considered as punitive and it would be improper on the
part of the Court to refuse bail solely on the ground of former conduct. ... The principle that bail is the

rule and jail is an exception is on the touch stone of Article 21 of the Constitution of India.”

HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2024 Ha KLHC010969802024

17 Gurvinder Singh v. State of Haryana
HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2025-04-09 - CRM-M/20315/2025
g AT 79 foretium ¥ S1fdeh Srthi| o f&edh (poppy husk) @t st € Heifda g1 arfaerrerdt = anticipatory bail & felg
3rae fomar o1, e et srarerd = @RS & fea o Sif St uet o1 ah & foh Tg-STRIt & Gare & SR W ATfehrchd!
SfereddT uTs 718 & SR A # commercial quantity 3T sRTHGIT & hRoT NDPS Act @t Section 37 & dgd 9%&d UIGe dARL gid
&1 39 ST, ATfRchTeRd! T fUsar STRfaes Reprs oft Hisge 81 37 uRfRAIfT sk Amet &t isfizar ot &ad gy, doTme ik gRaron
I AT A ATfIehIehd! ht A S & & SR o T 81

frofa Ied <IRATEd A AT foh 1R SraRret ofR Tamaes uart i sareaiiies A1 aret AT A SIfH SHFT o [adenredi= Tga
el & S Fendt | fgRred # geaT® (custodial interrogation) TUTeTes ¥ & SHfae WaaTel gt 21

“We find force in the submission of the CBI that custodial interrogation is qualitatively more elicitation

oriented than questioning a suspect who is well ensconded with a favorable order under 438 if the code.”
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HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2025 Ha PHHC010589522025

18 Naresh Kumar Gulia v. Directorate of Enforcement
HIGH COURT OF JAMMU AND KASHMIR - 2025-07-15 - BAIL APP/51/2025

g ATHAT e ShiAd Ponzi scheme 3R &4 fte (money laundering) @ 9afda &, fra# anfieeral Naresh Kumar Gulia 3
31fi S (pre-arrest bail) &Y & &Y oft| ad= fAgemera (Directorate of Enforcement) 3 atfererd @k 'The Emollient
Coin Ltd" 3R '"M/s Tech Coin Ltd' Si<ft shufaf & ATeqs @ thofl fehtethed! & A1 TR TRl el aht 374 37R ST U
3TORTY &Y 3T (proceeds of crime) ifSid & &1 SR TR &1

frofa AT A T R foh S S Qe SrTURUT 18d ¢ foident TaRT Sicdid graert & farar S anfgq ) il sHmd
T 3L chadt 39 AT gear den DA giar =1fde S forg ket &y snsient &, 59 wfosy & Genfaa sroxrert & fow e
Tl ST ST ehaTl

“It should be confined to the offence or incident, for which apprehension of arrest is sought, in relation
to a specific incident. It cannot operate in respect of a future incident that involves commission of an

offence.”

HIGH COURT OF JAMMU AND KASHMIR - 2025 |a JKHC020010602025

19 Ashokan v. State of Kerala
HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2024-04-23 - BAIL APPL./3242/2024

g AT STATA & foIT SRR Y 118 Teh a1fent & Taifdd §, fod arfRiererdt (Ashokan) @l Sections 341, 323, 324, 307 3R
506 r/w 34 of the Indian Penal Code & dgd 3ru=Te e STRIUT SHTAT T-IT AT ATfRIehTehal 19T 40 o= @ =amfes fRraa & i

frofa Rl I AT A AT foh STa SIRIUY ehrthl 99 (40 &) € faxraa # gt ofRk St aamggiive €9 & o gt gt &, at
SHfAYRT i B SIRT @1 3rgeeda 21 & Rgidl & ufdg g1

“The principle that bail is the rule and jail is an exception is on the touch stone of Article 21 of the
Constitution of India. Once the charge sheet is filed, a strong case has to be made out for continuing a

person in judicial custody.”

HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2024 Ha KLHC011008882024

20 Pushpaprabha Varghese & Anr. v. State of Kerala

HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2025-04-10 - BAIL APPL./5173/2025

g AT Perumbavoor Urban Co-operative Bank # &faq fa=fi siftafaaarsit @ ddfad &1 amfiereratett R smRig o fos
31 S SRR ST T gEUANT ehd §Y STTel! a&arast daR fohy, St eaferrat et dewadr & 3R kot ufehdn a1 Iewied fohar,
fSa@ deh ot geraT gl STRIftT W Indian Penal Code & fafsi= arraif (406, 408, 409, 417, 420 3fe) & Tgd AT &St
fomam mmar
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frofa =TT 3 AT foh S7a1 foheft S Rga ot STHTAA ot HTHC AU & S1aT 8, aF STaleld! i STHHd &3 § Hentd gl chedT
AR STORTY o 7R g o arasie ufchatates = 3R THdT T Rigid 1] W81 918 gl

“When a case is made out for a grant of bail, the Courts should not have any hesitation in granting bail. ...
If the Courts start denying bail in deserving cases, it will be a violation of the rights guaranteed under

Art.21 of our Constitution.”

HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2025 g KLHC010313522025

21 Priya Indoria v. State of Karnataka
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2023-11-20 - 2023 INSC 1008

g AT Section 438 of the Code of Criminal Procedure & dgd 'transit anticipatory bail' & dear @ d&fdd &1 =amrera
3 fvfy e ok o foreht aafery & RaTeh foneft o= 35 & FIR &< €, dt ag S1o Fard @i artet 0 & I<a =arTerd a1 9
AT ¥ haet Hiffd $1afd & folg 'transit anticipatory bail' #RT Fenar &, d1fch I dem =maTerd # Fafid sifis SHHd
TfrenT GRIR &t ol 3aER fiet Gh1 I8 3f¥hR Constitution of India & Article 21 & dgd eaferivd Wdsidr 3R =T deh Ugd
gAfYd & & Ay siraaes g1 =amarer A g ot we fhar fos gof s Sma & forg smRidY &t It srfderR & aret =marera #

ST BT STef FIR &of &l 77 21

frofa  Gdted AT = UfgTiies gfeahiun ot d&d §Q eaferid adiar i & SR gferd el Stiw iferdl & e smasas
g™ S oh Rigid a1 ufaures foma|

“a Constitution Bench of this Court speaking through Chandrachud, C.]J., observed that society has a vital
stake in preserving personal liberty as well as investigational powers of the police and their relative
importance at any given time depends upon the complexion and restraints of political conditions.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2023 Hid ESCRO10007832023

22 Chandrasekharan Nair v. State of Kerala
HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2024-05-20 - BAIL APPL./3669/2024

g AT Section 409 3R 420 of the Indian Penal Code & dgd &st Ueh ST ATl ¥ T g | aTfehiendl TR STRIT o7 foh
I I TSI T AT e [RIehraIdehal @ 3,00,000 w03 forg @ifeher =1 at sarst foam iR =1 &1 gete wteran| anfienrendt 47 &A1 @
fE=raa & 11 =amaTera 3 7 36 S o g g @ ofik At i st gY 1 B, gaforg 39 ok v § v it smaxaendr 7€ 1
'Bail is the rule, jail is an exception' & RiGid &l Qe §Y, =ITATe = T <l o 1Y TR Sl AT & &l |

frofa  =ATATTT = AT foh STORTY hY T7ofRaT 3R Hferear & sresye, aufafs & uga fheh oft cafer ot e & w@=1 St
U<l T BIdT & | ST O 19 OR hee ! o ohis fafdieh SR =l sl
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“the Honourable Supreme Court has categorically held that the fundamental postulate of criminal
jurisprudence is the presumption of innocence, until a person is found guilty. Any imprisonment prior to

conviction is to be considered as punitive”

HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2024 Hia KLHC011036982024

23 Sandeep v. State of Haryana
HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2025-09-11 - CRM-M/48215/2025

g ATHAT A SHTHC (anticipatory bail) & forg graR 6 78 a1l @ Heifda g1 arfiereardl o TReRT e fiam™ & 9| w
IRATUST e, ol HgferT U3 SR e SR STt (Sections 420, 467, 468, 471 & 120-B of the IPC) &l 3RIT g1
frenrrdendtan A R v foh Igia SrRIdY ht 9 Tehw &Y oY

frofa ol 3fR gRATOT I =arTerd 3 A1 foh S ST Teh et fAdentiereR & et Ui haer srareRor faferes
gRfEfaat & forar S ey, 7 6 ik TRep) ienst Tterelt 8RR eiRaras) & Fafad ame ||

“The anticipatory bail is an extraordinary discretion which should be exercised in the extraordinary

circumstances.”

HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2025 Ha PHHC011382542025

24 Manish Sisodia v. Directorate of Enforcement
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2024-08-09 - 2024 INSC 595

g g feeed! st Hifa ot 7 wefi Raifear it Sama @ 9&fda §, S8 CBI 3k ED gRT AR fehan ma e arfierrendf
TR 17 AElA1 9 Sl # o7 3R graer aneft g oft =16t gon o1 wafea =marerg 3 ok fean i Sta gt 7 srgfea &3 gt ofik st
d T @ ST | g, dt I SHA U T STfYhR g1 =ITerd | gl {3 'bail is rule and jail is exception' @1 fRigid aataRk g1
URT 45 (PMLA) &l hg 2Td 39 ATHS J 1A I A 814 3R 38 & ShRUT ST o SMTIRR i HfEd 781 o Tehdll | S1d:, =raTerd 3
I AT S LT i TE e §Y AR At ST & &

frofa GUTH hIC A T T@ HUAT §Q TIE R foh ST ot 91T & dR OR g1 ekt ST 1| I SHfwdie w9 R
HREHT [ A IT THTE et § S g 8, at foramrel= ot &t aia avrel aeh fRRTad & a1 S1ees 21 & Sewied gl

“Bail - To be granted as a rule, jail is exception - Non- observance by Courts, deprecated: Held: Bail is not
to be withheld as a punishment - Trial courts and High Courts play safe in matters of grant of bail and
the principle that bail is a rule and refusal is an exception is, at times, followed in breach - It is high time
that the trial courts and the High Courts should recognize the principle that “bail is rule and jail is

"o

exception”.

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2024 Ha ESCRO10005642024

25 Preet Pal Singh v. State of Uttar Pradesh
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arRdra amie grem @fgar, 2023 & 9ga Fafa, sfyq.. IV - g&gH &7 g

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2020-08-14 - 2020 INSC 493

g ATHAT SR} it fAaeft sreTera gRT Section 304B, 498A, 406 IPC 3k Dowry Prohibition Act & dgd &St 3g1¢ S+ 87k
JTSfiaT HRTAT &t TSI ATY ST & a1 High Court ZRT SHTFd & @ Taifdd &1 gofta e 3 gt foh SiwfRifg & sre Smma &
THY STaTd eht STUTA <l T gEa (prima facie) IRIdT R e &1 A1y SR ST 31 hR0T SdTQ ST @l & ST ehd |
GHfiH I = aram i High Court = TTedT &t Saar s gy o foheht T hRom & Sa & ot JagerR, i &ie 7 High
Court & 3T ot € T AT 3R ST vt Wit e far|

frofa  Faled ArATerd J AT o fa=Ror gd TG (pre-trial bail) 3R aufafe & ugrd o1 & A (suspension of
sentence) # ¥ fAfde iR 81 QWA & a8 "SI aw 8, Sidt sruare” a1 Rigid ar el giar el et &
fafdren eom AT g1 et gl 81

“There is a difference between grant of bail under Section 439 of the CrPC in case of pre-trial arrest and
suspension of sentence under Section 389 of the CrPC and grant of bail, post conviction. In the earlier
case there may be presumption of innocence, which is a funda mental postulate of criminal
jurisprudence... Nor is the principle of bail being the rule and jail an exception attracted, once there is

conviction upon trial.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2020 Hid ESCRO10004102020

A TfHTOT

g AT Vitark Al gRT 9rasi-ies ®U 4 Iuctsy fufa} 3k Suzhirendt o Ui & SMUR R dOR fohar a1 §1 I8 chaet RO 9grdT & fog § ik
AT Teng (legal advice) =18t g1 frdt off filing, opinion, T correspondence & IUTRT & & Uget A+ case citations, holdings iR
quotations @t g fAufa (source judgment) & fovg W= ¥ U & T fohar ST =1i2Q |
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