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E:f?"

WRA H T3 HST e, AIgaRientT R Iadisa &
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fora & fon ik fefSieet sruzrefl & amel & off SIRIUT <t eafaenTa Tad=rdT i & & forg Tfad gifSie siftm
ST & ST Hehd! 8, 927 foh difed o S1fdenri ofiR efaeR deedt grem Iurat o1 3 dger s S|
3ierTg Icdte ot R & difga Tt argar srorry Ruiféan aiéa ar wwidih ager O« 7 e fAwrd asf
T Gohd 8, STal TR ATA! ohl S AT d1geR gford u=i gRT &t Sirdht 81
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ARA # SffFaArsd dte1 &3, arzargfi iz IafizT & &@a.. I - fawga RAsdwor

1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

o1 fefSieet Iadie # Trey a1 TRevr 3R Avyey garg

seR ToRTet # fwaer gars gAfga e & forg wia f$ea Renis (CDRs) iR seiagien 9¢ ST el THYT UR TRET0T
R & S919 & SHAGR & Iy sira=aes g, s o Sohail Malik v. State NCT of Delhi (2025) & T forar mar &1

02 B ¥U (Impersonation) 3R f&fSieet @rdt o1 ITANT & ST+

gigrer HifEar (S Semm™) R %ol Wid ST fhd! el I T 3R ITh! TR U a1 318t Uae hl 4RT
66D & dgd URarySt 3R IaftsT i Aoft & ar7ar &, g Ui deat st utervT eraer & SR fohar st @fdy,
S fok Nandini Rai v. State of NCT of Delhi (2024) H g1far a1 g1

03 AU STHTA I SETYRYT Uehfd 3R AfeRiTa W

3 ST (anticipatory bail) i SrETeRoT 1feRT T IUTRT chaer 371 IRIRATaAT & fohaT ST A1y Sigt sRidt &
RR &I IT ST © Sa- &l IS WG 7 81, ST foh Shajan Skaria v. The State of Kerala & Anr. (2024) §
feTa wdsdr & deef § Raifera fovar mam g1

04 ST ST hl rafY 3tk Hiwren anr AT

S ST & dgd & TS R Y arTaa: fR fafre wwa <fimn ar grre & Rl arun ae i w8t fomar s
T1fey, I=rd foh uRfRAfeat sraremsor 71 g, Siem fok Sushila Aggarwal v. State (NCT of Delhi) (2020) & [RefRa
forar mam 81

o5 TSR o fefSiee faarel # dgrdyul gwme™
rafert & st gieret Hifsar R Iust faarel ok daeasiie srorrel (S emsdY uae &t o1 67)  afe st gushar gt

ST €, aF Ik ufasy i 3811 o oIy TSNS SIR g i ST Tahdlt 8, ST foh Minor Sabahat v. State of Gujarat
(2020) # AT AT 81

=rgraal & 3@ &9 g fRar
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ARA # SffFaArsd dte1 &3, arzargfi iz IafizT & &@a.. I - fawga RAsdwor

wat= mraraa F Hated =T F Gurbaksh Singh Sibbia v. State of Punjab (1980) H T9e fohar foh aifim
TR ST G ST e RdeTeR & o s waaT & TRem (Article 21) 3 R
Srgfara et & @ fear ST =gy | gTelifes, Rashmi Rekha Thatoi & Anr. v. State of
Orissa & Ors. (2012) & FFHR, I=I ! e AUH ST ATfAeRT @RS &d §7
A ot Fafia ST 37 o1 QaT g Rder T8 &1 ey STt el siaTerdl & eeTfaeR
T Jeeta hdl 81| 39 3fdRed, D.K. Ganesh Babu v. P.T. Manokaran (2007) ® TI€
foram T foh ARTATRT & aTe 8 ST ot 31T T Tet giaT & 3R 31 STHId chael MRUARY

&I 3MienT & Y T9TE & g & S 21
3= =ararag &y Wmﬁsﬁqﬁ%ﬂuﬂ@u@@@émﬁ,ﬁmﬁﬁﬁmmgﬁmuﬁaﬁ
Rrsarg ST RIFTARd set &t ufehar Sroes 8, aerd saRrer &t visfizar ok dfera faxfta afy sraafdes

gl, s o Ram Singh v. State of Rajasthan (CRLMP/5151/2023) (2024) 3R Ram
Singh v. State of Rajasthan (CRLMP[4394/2023) (2024) H &1 41 &, STgf Aa-dN],
BNSS & dgd aRUA & SaR 7R rger SroRtelf &l ST ol A1geR ded # HST Y 1T el
T8 oft| 3T 3ram@T, X v. State (2025) B IHTHT I ARATAT = T I ° hH Tl dTet TSR
a8k Iadfte & "ell # ARTART & uger Grewm (anticipatory bail) U&H & g9
Arnesh Kumar & f&sn-fer et arem gFfad fhar g1

g1 w1 RrwrE giferar ot # srred! = S1fim SHFa saeA! § Srfden SR fomT foheht 319 sRuT & i 8
& & Ul I ¥@ SR &1 Sunny @ Sandeep Kumar v. State of Punjab (2025) &
gatre $fR gRaTon 3= <amarera A wuE foha fos fom fohelt IRa &Rt & s1fim Swma sreft
e e & ST &Y SR & I O S a1 TR g7 ol Tdhd & Tehdl! 8, foed srarerd
SHTYRUT YRETT & ¥ 4R o Hehdll &1 dal, Lalabhai Ranchodbbhai Rabari v. State of
Gujarat (2022) ¥ Ig aigaran T foh S1fF SHMG 1 S1de 319 a2t R SmemRd g a1fey
7 foh et T SmefeRTel R, ofR iR SIRIT & Ud STTeRUT &bt 4T H @A ST ¢
rqRr 3=a =amarera F Smt. Gouri Debnath (Podder) v. The State of Tripura (2025) &
gfe &t g foh afe ue guar sTuR1y & da dfere g SiR STRITY & g & 9T ehl THIeHT A 8l
at 31 STHTa < 8 deonta A8l fohar ST eyl
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ARA # SffFaArsd dte1 &3, arzargfi iz IafizT & &@a.. IT1 - wifafs graur

11. Gifafdes graym s

SECTION 354D, INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — STALKING

Defines the offense of stalking, which includes following a woman, attempting personal contact despite
her disinterest, or monitoring her electronic communication like internet or email, and provides penalties

for first and subsequent convictions.

"354D. Stalking.--(1) Any man who-- (i) follows a woman and contacts, or attempts to contact such
woman to foster personal interaction repeatedly despite a clear indication of disinterest by such
woman; or (ii) monitors the use by a woman of the internet, email or any other form of electronic
communication, commits the offence of stalking: Provided that such conduct shall not amount to
stalking if the man who pursued it proves that-- (i) it was pursued for the purpose of preventing or
detecting crime and the man accused of stalking had been entrusted with the responsibility of
prevention and detection of crime by the State; or (ii) it was pursued under any law or to comply
with any condition or requirement imposed by any person under any law; or (iii) in the particular
circumstances such conduct was reasonable and justified. (2) Whoever commits the offence of
stalking shall be punished on first conviction with imprisonment of either description for a term
which may extend to three years, and shall also be liable to fine; and be punished on a second or
subsequent conviction, with imprisonment of either description for a term which may extend to

five years, and shall also be liable to fine."
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ARA # SffFaArsd dte1 &3, arzargfi iz IafizT & &@a.. IT1 - wifafs graur

SECTION 78, BHARATIYA NYAYA SANHITA, 2023 — STALKING

Defines the offense of stalking, covering physical following as well as digital monitoring of a woman, and
prescribes imprisonment terms of up to three years for first conviction and up to five years for subsequent

convictions.

"Section 78. Stalking
(1) Any man who---

(i) follows a woman and contacts, or attempts to contact such woman to foster personal interaction
repeatedly despite a clear indication of disinterest by such woman; or

(ii) monitors the use by a woman of the internet, e-mail or any other form of electronic
communication,

commits the offence of stalking:
Provided that such conduct shall not amount to stalking if the man who pursued it proves that---

(i) it was pursued for the purpose of preventing or detecting crime and the man accused of stalking
had been entrusted with the responsibility of prevention and detection of crime by the State; or

(ii) it was pursued under any law or to comply with any condition or requirement imposed by any

person under any law; or
(iii) in the particular circumstances such conduct was reasonable and justified.

(2) Whoever commits the offence of stalking shall be punished on first conviction with
imprisonment of either description for a term which may extend to three years, and shall also be
liable to fine; and be punished on a second or subsequent conviction, with imprisonment of either

description for a term which may extend to five years, and shall also be liable to fine."

SECTION 66D, INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY ACT, 2000 — PUNISHMENT FOR CHEATING BY PERSONATION BY
USING COMPUTER RESOURCE

Prescribes a punishment of up to three years imprisonment and a fine of up to one lakh rupees for

cheating by personation using any communication device or computer resource.

"Section 66D. Punishment for cheating by personation by using computer resource

Whoever, by means of any communication device or computer resource cheats by personation,
shall be punished with imprisonment of either description for a term which may extend to three
years and shall also be liable to fine which may extend to one lakh rupees." 3gd: Nandini Rai v.
State of NCT of Delhi, X v. State
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ARA # SffFaArsd dte1 &3, arzargfi iz IafizT & &@a.. IT1 - wifafs graur

SECTION 67A, INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY ACT, 2000 — PUNISHMENT FOR PUBLISHING OR TRANSMITTING OF
MATERIAL CONTAINING SEXUALLY EXPLICIT ACT, ETC., IN ELECTRONIC FORM
Imposes criminal penalties including imprisonment and heavy fines for transmitting or publishing sexually

explicit materials electronically.

"Section 67A. Punishment for publishing or transmitting of material containing sexually explicit

act, etc., in electronic form

Whoever publishes or transmits or causes to be published or transmitted in the electronic form any
material which contains sexually explicit act or conduct shall be punished on first conviction with
imprisonment of either description for a term which may extend to five years and with fine which
may extend to ten lakh rupees and in the event of second or subsequent conviction with
imprisonment of either description for a term which may extend to seven years and also with fine

which may extend to ten lakh rupees."”
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ARA # SffFaArsd dte1 &3, arzargfi iz IafizT & &@a..
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III - uffa gwed

g fvig
S ST dhae PRUARY & 99w g1t 2,
oifer & g o 21

UHATSIR A SHRIY T I T 11 R AP AT

R gof ufdey amp =gt g

TiofiR TTgeR SroRTe I ST ALy TrgeR yiorw Rt
ot RATFIART HY 57 Gehel! B

I Tl & A ol alet AT5aR ORI § 38T FAR
MZSATET & dgd STHHd|

ST ST 8 U i fdwmiieR &, # e
EISEREUICIRCE GO

T ST @RS d §g et Srarerd at
Fraffia s &3 e s sgfRa gl

o fonelt 319 swRoT & ST STHTT 3 & rafdd
& A T SRR T IMYUR &1

raTferTt & sta Aivret Hf3ar farel & st gwsia
& TR TR THIATESIR |

f3fSieet afcie & doiteht @it @ < eiara o
AR Tepfd ol faare |

AR T aTeR AT ¢ifore 31 sHma 33 &
SR L1feRT <l g

ST ST <l Re ot fonedt Mfga T i ar
T o TROT deh AT T AT

ST TR Thofl W FThR TEATH] it &b AT &
TSR TE e § SRR

ST ST g STRiehT 319 e ur smenfa gt
e, 7 foh 1 grai Wy
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ARA # SffFaArsd dte1 &3, arzargfi iz IafizT & &@a..

# qhRgHAT ATAYT

14 Sohail Malik v. State NCT of Delhi HIGH COURT OF DELHI
DLHC010551612024

15 Smt. Gouri Debnath (Podder) v. HIGH COURT OF TRIPURA

The State of Tripura
TRHC010003032025
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ARA # SffFaArsd dte1 &3, arzargfi iz IafizT & &@a.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

IvV.

01

02

03

ﬂﬂw‘d‘ﬁﬂﬂﬁlﬂ?ﬂ 15 & wred

D.K. Ganesh Babu v. P.T. Manokaran
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2007-02-23 - 2007 INSC 191

gg "HaT Section 438 Cr.P.C. (anticipatory bail) 3 grR 3R diareff @ Heifdd 81 =amarera & we faear & anticipatory bail @t
32T Shered RTARY & THT 9T BT & 3R ST 3237 AferT ohl fgwrad & forg ST @ s 8, 7 o6 St ufehar & g8y &
=aTerd = 7T faR Section 438 & d8d arrest i Ak 1 hIS MG UTRA g1 [chdll ST Hehdl, F1fch Tg Sid & ST STefdT 8| A1
&1, High Court gRT anticipatory bail 3 T s 718 Sfeeh 1d ol S Sgeran | =rarerd = Aok fear o fen it
Ugt &l STHTHYT e ok &, I8 Section 439 Cr.P.C. & dgd Fafda bail & forg Teifda =marera & smaes s @@yl

frofa  Gared AT = TE fhaT foh =T ST 3R 1fiH SHd | Hifele 3idr &1 310 STHIA chael TIRUTRT hr 3meieht
& gHy & STt @ 3R g feparaae SRt il IRUARY & Sies ae UvTe) 81T 81 ST & &R RUATR) vl Ak & I
ST T I o foid AT 74T 8|

“The power exercisable under Section 438 is somewhat extraordinary in character and it is only in
exceptional cases where it appears that the person may be falsely implicated or where there are
reasonable grounds for holding that a person accused of an offence is not likely to otherwise misuse his

liberty then power is to be exercised under Section 438.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2007 Hia ESCRO10005932007

Shajan Skaria v. The State of Kerala & Anr.

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2024-08-23 - 2024 INSC 625

Tg HTHTT Section 18 of the Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes (Prevention of Atrocities) Act, 1989 & dgd 3rfoH
S (anticipatory bail) T e @ TeEfAd g1 =maTerd = W fRaT foh Section 18 T UTaem™ SR STMG R got ufdey gt
ST &1 afe FIR a7 A & SaRTe & Saeaeh ad (essential ingredients) prima facie S 81 &, dt SfeTerd S1fm SHMa &
Hend! 81 URgd AT H, =ararerd 3 urdl fh Appellant gRT YouTube WR &t 11 fewoft safeenta geret & ot oft, = f&h fRreraaenat
&Y STIfer 3 hRoT| ik 398 Section 3(1)(r) a1 Section 3(1)(u) & & STURTE hT HIS T AT Ta] ST AT, FAAY AT =
High Court 3 &1 & 3 = §Y Appellant &t Tgd & &

Profa ITAT = hgl foh TR STHE o1 IgT MaTy ferTd bt TRAT 3R W1 ehl ASTiTcleh a1 eAfekiTd UG I&dT o S
HeheHl ¥ =TT 81 IfS AR H enld T30 3R 319 YR 7 8, at Wrierd 31 S & ifdehR et Ifd IUTNT &R Herdl

gl

“The purpose behind incorporating Section 438 in CrPC was to recognise the importance of personal

liberty and freedom in a free and democratic country.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2024 Hd ESCRO10005652024
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ARA # SffFaArsd dte1 &3, arzargfi iz IafizT & &@a.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

Ram Singh v. State of Rajasthan (CRLMP/5151/2023)

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2024-11-06 - CRLMP/5151/2023

gg HHel Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited (BPCL) & Loyalty Program # &fid deh-iichl @1fadt & eHRUT §T HTHIT
130 FetE T0d & fa=fig Jora @ Taifdd &1 BPCL 7 SRy e foh faf = amgent A fen & omfdepd d-ea o diarerdt &Yl sadh
faadia, arfamreratelt A ae fear o ag faare gt axg @ wfaarare (contractual) SR Eart uepfa @1 8, o smuRifaes a1 feam man
8, 3R BPCL 3 @3 38 Riged &Y Ffe A1 1| =ararerd 2 a1 uett &t gefiet et g1, fSras fRierraaeral g1 St et Cyber Cell #
AR & hl 7T 3R ATfRehrendtsit gRT FIR & e &hl 7T i ot <ararerd = g+ faeaor & ugyra et ok aredl &
YR W vk &7 fr ufehar sro=r|

Rrofa  Ied <IRATET A HHT foh Fa-AN] <l 718 =1 HoTTett iR gferd uRu=T & dgd, Arger IiRret & aiferd Amel &y 1+iRar st
&d g Yferd srdieren <l SrgAf & i< ot fasiv W1geR JeT A1 WigeR Gfery AT=T et WS ST =1 |

“This Court has further taken into consideration that as per the provisions of newly introduced B.N.S.S.
Act, Circular No. 2990/2024, pertaining to cybercrime is issued wherein, the instant matter can be dealt
by cyber police stations, after permission of Superintendent, considering the gravity and seriousness of

offences.”

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2024 i RJIHC020651522023

o4 X V. State
HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2025-04-16 - CRLP/4934/2025

g ATHAT SR gRT SR Y 78 Siff ST (Anticipatory Bail) amfier @ Haifdd g1 anfaerrerdt tR $iRIT o7 foh I8+ S &
e  fRIehTadehal T ikt dht 3R Ader & A R IR aiRaraSt i, S gea Sections 318(4), 319(2), 336(3), 338, 340(2)
of BNS 3fR Section 66D of the IT Act & dgd HIHT &oi fehdT TRT| ATAehTeRd! = ddh fear fh SRy FARTeR § ok srorent & ara
T Y e chl ST <l HTGYT & | =TT = Repis R TR e g4 3R I8 Urd gg foh STRIdY oAl 1S SruRifes sfagr el 8, 3 <rdt
& TTY A SHFT UG hl 3R Gferd ol Sira # TgaiT e a1 fder i

ot el 3o AT 3 AT b ST goft hfda sroRrer (FFad emsédt uae it 4Rt 66D 3fR SiwAwy & uraur e §)
q1d a9 & A FoT1 dTet gl, df gferd @l 3T HAR a9 fSgR Isa A MufRa ARt ufsharett ofik et &1 s @ are=

AT A1

“all other offences levelled against the petitioner are punishable with less than seven years’
imprisonment. Even according to the learned Additional Public Prosecutor, the petitioner is not having

any criminal antecedents.”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2025 Ha HBHC010212732025

os  Gurbaksh Singh Sibbia v. State of Punjab

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1980-04-09 + 1980 INSC 68

g AT Section 438 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 & dgd 'anticipatory bail' (31l Smma) & R ok
iferrat @ Faifda g1 =amarera 3 wE et f Article 21 & dgd aafaad W= e Hifeles SifdieR & iR Section 438 @t Tgpfd
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ARA # SffFaArsd dte1 &3, arzargfi iz IafizT & &@a.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

06

07

1 g8 & 9 Gifaa T8 forar S =nfeu | =marer = g fReiiRa fomar foh 81 s/ama & forw 3mdeas @t 'reason to believe!
(far=m ozt ot opRon) e g1 foh I MR- SroRTy & fore RuaR fopam 11 TendT &1 T=ify SreTerd S1a-t fadenTeli= <rfery opr
IUTNT & Gehelt &, AfchT 9 'blanket order' (TTHTRT TERT) ST Al e Tehel1 | ST H I AT sroRrer o1 Iewiwa g1 a1fgq
fSieTeh forq gRam e & i @t g1

frofa Hfde e A FufRa forar o sifim Sma &3 a1 sifdeR & sraTyR wu 8 fawqd ¢ 3R siareral & fadenrfaeR st
Tl =aTiies aareanstt @ anfda =gl foran S =anfee | I 1fery safaenra Tad=dn di grem R e & fog § g 8

“The amplitude of judicial discretion which is given to the High Court a-nd the Court of Sessions, to
impose such conditions as they may think fit while granting anticip~tory bail, should not be cut down, by
a process of construction, by reading irito the statute conditions which are not to be found therein like

those evolved by the High Court.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1980 Hid ESCRO10002511980

Rashmi Rekha Thatoi & Anr. v. State of Orissa & Ors.

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2012-05-04 - 2012 INSC 202

g AT Criminal Procedure Code (CrPC) &t Section 438 & dgd Sifii SHMG (anticipatory bail) @ d&fdd &1 =amrera &
Tg Fyiika faear fa High Court ar 9= =ammera (Court of Session) Ig M&er Tl & Wepd foh SIRIUT & STeH@®TT (surrender)
P IR IW Magistrate gRT ST IR ReT &= &a1 91, faLiwe: a9 Sie <marerd 5 @ Sifid ST 31 @ R & &1 8l
AT A T AT foh 39 UehR T SHIGLT LT UTGT bl Seeie & SR g et Srareldl & IR & H geaelu adl 8| gared
AT A THT 1af i I a7 SR et foh IR i 3 S8R Section 439 & dgd Fafdd ST o folg siae e & forg
@A gl

Rrofa  =ATATT A g3 foh URT 438 & Jgd STIRR STETYRIT & 3R 31 SFHFT & forg 3R st ATacst e ure g
TIRY | 1T STHHA SRR i & d1g MG bl AfSIRee! o 1A hRf & gL g1 T AT

“We agree, with respect, that the power conferred by S. 438 is of an extraordinary character in the sense
indicated above, namely, that it is not ordinarily resorted to like the power conferred by Ss. 437 and 439.
We also agree that the power to grant anticipatory bail should be exercised with due care and

circumspection.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2012 Hid ESCRO10003682012

Sunny @ Sandeep Kumar v. State of Punjab
HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2025-07-21 - CRM-M/38399/2025

g ATH JH ST (anticipatory bail) & oy R Ues arfeien & afed g1 fRIsridendl @ STRIT g ok arfeperdt ofiR o=
SR = 38 fadar (Portugal) 99T & =TH WR &7t T &1 fRIehradehdl = STRIT o1 foh STRITU A gt ¢adt Yoie Jdrens Jat
TRHA oft, wfche 7 ot fader o= <t ufehar gt &t iR =1 8t 91 aru¥ Ry 38k uRumaeey, YR &3 dfgar (IPC) & arisii & dgd
FIR &t fopar mE1\n\nanfaererdr a1 adh & foh 38 S1eT thaman T g $iR 98 chad Yok A9y (mediator) & &0 # sRf & 38T T,
IR g IR F&T a1 AUTI TG fAud, I5T TRhR 3 59 IUR1Y I 1iRar 3R 38 nfieT ot uiRarers & garer &d gy
ST o forte fohar 81
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frofa  UoTTd 3R gRATON I=a ATT A AT STHE aht Ueh SIETYTRUT YR AT 1Ty = ¥ fohar foh afe i smees
foreT foneft der ok TE RUT & 1l ST & oIy smded @t 7 srafeien facia ahxdT 8, af 59 I § 9 ol JaTd AT
ITeTeAd TTIehT bl WTRST & Tehd! &1

“While the legislative framework remains silent on a rigid timeline for invoking the extraordinary
discretionary jurisdiction—an inordinate and inexplicated delay in invoking the same—inevitably invites

meticulous scrutiny.”

HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2025 &g PHHC0111175602025

Minor Sabahat v. State of Gujarat
HIGH COURT OF GUJARAT - 2020-12-04 - CR.MA/16466/2020

Tg gt Criminal Procedure Code &l Section 482 & dgd Ueh FIR bl I o <hl ATfienT T Gefdd &1 A1fiehterdt 3R
fRrerrararenat <t SEt T Arafer § 3k s §1 37 ffr gU G fdare & @wRuT Protection of Children from Sexual Offences
Act, 2012, Information Technology Act, 3R Indian Penal Code & dgd | st fchall TT AT| <R = AT foh &A1 geft
& T geig 81 718 & iR Jg ST Ik Isudel vfasg & Iy smasaes 1 e 7 Gian Singh v. State of Punjab & fagidt
T UTeT e gY FIR ot 3g o fea, rilfeh 39 Aret  sriard! STRT @1 Shdel e ARl wamd g

frofa I RT3 AT fob Gaesiie amsél srfafay uraem i (S 4T 67) & dgd f3fStet Iaftsa & ame |, afe g uer
TSI § 3R Ik T ahls STaRE! T UTe & ot THsiiar gt AT §, df ThaTEaTR ot fARE eheT =amaaiTd &1

“Now, the provisions of Sections 66C and 67 of the Information Technology Act, 2000 reads as under:-... In
view of the aforesaid provisions of law, it is clear that the offences are punishable only for three years. It
is an admitted fact that the victim as well as the present applicant are minor and both are friends and
settlement has been arrived at between the parties with a view to safeguard the future life of both of

them.”

HIGH COURT OF GUJARAT - 2020 Ha GJHC240494472020

Ram Singh v. State of Rajasthan (CRLMP/4394/2023)
HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2024-11-06 - CRLMP/4394/2023

Tg AT Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited (BPCL) gRT 3iu= f3fSieet @itaect T & shfAd dep-ich! WY bl ol
IaTeR forg 7Y fa=fia earerdt & Seifdd &1 BPCL 3 SRIY & o g Umeeh! 3 SrgfRid adich @ faT o fog srom afere et
ezt fma, FOrae dhusit ot ISt ot Tora gom| STRITU = aeh e fos a8 fag &0 & gar Sarh wahfa (civil nature) 1 fame &
3R 38 SToRTfes 3T e S <@ Bl

Rrofa ST I AT A Jdifehd foha foh Smmsdt sifafaas i arr 78 o fasiy fumdht smeangar, 39 sifdfags & siatfa
37T aTet fopsit +ft TTSER STURTY T T chael e WR IT IUY HUR & Gfeld HATIRRT GRT &1 hl ST A1yl
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“Section 78- Power to investigate offences. - Notwithstanding anything contained in the Code of Criminal
Procedure, 1973 (2 of 1974), a police officer not below the rank of (Inspector) shall investigate any offence

under this Act.”

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2024 |d RJHC020572742023

Priya Indoria v. State of Karnataka

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2023-11-20 - 2023 INSC 1008

Tg ATHaT Section 438 of the Code of Criminal Procedure & d&d 'transit anticipatory bail' &t sraeRoT iR =T &Y
&l SRR O Haifda &1 =marer = FeiRa fovar i gerft ver smRidT 39 3= & guf s1ffm S9d (regular anticipatory bail)
e /T FehdT STET FIR &Sf 81 g8 8, cifeh a8 31U+l aaferid dsrar 3R =19 deh ugd (access to justice) RTYd & & fag 39
T o rTerd ¥ AT gifSie s1fim sama’ (limited transit anticipatory bail) 7T SehdT & T8l a8 ada™ § Har s @I 8l
AT = T fohar foh Ut IEd chae sreameRor uRfRIfaat & & St anfgy ) 59 amme J, Ui sle A el sarerdl gRT e
SifAreRTRAT & & 78 S1fiT ST ot 3E R T ok IR &l SR Ram aret =amarera & ST ot fAder

foia Fated AT A SfdgTRie saret & gy vk fear 6 siererdl st = ae uga gt s o afaad WAt S
&7 & iy Sid:arsdia Ame 7 HfAd gifSie il SHma’ 7 et afert UTed 8, et 8 STRTe g 359 # &SF g3 |

“The Parliament has provided ample legislative guidance on the factors that may guide the High Court or
the Court of Session while considering the application for grant of an anticipatory bail. The substantive
factors consist of the nature and gravity of the accusation, the criminal antecedents of the applicant, the
risk of the applicant absconding from justice or not cooperating with the criminal justice administration

and the possibility of an accusation made in bad faith”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2023 Hd ESCRO10007832023

Sushila Aggarwal v. State (NCT of Delhi)

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2020-01-29 - 2020 INSC 106

g ATl Section 438 of the Code of Criminal Procedure (CrPC) & dgd 'anticipatory bail' (31 SHTd) &t srafdr sik
Srdl O eiferd §1 =amarera = g afRa frar & sifim srma & gram @l foveh PRfga a9 srafe at trial & et iy =ror 9
dfAra 781 fohar st anfae| ag ifAfea st aes SIRY 38 Tehelt &1\ n\ngTerifer, =amarera = T fohar fop et srererdt & urg fafre
gRRfefeat 7 3 ard v ot TR 81 =amarera 3 gd o 3 fofat @t @ st & fear o= sifim Sma ot adag v &
forg woteR fomam o, ofR 38 cafamTa Wdadr & SifdeR (Article 21 of the Constitution of India) 3 TRefur & forg T
3gTh IURT HHT

frofa o AR chl Gigens fia 3 AT foh 31 SHMd 6l i siafHidd awa-dar 78! gidt 1 a8 Tgd amsikiie afea
B & a5 oft 3R FeneH & Sid Ik STRY TE Tehelt 8, STeT deh foh STaTeld his fAIY HROT &of A e
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“The distinction between an ordinary order of bail and an order of anticipatory bail is that whereas the
former is granted after arrest and therefore means release from the 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 - 2020 Hid ESCRO10001622020

Nandini Rai v. State of NCT of Delhi

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2024-03-22 - CRL.M.C./2085/2024

g ATHAT Yeh FIR ohY TE ez i arfent & Taifdd g, fod arfesrerdl or Instagram OR thfl WId sHTeh? fRIehrrdehar al tRam
T, STOHTT ehi SR TEGATH h Rl AR THTT 7 AT Gfeld gIRT aIREeT STRITUS | YR &8 dfgar (IPC) hr a1 419, 500,
34 3R IT Act &l &RT 66C, 66D % T&d STURTY Gof 1chT 1Y & | TTf<IehTehdl = T chl SHT opT ek feaT| feett I=a =amarer = ol
f&a f& FIR 3g &=t ot g 3fEa =T =181 8, Rilfen er+ft 3Rl 03 (framing of charge) =181 §Q &1 —aTerd = aifient @iiRst ad g9
gifrentehd et Pe & o a8 Trial Court & THET STRIY dT &3 & THA g dehl chl 3BT Tehdl! &

ot fooel 3TT <RI 3 SR QU & A9 & THTTAR HeT e, ST 3thdTe I8 3R hell UIhISe ST SIS et
% RIGT & Fefiar ot Wenr fhaT| =amaTera 3 AT foh STRIUU SRR 811 & aTe U9 184t o1 Hedich ¢1ae ehie | SR ad
et & SR fopam ST =iy

“a complaint was lodged by the complainant wherein she had alleged that she had been subjected to
harassment for last four weeks through Instagram App. It was alleged that the accused had made fifth
account on Instagram for the sole purpose of bullying and harassing the complainant. It was further
alleged that the accused persons had been publishing photographs, abusive content and rumours about

the complainant on Instagram”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2024 Ha DLHC010129602024

Lalabhai Ranchodbbhai Rabari v. State of Gujarat

HIGH COURT OF GUJARAT - 2022-12-01 - CR.MA/17734/2022

g ATHAT SR ZRT SR—R Teh anticipatory bail 3mde & ¥efdd g, St Odhav Police Station, Ahmedabad & &sf U FIR &
Ty # Section 438 of the Code of Criminal Procedure & dgd Jgd chl AT &z TgT UTI 3TRIU TR Indian Penal Code &t
fafor= arrsi & dgd YTyt SR STeHTSt el SR UT| =TTy = Ur foh SR & Raelrth STRIG 7R Uepfa & & SiR I fUser
STRTYeh Repfs ot Tierey g1 g9k sifaRad, ag ot e fopar man o omRIdT = =maera & fUset HERN o1 uter =18t fohaT a1 & a2t
3R gRfRfaat st dad gy, =marera = gg fAvfg fean f smidt anticipatory bail & forg ur =18t & ok degaR arfeer @Rt e &
T

Rrofa  =ATATTT = AT SraTel AT & fgidl & SR WR gt ok s1fi SHa & forg RTart &t sieicr 3t a2t
3MeTRa gt =1feT 7 b haer srege a1 9=y SIRITY WR|
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“As held in Sibbia, when a person apprehends arrest and approaches a court for anticipatory bail, his
apprehension (of arrest), has to be based on concrete facts (and not vague or general allegations)

relatable a specific offence or particular of offences.”

HIGH COURT OF GUJARAT - 2022 | GJHC240624022022

14 Sohail Malik v. State NCT of Delhi
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2025-08-12 - CRL.M.C./6745/2024

g AT IR Sohail Malik gRT &RR Ueh arfaer & Teifdd &, fSem 3811 Metropolitan Magistrate & 39 37721 &Y gt &
g, forod 187 (evidence) & TRefur & T Section 91 Cr.P.C. & dgd &TaR 3 3TTae ot @RI o e mar o) eRidt o
Stalking 3R I It & SR & 3fR IehT deh AT foh Ik 3R FRAARIaehd| o o9 gd & Tep g dey o1, S g e & foig
Call Detail Records (CDRs) 3R 31 Seiagi-ch ST ol GRI&Td @11 31asaeh g | Fael srarerd = 39 M= (privacy) &
Seete 3R STEIeh AT §U WIS & AT AT I =TT = AFel IR GAaTs dhi 3R UaTehRi o dehl UR fe=R fema

frofa feedl I =ATATerd = SRIUY & fsuer Gars & Haeriies SifiehR el a1Q ad gu S SHfehrt et g fder fean fo ag
faanfea wicr 31 Repfga (CDRs) 3R Teifdd Je sfagm ot TRfSa d TRfa W@ arfcs gerad & a7y IqhT fAsaer geaien gt
ol

“Keeping in view the limited prayer in the application as well as the fact that charge sheet has already
been filed and the order is not to be construed as a direction for further investigation, it is clarified that

the 1.0. has to ensure only preservation of data/CDRs."”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2025 Ha DLHC010551612024

15 Smt. Gouri Debnath (Podder) v. The State of Tripura
HIGH COURT OF TRIPURA - 2025-03-10 - AB/17/2025

Tg ATHAT 31 S (anticipatory bail) & g gaR 6 78 e a1fier O Tefda 8, fSed sidgen! UR Ueh Aot dgdhl &
30T 3R POCSO Act & dgd TURTHT # HgRIAT ehet ol SRIT g1 SIS Ut o dch o7 o Ffch sraeen! & R RwRT are
SR 81 FehT &, 3] I8 ST @l &I ST A1eq | =ATTerd 3 UiSdT & Sam1 T Siaeicn fohal, e uar I s ag ok g8
SR O Tater & & 3R 514 S1u-t ol & 1 Iu forarar 41| =marerd = gran fo ffsar 3 srugror & SR faty Jgt faear o s,
UH GEAT HIedT i &@d gy, AATATerd 3 JTdeeh! el SAUH STHT e il

frofa  =ATATY A SIgXT foh 4RT 482 FGATHTH a1 4RT 438 HISTRUNH & dgd ga- MR ST chi Q1fert T Tl dhaed

ot foma SiTaT @ 519 i 319 SMUR gl foh arfRiearerdt gfammqut #em & thardT ST 38T & a1 Ieh! A fdiTd Woaidl &l Sgfad
R 8l

“the Court will not hesitate to exercise its discretion to grant the pre-arrest bail in extreme, or

exceptional cases in the interest of justice.”

HIGH COURT OF TRIPURA - 2025 Hid TRHCO10003032025
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A TmTOT

g A Vitark Al gRT 9resiHeh U I IUars fAufal 3R Iuatieral & st & SUR R daR fohar mam §1 98 dhaet RO Tgradr & forg € ik
FIL 9eTg (legal advice) =18t &1 fanedt off filing, opinion, AT correspondence & IualT & & uget @+t case citations, holdings 3R
quotations @t g fAvfT (source judgment) & o W= ¥U & T4 fosar ST =1flgq|
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