IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT PATNA
CRIMINAL MISCELLANEOUS No.27203 of 2020

Arising Out of PS. Case No.-1 Year-2020 Thana- MAHILA PS District- Gaya

SUKHDEO MANDAL S/o Rathu Mandal Resident of C/o Amrendra Prasad,
441, Magadh Colony, Road No.9, Police Station-Chandauti, District-Gaya.
Permanent Address-Village-Jamudag, Police Station-Sonahatu, District-

Ranchi (Jharkhand).
...... Petitioner/s
Versus

The State of Bihar

...... Opposite Party/s
Appearance :
For the Petitioner/s : Mr.Gajendra Kumar Singh
For the Opposite Party/s : Mr.A.G.

CORAM: HONOURABLE MR. JUSTICE PRABHAT KUMAR SINGH
ORAL ORDER

5 19-01-2021 Heard both parties.

The petitioner apprehends his arrest in Mahila (Gaya)
P.S. Case No. 01 of 2020, registered for the offences punishable
under Sections 354(D), 420, 376 and 509 of the Indian Penal
Code.

Prosecution case in brief is that petitioner took nude
photographs of the informant by intoxicating her. It is further
alleged that this petitioner took money of Rs. 4.5 lakh from the
informant and sexually assaulted her several times. Petitioner
also threatened the informant to make viral her nude
photographs on social media.

It is submitted on behalf of petitioner that petitioner

has falsely been implicated in this case. The present FIR has
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been lodged by the informant only to extort money and
petitioner has deposited certain money in the account of
informant and in support of the same, some papers has also been
annexed. In fact, both of them were living together and when
the petitioner refused to marry the informant, this false case has
been lodged. Petitioner has got no criminal antecedent, as stated
in para 3 of the petition.

However, counsel for the State vehemently opposed
the prayer for bail and submitted that there is specific allegation
that he took nude photograph of the informant and also
threatened to make viral on social media.

Considering the facts aforesaid and gravity of offence,
I am not inclined to enlarge the petitioner above-named on

anticipatory bail. Accordingly, the same is rejected.

(Prabhat Kumar Singh, J)



