
BEFORE HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH AT BIL R

PETITIONER

Cr.M.P. No. @LJ 2014 SmaLE BENCH
Ku. Ranu Chandrakar D/o Ramesh

Chandrakar, aged about 17 year,
through natural guardian her father

dxagxW Ramesh Chandrakar S/o Ramtahal
t

,Chandrakar, aged about 42 years) R/o

§
‘r
$5

\YK Village Mathanikala, Police Station

Pipariya, District Kabirdham C.G.

(Prosecutrix)

VERSUS

RESPONDENTS 1 . State of Chhattisgarh, through: the

District Magistrate/Station House

Officer, Police Station Pipariya, District

Kabirdham C.G. (Non-Applicant )
2. Anil Bauddh S/o Asharam Bauddh,

aged about 26 years, R/o Dhauraband,

Tahsil Kabirdham, Civil 85 Revenue

District Kabirdham C.G. (Applicant)
CRIMINAL MISCELLANEOUS PETITION l APPLICATION

/
UNDER SECTION439 12) OF Cr.P.C.

This petition, is being filed for cancellation of bail order
dated 2.7.2014 passed in M.Cr.C. No. 2944/2014

/
by this

Hon’ble Court. A copy of order dated 2.7.2014
(an

is annexed
herewith as Annexure P/ 1/."
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S.B.: Hon'ble Shri Justice 3. Sam Koshy

31. 10. 2014

Shri Rakesh Pandey, Advocate for the petitioner,

Shri Sanjeev Kumar Agrawai, PL for the State/

respondent.

By way of the instant petition, the petitioner has sought

for cancellation of bail granted to the respondent Not 2' (Anil

Bauddh) which was granted by this Court vide order dated

02072014 in M.Cr.C. No. 944/2014.

Counsel for the peti loner submits that the bail granted to

the respondent no. 2 may be cancelled on two grounds. Firstly,

the certain substantial m terial have not been brought to the

notice of the Court by the prosecution in the course of

argument when the resp ndent no. 2 was granted bail by this

Court.

spondent No.2 was released on bail,

as been persistently troubling the

prosecutrix and for which the complaint has also been lodged

before the Police authoriti s for which he was arrested and later

on released on bail in a di erent MCrC.

However, consideri g the facts and circumstances of the

case, particularly the ma ner in which the prosecution story is

spelt in‘ the case diary t at of the prosecutrix having gone to

different places and h ving physical relationship with the

respondent No. 2. l do ot find any good grounds have been

Secondly, after the

the respondent No. 2
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rgastrength forthe reason the

"'auth'o*riti'es”Was on behalf

For the forgoing re
l

petitioner under section 43

Accordinglyl the sari

sanlosh

the petitioner for cancellation of the

self to the police authorities in this

father of the girl is trying to implicate

account of the intimacy that the

with the respondent No. 2

e is rejected.

raised by the counsel for

bait of respondent No2.

Similarly, the second ground also does not find any

alleged complaint made to the police

of the father of the prosecutrix and

that thefe‘is no substantial material that the
‘prosecutrix

has

infact made v complaint he

regard,,it‘appears
’tha’tlhe

the respondent N042 on

prosecutrix has developed

ason, the appiication moved by the

9(2) of Cr.P.C. is rejected.

Sd/—

P. Sam Koshy

Judge


