
1

                   

    IN THE COURT OF ADDITIONAL SESSIONS JUDGE-III
ROHTAS AT SASARAM

Anticipatory Bail Petition No. 2862/2025
In connection with     Complaint   Case No. 178/2025  

     In the matter of   :-  
Ritik Kumar, S/o Ashok Nut, aged about 25 years,
R/o village- Amari tola, P. S. Karwandia, Distt- Rohtas
         

..................Petitioner.
                    VERSUS

State of Bihar                                                                                                              
...............Respondent.

Appearance :-

On behalf of Petitioner    :Mr. Mohan Prasad Gupta, Ld. Advocate. 
On behalf of Informant   :Mr. Bharat Bhushan, Ld. Advocate. 
On behalf of State      : Mr. Vidya Sagar Rai, Ld. A.P.P.

ORDER

08.04.2026   This  is  an  application  for  grant  of  anticipatory  bail  filed  on  behalf  of

accused /  petitioner named above who apprehends his arrest in connection with  Complaint

Case No. 178/2025, U/s 85, 74, 115(2) of BNS.

The Ld. Counsel appearing on behalf of petitioner submits that petitioner is quite

innocent and has committed no offence. Ld. Counsel for the petitioner further submits that the

prosecution story in brief is that on 19.02.2025 against four accused persons for the offence

under 115(2) / 85 of the BNSS and 4 of DP Act. It is alleged in complaint petition that the

complainant was married with the petitioner accused Ritik Kumar on 24.01.2025 in Maa Tara

Chandi Ashirward Vatika, Sasaram and she went her sasural she lived well for few days. It is

further alleged that she went at  sasural village Amara Talab and then the accused persons

started demanding two bhar of gold sikari due to non-fulfillment of the demand all the accused

persons ousted her from house and after that she came back to her parental house

Ld. Counsel further submits that the petitioner is quite innocent and has committed

no offence. The petitioner has falsely been implicated in this case due to misunderstanding.

The  whole  allegations  in  the  complaint  petition  is  totally  wrong  false  and  incorrect.  No

occurrence took place like stated in the complaint petition is totally false and absurd, after the

perusal of the cognizance order it is find that under Section 115(2) is bailable and alleged

under  section  85  of  BNS and 4  of  DP Act  are  not  applicable  against  the  petitioner.  The

petitioner (husband) found not available in the house started searching of complainant wife

they came to know that without information she took away all the jewellerey and goods at her

Naihar. The petitioner never torture the complainant and nor did he demand anything. The 
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Cont…….. petitioner undertakes to obey all the conditions laid down under Section 482 of the

BNSS. The petitioner is a man of means so no question arises of his absconding and tampering

with the evidnece. The Ld. Counsel for the  petitioner prays to release the petitioner on bail.

The learned APP has vehemently opposed the prayer for grant of anticipatory bail as

well as Ld. Counsel for the complainant also strongly opposes the prayer of the petitioner with

the submissions that the petitioner is the husband and from the very since of the entry in the

matrimonial house he is torturing the complainant to ful-fulill the demand of dowry and there

are  several love affairs of the petitioner with the other women which is also enhancing the

mental torture of the complainant.  

 Heard and perused the record. On perusal of the record, I find that this  is a complainant

case registered  U/s 85, 74, 115(2) of BNS. It further reveals that there is specific allegation

against the petitioner for the alleged offence of demand of dowry of 2 bhar golden chain and

due to non-fulfillment of demand of dowry the petitioner ousted the complainant from her

matrimonial house. The husband is the whole and sole responsible for the livelihood and take

care the dignity  of the wife.

Considering  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case  discussed,  particularly  the

nature of the allegation, material available in the case diary, I am not inclined to enlarge him

on anticipatory bail. Accordingly his prayer for anticipatory bail is hereby Rejected. 

    Dictated & Corrected

                                Addl. Distt & Sessions Judge –III
                                          Sasaram, Rohtas

                     


