
        [2026:JHHC:4056] 
IN THE HIGH COURT OF JHARKHAND AT RANCHI 
           A.B.A. No.696 of 2026 

       ------ 

Sonu Ansari @ Shahzada Ansari, aged about 24 years, son of Jamal 

Ansari, Resident of Shamsher Nagar, P.O. and P.S.- Bankmore 

(Bhuli), District- Dhanbad  .... .... …. Petitioner 

                              Versus 
  The State of Jharkhand   .... .... ....   Opposite Party 
       ------ 
 CORAM : HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE ANIL KUMAR CHOUDHARY 

       ------    
  For the Petitioner : Mr. R. S. Mazumdar, Sr. Advocate 
        Mrs. Jasvindar Mazumdar, Advocate 
  For the State  : Mr. Prabir Kr. Chatterjee, Spl.P.P. 
       ------        

Order No.02  Dated- 13-02-2026 

 Heard the parties. 

 Apprehending his arrest, the petitioner has moved this Court for grant 

of privileges of anticipatory bail in connection with Bankmore (Bhuli O.P.) 

P.S. Case No.119 of 2023 registered under Sections 25 (1-B) (a), 26, 35 of the 

Arms Act. 

 This is the second journey of the petitioner as earlier the prayer for bail 

of the petitioner was rejected vide order dated 27.09.2023 in A.B.A. No.7234 

of 2023. 

 Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that the fresh ground is that 

the co-accused juvenile, on inquiry by the Juvenile Justice Board, was 

acquitted because of lack of evidence. It is further submitted that the arms 

from which the petitioner fired upon Anwar Khan @ Chaina Dablu, was 

used in another case also and in that case, the accused persons have 

compromised with the informant of that case. Hence, it is submitted that the 

petitioner be given the privilege of anticipatory bail. 

 Learned Spl. P.P. appearing for the State on the other hand vehemently 

opposes the prayer for grant of anticipatory bail and submits that after 

rejection of the prayer for the anticipatory bail of the petitioner vide order 

dated 27.09.2023, the petitioner is still absconding and considering the 

serious nature of allegation against the petitioner of attempting to murder 



Anwar Khan @ Chaina Dablu by firing upon him, there is requirement of 

custodial interrogation of the petitioner to find out the details of the case. It is 

therefore submitted that the petitioner ought not to be given the privilege of 

anticipatory bail. 

  Considering the serious nature of allegation against the petitioner, 

requirement of his custodial interrogation during the investigation of the 

case as well as the fact that in the case of co-accused juvenile, there was no 

allegation against the co-accused juvenile of attempting to murder anyone; 

unlike the direct and specific allegation against the petitioner of attempting 

to murder by firing, this Court is of the considered view that this is not a fit 

case where the above named petitioner be given the privileges of 

anticipatory bail. Accordingly, the prayer for grant of privileges of 

anticipatory bail of the above-named petitioner is rejected for the same 

reasons as mentioned in the detailed order dated 27.09.2023 in A.B.A. 

No.7234 of 2023. 

 

       (Anil Kumar Choudhary, J.) 

Dated- 13.02.2026-Animesh/ 

 

 

 


