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HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE FOR RAJASTHAN AT
JODHPUR

S.B. Criminal Miscellaneous Bail Application No. 2962/2026

1. Mangla Ram S/o Lima Ram, Aged About 41 Years,
Resident Of Outside Bilada Gate, Sojat City, District Pali
(Lodged In Sub Jail Sojat)

2. Kukaram S/o Deva Ram, Aged About 65 Years, Resident
Of Outside Bilada Gate, Sojat City, District Pali (Lodged In
Sub Jail Sojat)

----Petitioners
Versus
State Of Rajasthan, Through Its PP
----Respondent
For Petitioner(s) :  Mr. Suresh Kumbhat
For Respondent(s) : Mr. Pawan Bhati, PP

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE MUKESH RAJPUROHIT

Order

23/03/2026

This second application for bail under Section 483 of BNSS
(439 Cr.P.C.) has been filed by the petitioners who have been
arrested in the present matter. The requisite details of the matter

are tabulated below:

S. No. Particulars of the case

1. FIR Number 405/2024

2. Police Station Sojat City

3. District Pali

4. Offences alleged in theUnder Sections 189, 103(1), and
FIR 61(2)(b) of BNS 2023.

5. Offences added, if any | Section 3(5) of BNS, 2023.

The 1st bail application filed on behalf of petitioners, i.e. S.B.

Criminal Misc. Bail Application No. 5314/2025 was dismissed vide
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order dated 14.07.2025, passed by this Court, with liberty to the
petitioners to file a fresh bail application after recording the
statements of eye-witnesses, namely, Gajendra Singh and Arun

Kumar.

After rejection of the first bail application, the
statements of Gajendra Singh and Arun Kumar have been
recorded before the trial court as PW-1 and PW-3 respectively.

Hence, this second bail application has been filed.

Heard learned counsel for the petitioners and learned Public

Prosecutor.

It is contended by learned counsel for the petitioners that
the allegations levelled against the petitioners are false and
fabricated. It is submitted that PW-1, Gajendra Singh, Revenue
Inspector of the Tehsil, has been belatedly projected as an
eyewitness to the incident. However, according to his own
testimony, he categorically states that he left the place when the
quarrel began and, therefore, could not have witnessed the entire
occurrence. He has also deposed that he was there for a site
inspection after the orders of the Tehsildar; however, there is no
order or written direction on record to show that he reached the
spot pursuant to any instruction issued by the Tehsildar or any
other competent authority. The relevant part of statement of P.W.

1 is extracted below:

F feqies 29.11.2024 &t Gieid 9 fgdig & gear! & ug w®
PRI 11 fa-ier 28.11.2024 @} dgdiciqrk gisia grr &t
371Q9T &1 GIeT=T & Trasiares 18 UR @ENT F5R 574 GIRT U7 HiehT
Ruid & faw mar o1 39 77 B g g6 gerg a7 ot sifdfleT arsf
o7/ 59 & Hidh g7 7147 at @ & ora7 &1 SieH! @3 &1 3G gHg
FTHT 11:30, 11:40 TGH &7 5T 4T/ @ & 16T JGRH
St @e ¢ foTed grg Hicvarsiaa ot @ & or<Y @3
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PBRIH & HIARTH bl A+ @ T gearoir @lei- & ey gl
dl 3781 @ 7 FRareTT @ler @ HT &< faar aor 351 g3
geT &1 1T i & [S1a A+ 3T 914 g 3%T 95 a1 91l 3
378 gl 51 dgHIciarR &7 31e<l § 3dlely ggl Hiebr Ruld
g1 & 59ty @ a7 geareT @left difes foe +ff 3514 7
T8l @lerr folg u¥ 4+ dgdieiqr Sft @l w7 far fox a4
g7 gv ot BT 347 f @i o fdarg g1 1 T 81 7
I UR X% IT 39 THT @d & 3<% dlet g1 &laaal 7 e
&leTh JGIRTH Gft 1 1% [T 1T &1 fv 3=a7 g 37778
8 o4 al g3t fox v afaa 7 3} et &1 31T JgT & et
STrel o & &gl & Tl 747 971 39 §1q T §3T Hei 5Heh!
SR T8l 81 e 1 & 47 AT bl §gRTH bl GG g1 7S
8! ST 37 SITaH] fAa1g 7 1T G5i 38T Udl 781 81 §eh
e 51t g3l aTgv g AT o7 3 Sirg Tgi & get sirat
34D gr 4 9 v &1dl qt ot

T8 el Tgl & o <roreg @ioia &t gt 9Tl 7 fasnfoia faar
gaiT & Sl Giid Te ToE d Gieid 99 31 1 I8 e g
g I& @ivid g qug & yeard giT §gt faf@a g &l aref
gya 8l a1 o1, 3forge &gl bl dgHleiar]k Tisid & IR
gat g7t 1391 7197 o471 I8 e T6d & [ dgdierar dleid
GIRT 31 faedfl gapre a7 el [f@d siraer St gt fabar ar
gl g &g Tl & Ia &R urg faf@ad & gieiad ge& &1 aret
gl 39 &g 7 faf@d sraer &1 gia 47 sigeerT sifdar] ot
781 &1 off. srorga deT dI T SHfABRT @ GRT A &
airft 76 75 ot

It is further submitted that PW-1 has made material
improvements in his deposition before the Court as compared to
his earlier police statement, thereby rendering his version highly
doubtful. It is further submitted that there is no boundary wall at
the site, therefore, if he was truly an eyewitness, he could easily
have seen the incident taking place inside the field. Notably, name
of the witness was not mentioned in the FIR as an eyewitness to

the occurrence.

Learned counsel further contended that PW-3 Arun Kumar
was also introduced as an eyewitness and his police statement
was recorded on 02.12.2025, i.e., after 4 days, and he initially

failed to identify the accused persons. The relevant portion of the
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statement of P.W.-3 recorded before learned trial court is extrac-

ted herein below:

B g derfsm el @& A & §ieqr H G 8.
118 & de1fsT a7 &1H el 1 faias 29.11.2024 &t 7 749
g digrs @t & gqrfaar mia S & el cerET g or aer
YT 1-11:30 &5t grHfeqres g Gioid fadt & T 4 s o
qgaT o7/ STET UY U Hga! T @ ST g 8, [oad ange
GRIT &1 wicer &7l g5 81 8T 4% Tk Ji 3iIeH! gae goif
3reHt & grg ARdle & < o qor ot aRYle aRdle #vd
&R 3 lerd &l 3ige o T &1 3ie¥ Yep feri 3R 71 &Tg%
38 O¥ Ueh Hlevdrsiaer @3t ot diee 51t @S &Rt 4, 3T
g & g1 H olid] 3K ga? & 879 A g off. (o794 a8 39 35
&l @l i fikree AR &< 78 &1 4 Ov & ek gl &
SIRUT P & [e1Q 3ige 78] 14T o7 deT &g & Urd [A+e @3
VEhY gEe JHIGH] bl AR &< g7 oI, clfb agl 34 GHY
G%T I Tl At ge F agr @ fAewer ) fov & ey &t
g2 §1q 9199 34} 715 & ket dl agT Ui @l & @8 Aot
g1 Gl & ges-t U GaT Fell @ HICTRIH & bR 7 ERIH
grfl &l AR @411 B9 G- SR HIGTRTH § HebRIH 31 at 4
F7eh] g Gehell § 1

Fic- 7arg 7 STife] a7 fab 311 areir gehiIH & e gl fab
HITTRTH 8 a7 &heT [ pepRie & ik Wied il gfad T 414
FBRMH giHT IarIT o &gl & Frear™ g1 sifaq ar 4
TegT 7 geatoiarT &l T8l ugar a7

Tg gl Tel & I 4 ggetl §1% Hidh U gl a9 §¢ e &
T H &5 T8l 4T 3G el & HIcRH & gre 7 andl off
SR R 7 @ 7 T e (U8 Fie & &]aR §iearR) 3378
oft1 gaof 31 3 7 febdrch grer 7 RIT &1, Ig Tg] ferdar §3IT 81 I8
el Tel & & gst gl 52 @15 &1 gar gar o & F1ar™E
FBRH 7 131 e & R b1 g7 F1 2t g BT dgl
8 &5 v g2 aafert 7 ga? g2 faa &l g1y & Eiaew siaw
&eBY T8 T AT 3io1ega el [d 38 Hled & Bav Gabsape 3w
FABY TTT 971 Tg BHET ol & fob 3T TGHY AR g% &3T
T8t T 3roTega el [ ag @ & 3iav 4TI T & 3% Bl
G 5 Bie 3ige & a7 @sT UT| Tg gl Fal & b @ & arge
&1 gt avw @18 Qa1 g8 8 3iorgq el [a STgT wices off agr
&g 781 ot 7 @a & e 300 fabeniHier g9 wr @7 o7 fow

&gl a5 300 P 591 TR @sT 11 Ig hgT Fel & b JeRH ahl
TTSHR Tg1 e ST 8 &1

It is further submitted that as per the post-mortem report,
the injuries sustained by the deceased were not on any vital part
of her body.

Learned counsel submitted that the petitioners have been in

custody since 1.12.2024; there are no criminal antecedents
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against petitioner Manglaram and only one antecedent against
Kukaram, that too pertains to the year 2004, wherein he was

released on probation.

Per contra, learned Public Prosecutor has opposed the bail
application and submitted that weapons and blood stained clothes
of deceased have been recovered from the possession of the
present petitioners; which clearly establishes the involvement of
the present petitioners in the said crime, therefore, they may not
be enlarged on bail.

In response, learned counsel for the petitioners submits
that as per the FSL report, the blood grouping in respect of the
alleged recovered clothes and weapons is reported as
“Inconclusive” except for one T-shirt. However, the issue as to
whether the detected blood relates to the deceased is a matter of
trial.

Having heard and considered the rival submissions, facts and
circumstances of the case and considering the fact that petitioners
have been in custody since 1.12.2024; the trial of the case will
take sufficient time to conclude; without expressing any opinion
on the merits/demerits of the case, this Court is inclined to

enlarge the petitioners on bail.

Consequently, the second bail application under Section
483 of BNSS (439 of Cr.P.C.) is allowed. It is ordered that the
accused-petitioners as named in the cause title, arrested in
connection with the above mentioned FIR, shall be released on
bail, if not wanted in any other case, provided each of them

furnishes a personal bond of Rs.1,00,000/- and two sureties of
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Rs.50,000/- each, to the satisfaction of learned trial court, for
their appearance before that court on each & every date of
hearing and whenever called upon to do so till completion of the

trial.

(MUKESH RAJPUROHIT),J

75-/Jitender//-



