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Introduction

In a recent decision, the Supreme Court of India in Victim ‘X’ v. State of Bihar & Anr.  exercised its extraordinary jurisdiction

under Article 136 of the Constitution to cancel the bail granted to a shelter home superintendent accused of facilitating the

immoral trafficking and sexual exploitation of women inmates. Delivered on July 21, 2025, by a Bench comprising Justices

Vikram Nath and Sandeep Mehta, the judgment serves as a vital reaffirmation of the principle that judicial discretion in bail

matters must be exercised with due regard to the gravity of the offence, societal impact, and victim participation, particularly

under the Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes (Prevention of Atrocities) Act, 1989.
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Factual Background

The case originated from Mahila P.S. Case No. 17 of 2022, which followed the suo motu cognizance taken by the Patna High

Court upon a newspaper report exposing systemic abuse and exploitation at the Uttar Raksha Grih, Gaighat, Patna,a

government-run women’s shelter home.

The complainant, anonymized as Victim ‘X’, was an inmate at the said institution. She alleged that the then Superintendent

(Respondent No. 2) administered intoxicating injections to female inmates, subsequently coercing or enabling their sexual

exploitation by influential outsiders. The FIR named multiple statutory violations, including offences under the Indian Penal Code,

1860; the Immoral Traffic (Prevention) Act, 1956; and The Scheduled Castes And The Scheduled Tribes (Prevention of

Atrocities) Act, 1989.

Subsequent to her arrest on 27 August 2022, Respondent No. 2 remained in custody for over 500 days. Her bail application was

rejected by the Special Court constituted under the SC/ST Act. However, on 18 January 2024, the Patna High Court granted her

bail in appeal under Section 14A(2) of the SC/ST Act, observing that there were “no specific allegations” against her. Crucially,

the complainant was neither impleaded nor heard in the bail proceedings, contrary to the mandate of Section 15A(3) of the

SC/ST Act.

Issues and Arguments

Legal Issues

1. Whether the bail granted to the accused by the High Court was legally sustainable in light of the serious and grave nature of

the allegations.

2. Whether non-compliance with Section 15A (3) of the SC/ST Act (victims right to timely and accurate notice of court

proceedings, including bail, with a duty on the State or Special Public Prosecutor to inform them., 1989 requiring victim

https://www.indialaw.in


IndiaLaw LLP |  www.indialaw.in |  info@indialaw.in |  +91 484 6000 100

participation vitiated the bail proceedings).

3. Whether the High Court’s order, being cryptic and devoid of judicial reasoning, warranted interference by the Apex Court.

Appellant’s Submissions

Learned counsel appearing for the appellant-victim contended that the High Court’s order was unreasoned and failed to account

for the compelling material on record, including testimonies under Section 164 CrPC wherein several victims alleged being

trafficked and drugged. It was submitted that Respondent No. 2, entrusted with the statutory duty to safeguard vulnerable

women, had egregiously abused her position, thereby justifying the denial of bail.

Further, it was argued that the victim was deprived of her right to be heard under Section 15A(3) of the SC/ST Act. The non-

impleadment of the victim in the bail appeal, the counsel asserted, rendered the proceedings a nullity in law.

Additionally, the appellant submitted that post-bail, the accused had been reinstated as Superintendent of another shelter home,

thereby posing a continuing threat to victims and witnesses.

State’s Submissions

Supporting the appellant’s position, the State of Bihar conceded that the allegations were substantiated during investigation.

However, the State failed to offer a convincing justification for the accused’s reinstatement, which the Court later viewed as

indicative of administrative apathy or collusion.

Respondent’s Submissions

Counsel for Respondent No. 2 emphasized that the accused, being a woman, had undergone prolonged incarceration and that

the bail order passed by the High Court, though brief, was within the judicial discretion vested under Section 14A(2) of the SC/ST

Act. It was contended that at the stage of bail, a detailed examination of evidence was neither warranted nor desirable.

Judgment

The Supreme Court, after considering the submissions and examining the case record, unequivocally held that the High Court

had erred in granting bail to Respondent No. 2 without adequate reasoning and in breach of the procedural safeguards

prescribed under the SC/ST Act.The Court made the following key observations:

Grave Allegations: The Court characterized the allegations as “shocking to the conscience of the Court,” noting that the accused

had transformed from a protector to a perpetrator.

Violation of Victim Rights: The failure to implead the victim and provide her an opportunity of hearing was found to be in clear

violation of Section 15A(3) of the SC/ST Act, warranting cancellation of bail on procedural grounds alone.

Lack of Reasoning: Citing Shabeen Ahmad v. State of U.P. and Ajwar v. Waseem, the Court reiterated that judicial orders

granting bail must reflect a prima facie evaluation of the nature and seriousness of the offence, especially in crimes of public

interest.

Threat to Fair Trial: The Court emphasized that allowing the accused to remain free would severely prejudice the trial due to the

real and imminent danger of witness tampering.

Consequently, the Supreme Court set aside the High Court’s order dated 18 January 2024 and cancelled the bail of Respondent

No. 2. She was directed to surrender before the Trial Court within four weeks. The Trial Court and District Administration were

also instructed to provide adequate protection to the victims and witnesses. Liberty was granted to the respondent to reapply for

bail should circumstances change.

Impact and Legal Significance

This decision is an important milestone in the evolving landscape of criminal jurisprudence for several reasons:

1. Strengthening Victim Participation

The ruling fortifies the statutory mandate under Section 15A(3) of the SC/ST Act, establishing that victims have a right to be

heard in all bail proceedings involving atrocities. This ensures procedural parity and empowers survivors within the criminal

justice framework.

2. Reinforcement of Reasoned Bail Orders
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By quashing a cryptic and unreasoned bail order, the Court emphasized that bail cannot be granted mechanically, especially in

cases involving institutional abuse, trafficking, and crimes against women. The reasoning must reflect judicial application of mind

and account for public interest.

3. Deterrence Against Abuse of Power

The judgment sends a stern warning to public officials who misuse their authority to violate the rights of those they are meant to

protect. The Court’s criticism of the State’s administrative reinstatement of the accused reinforces the principle of institutional

accountability.

4. Advancement of Gender and Social Justice

This decision advances the cause of gender justice and social equity, especially in the context of vulnerable sections such as

women, SCs/STs, and institutional dependents.

Conclusion

The Supreme Court’s decision in Victim ‘X’ v. State of Bihar & Anr. is a judicial milestone that reinforces the need for a victim-

centric, reasoned, and accountable approach in bail jurisprudence. The ruling not only safeguards the interests of the survivors

but also upholds the integrity of the criminal justice process. In a system where abuse of power often escapes scrutiny, this

decision signals that justice must be visible, participatory, and resolute in the face of institutional betrayal.
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