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Vineet Jain v. Union of India 

GST criminal procedure: regular bail on the combined facts of custody, documentary evidence, filed charge-

sheet, limited maximum sentence and no antecedents 

Court: Supreme Court 

Decision date: 2025-04-28 

Case number: Criminal Appeal No. 2269 of 2025, arising out of SLP (Crl.) No. 4349 of 2025 

Citation: Reasoned bail order dated 28 April 2025; no neutral or reporter citation verified 

Bench: Abhay S. Oka and Ujjal Bhuyan, JJ.; no individual author identified in the signed order 

Decision stage: Criminal appeal allowed and regular bail granted, with trial-court terms until conclusion of 
trial 

Facts 

Vineet Jain sought bail in a prosecution alleging offences under clauses (c), (f) and (h) of section 132(1) of 

the CGST Act. The Supreme Court recorded that the maximum sentence was five years with fine, a charge-

sheet had been filed, Jain had spent almost seven months in custody, the case was triable by a Judicial 

Magistrate, the prosecution was based on documentary evidence, and he had no antecedents. Bail had been 

refused at the lower levels, including by the Rajasthan High Court, Jaipur Bench, on 24 January 2025 in 

SBCRMBA No. 14999 of 2024. The Supreme Court granted leave and considered whether he should be 

released pending trial on that record. The order does not give the alleged tax amount, quantify loss, describe 

the full prosecution evidence or find that the alleged offences were proved. 

Pinpoint: Signed order, PDF page 1 and opening of page 2; High Court proceeding identified in the ROP on 

PDF page 3. The signed reasons have no numbered paragraphs. 

Court Discussion 

The Hon’ble Court considered the stated bail factors together: the five-year maximum sentence, almost 

seven months already spent in custody, the filed charge-sheet, documentary nature of the prosecution, 

Magistrate-triable proceedings and absence of antecedents. It expressed surprise that the appellant had 

been denied bail at every earlier level and had been required to approach the Supreme Court. It said that in 

cases of this kind the trial court should ordinarily grant bail unless extraordinary circumstances exist. That 

observation is tied to the combination of features identified in the order. It does not prescribe an automatic 

seven-month custody threshold, guarantee bail in every section 132 case, or remove the need to consider 

materially different facts and conditions. The Court did not assess guilt, finally accept a tax defence or 

terminate the prosecution. Its reference to a charge-sheet is reported as the signed order records it, without 

independently reclassifying the prosecution document. 

Pinpoint: Signed order, PDF pages 1-2, particularly the factual paragraph on page 1 and the opening 
paragraph on page 2. 

Decision 

The Supreme Court set aside the Rajasthan High Court order dated 24 January 2025 and granted bail to 

Vineet Jain. It directed his immediate production before the trial court, which was to release him on 

appropriate terms and conditions until the conclusion of the trial. The criminal appeal was allowed. The 
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appended ROP repeats that direction and disposes of the pending application. The Supreme Court did not 

itself specify a bond amount, sureties or a tax-deposit condition; those should not be invented from the 

direction that the trial court set appropriate terms. 

Pinpoint: Signed order, PDF page 2; confirming ROP on PDF pages 3-4. 

In Favour Of 

Vineet Jain on conditional regular bail pending trial; prosecution and merits remain open 

In favour of Vineet Jain on regular bail pending trial, subject to appropriate conditions set by the trial court. 

This is a final disposal of the bail appeal, without disposing of the underlying prosecution. It is neither 

unconditional release nor acquittal, and it does not establish that the alleged GST offences, tax liability or 

disputed credit were unfounded. The order does not verify that release actually occurred or identify any 

later variation or cancellation of bail. 

Pinpoint: Signed order, PDF pages 1-2; release terms repeated in the ROP on pages 3-4. 

AKHB REVIEW POINT 

AKHB REVIEW POINT: A comparable bail application should support each relevant factor with the actual 

custody record, prosecution filing, alleged offence provisions and applicable maximum sentence, 

documentary-evidence position and antecedent history. Explain why further detention is necessary or 

unnecessary on the case record, and address any extraordinary circumstances actually relied upon by the 

prosecution. Cite this order as a reasoned, fact-sensitive regular-bail decision; do not reduce it to a rule that 

seven months in custody necessarily earns bail or that all economic offences are automatically bailable. On a 

grant of relief, obtain the trial court’s release order and comply with its actual conditions instead of 

assuming that the Supreme Court fixed a monetary condition. Keep bail arguments separate from the 

adjudication of GST liability and criminal culpability. Check the offence-date statutory text and any later 

implementing law before treating the October 2026 Council recommendations on arrest and prosecution as 

operative amendments. 

Pinpoint: AKHB analysis based on the complete signed order, PDF pages 1-2; later proposal is separately 
identified in the statutory note. 

Sources and limitations 

Relevant provisions 

Central Goods and Services Tax Act, 2017: section 132(1), clauses (c), (f) and (h), as the alleged offences 

identified in the signed order 

Regular bail and conditions for release pending trial; the signed order does not identify a separate 

procedural-code section 

Statutory note 

The alleged section 132(1)(c), (f) and (h) offences and five-year maximum are reported exactly as the Court 

described this prosecution. The short order does not supply the offence dates or a complete statutory-

amendment history; those must be checked before transferring its statutory assumptions to another 

prosecution. On 8 October 2026, the GST Council recommended omission of section 69 and changes to 

section 132 offences, thresholds and punishment. The official PIB release, items 11.1-11.2, and Council FAQs 

on PDF page 29 describe recommendations/proposed amendments. They do not themselves establish 
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enacted or commenced changes. Implementation has not been verified in this note, and no changed bail 

entitlement or end to this prosecution is inferred from those proposals. 

Treatment note 

Complete official signed order and same-date ROP checked on 12 October 2026. Limited official-domain 

searching did not verify subsequent bail, trial or review developments; the web reader could not reopen the 

source URL during this check, while the preserved official PDF matched the inventory hash. No 

comprehensive subsequent-treatment, review/clarification or individual-case docket check has been 

completed. The source establishes the grant of bail, not actual release, later compliance or the trial’s present 

status. This AI-assisted AKHB research note is based on identified primary material. It does not represent 

verified human legal review and is not a substitute for professional advice on a particular case. 

Scope of source review 

All four pages of the official PDF were read. Pages 1-2 comprise the unnumbered signed order; pages 3-4 

are the same-date Record of Proceedings, repeating the grant and conditions of bail and recording disposal 

of the pending application. The duplicated relief is one judicial decision for counting purposes. Page 1 

verifies Criminal Appeal No. 2269 of 2025 and SLP (Crl.) No. 4349 of 2025; page 2 verifies the bench and 28 

April 2025 date. The two signed-order pages were visually inspected, including the recorded custody, 

offence clauses, maximum sentence, antecedents and operative release direction. No individual author or 

neutral citation is printed. The complete primary order, not a headline or summary, supplies the reasoning 

and relief. 

Primary source 

Source description: Supreme Court of India official signed bail order and appended Record of Proceedings 

dated 28 April 2025 

Official source: Open source document 

AKHB source PDF: Open source document 

Judges: Abhay S. Oka; Ujjal Bhuyan 

Outcome type: final procedural 

Later development sources 

Entry 1 

Source: PIB official release of the 57th GST Council recommendations, 8 October 2026 

Source document: Open source document 

Pinpoint: Items 11.1-11.2, arrest and prosecution recommendations; implementation not verified. 

Entry 2 

Source: GST Council official FAQs on the 57th meeting recommendations 

Source document: Open source document 

Pinpoint: PDF page 29, questions 13-15 and punishment question; proposed-amendment language. 

https://api.sci.gov.in/supremecourt/2025/9546/9546_2025_4_10_61307_Order_28-Apr-2025.pdf
https://akhb.ai/judgments/gst/gst-sc-2025-04-28-vineet-jain.pdf
https://www.pib.gov.in/PressReleasePage.aspx?PRID=2320934&reg=48&lang=1
https://www.gstcouncil.gov.in/sites/default/files/2026-10/faqs_on_recommendations_made_in_57th_gst_council_meeting.pdf
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Disclosures and source rights 

AI disclosure: Prepared with AI assistance from the identified sources. No human legal review is claimed. 

General disclaimer: For professional information only; not legal advice. Read the judgment and applicable 

law in full and obtain case-specific advice before acting. 

©️AKHB & Associates. This copyright notice applies to the original AKHB research note, analysis and 

presentation. It does not assert ownership of the judicial orders, judgments, legislation, circulars or other 

third-party source material. Rights in those sources remain with their respective rights holders, as 

applicable. 
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