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HIAYTT uH

"R H SIS TSR o REATh a1 Iu €, e dgAgaed <t &RT 528 (gd 9RT 482 HRUK) & d8d 3§
T, ST el ST, 31 S 3R 31T hd e aTell UR hikaTs MHe 812"

YRA H SIS THIATSIHR & fAATH IueTed i1 U
digTeaeH 6t URT 528 (T URT 482 HerRdi), W=
are fRanfader, sifim swea oiik gufamgef sifvgis= &
T FRarg o1 fasawor

i

RA # ST 3R guTaui THaMESR (FIR) & T g St Sural § YR AnTRe grem dfgar, 2023
(BNSS) et 4RT 528 (gdact &RT 482 CrPC) & dgd I=d <1 GRT YhITSHR i IE (quash) T i
¢, foraes forg o\ &¥¢ = State of Haryana v. Bhajan Lal (1992) # ATiesiar & &9 & 91d Siftrat @nfdd &
€1 39 Sifafed, ARTARY &Y e g1 TR S1fged BNSS &t &Rt 482 (gdadt em=T 438 CrPC) & dgd Siffm
ST T ST JUTT 3TUAT Tohd & | ST AT a1 187 g areit & RIeTh YR €€ dfgar (IPC) i emr
193 (1S T18d & Iy €8) & dgd EeTcHeh shrdaTg! <l ST Hehdll 81

geaafdd geed w@fafaat adtaan Ffa

25 3 2025

19 I=T AT - 6 Hat=d AT Gauhati High Court
Rwg-gsh
1. fore Rrsdrwor 2
11. gifafdes urgeas 4
111, afdd gehed 5
IV. HengH T faeror 7

Vitark AI gRT R + 3rcdd MU - ITTNT T UGl IEI0T JATUd ehe
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IR # FI YwmenEeny & fAaArE Iudsy g Iura: dfigagag... I - fawga RAsdwor

1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

01 oI aTeT feRMfAESn & d8d ThaMS3IR aht TE ehedT

3o <graTerd BNSS &t 9RT 528 (qaacdt €T 482 CrPC) & dgd Su+T Sidf-fad rfaral a1 TaNT ehch S ATAT J
QBTSSR i IE T Hehdl & STg1 SR UUH GEAT chls T URTY g1 axMfd a1 G aRE & gHiargui iR afertd
AT @ ORka g, S fok State of Haryana v. Bhajan Lal (1992) & fiRa fasar mar a1 (Rajendra Pal v. State of
Madhya Pradesh (2023))I

02 AN/ [dare dt STURIfYe €U &4 & f&emh U

gt faglg ®u ¥ i a1 arforSes faral et sf9gear ol TR el o SX16 © SRR &4 a1 S1dT 8, a8t
AT §Y =T <hi UfehdT oA g@UalT AHd g4 ARE @ &d & (Vijay Kumar Ghai v. The State of West Bengal
(2022))1

03 U&Tl oh g GHSIA oh SMTYR UR TE heAT

R-11YR Upfa & eafarra faarat 7 afe uet & st gueidar gt sirar 8 $ik wifes 7 Qwfdfg (conviction) 6 &l
HATIAT g1 T, dt ¥RT 528 BNSS o dgd YhSTSSIR oh g, fohall ST ehdT & (Choki Yani v. State of AP (2025))]

04 S ST T fdeheT

g forelt afery ol ST TRIMSIR h hRUT TRTART T 71k ST 8, af I e IR R Rem U o forg BNSS &t
RT 482 (gdad 4RT 438 CrPC) & dgd 31 SHd ITf<Iehl SRR el A1fey, F foh sidffed fdral & dgd afia
&Y ¥ RO 0 quf Aes el JiT Set @1ieq (M/S Neeharika Infrastructure Pvt. Ltd. v. State of
Maharashtra (2021))1

o5 IS TTeY g UR SSTcHD PhIaTs

e =TRies srfarg & fenedt +ff =Ror # guiaan @ SHggTaR? 316 T1ed ¢ a1 Ay STd 8, ot Qe aafery o faweg IPC &t
IRT 193 & dgd AT IY deh chl cha IR STAT hl R ShRATS [ el o Tead! & (Section 193, Indian Penal
Code)|

raraal & 39 &9 ang fRar
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IR # FI YwmenEeny & fAaArE Iudsy g Iura: dfigagag... I - fawga RAsdwor

wate =raray H gateg =T = T fhar § fob &1 528 BNSS (I1 9RT 482 CrPC) & dgd USSR &

g e T SHTAHR 8 et TG B, et STHT FANT Shet Sl gefaT IR SraTerRoT Hrevedt
&1 foran St anfeu | <amaTera ot 39 9RoT # redt & fayeigar S & forg "ae-araa” gt
[ AT AMMRY, SR 7 & S Yoid! & Jutiies SIfYeR & davig gsdaid ST aney (State of
Odisha v. Pratima Mohanty (2021))| 8 1T, Tfe SR Ugel! TR H I STATY
T Foft & 78T o, St foh a9 TWRIST & TRIeRT chdet ST37% HTST STseterdT (obscenity) &t s,
dt QRSITSSIR ol fARed & f&ar ST (Apoorva Arora & Anr. v. State (Govt. of NCT of
Delhi) & Anr. (2024))1

3= ATy Y Ied ATl A ufeharaes Jfeal R +ft THITESTR il Ig fohaT 8; Iarexur & foiy, 5 R-d3g

g (non-cognizable) ATt & gfer AfSIke & omder & T S S o 340 2, at 34 ¥ o
f&ar Sirar & (Petitioner v. Respondent (2017))1 getifes, afe fraet srerera & uget gt omRg
3 (charges) forg ST ek & AT [RIehrIcend| chl TTaTg! &St 8141 [E 81 Iehl &, df Sod AT

i & HedichT oh STER R € e hl ATIIehT WIS & &d & (Vidrum Singhvi v. The

State of Rajasthan (2013); Vikash Kumar Sinha v. State of U.P. and Another
(2025))1

sfaoffa &= ar Farafrgt

TR grdsifAe srorrat & gusita 6 D
eIt gell o i THEIT THSTSITR TE ohi- T SMTUYR ST 8, wifch Ste- agell (extortion) a1 R fa<ita aiarerdt s

ST eruRTen |, O ardei-en fgd e g1, dhadt mus Iugiia & SMYR R hrRiaig! i I€ i fohdT ST HehaT (Vishesh
Aggarwal & Ors. v. State of NCT of Delhi & Anr. (2023))I

Jehfctieh IUTR g4 WR 3idfHfgd Q1ferd ot STU—NT

Tfe g 1Ty Tfgar & dgd e m=T (compoundable) & (S emRT 420 IPC), at wetl vt siafifea ufaat & dga g
I AT 37T & oI Uget 1A hie o TH&l A (compounding) & fdehed 19T =1feq (Pramod Sah v. State
of H.P. (2025))I
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IR # FI YwmenEeny & fAaArE Iudsy g Iura: dfigagag... I1 - wifafds grayarT

11. Gifdfeep U@em= s e

SECTION 528, BHARATIYA NAGARIK SURAKSHA SANHITA — SAVING OF INHERENT POWERS OF HIGH COURT

I TGy ohl Sidffed rferrat et GRiEx e g difeh 58 HigdT & ded fehelt ot smeier st gorelt fehar ST weh, =rarera
UTehaT & GEUTNT T AehT ST Tk AT =TT o IgT bt JRIerd foram ST adh|

"Section 528. Saving of inherent powers of High Court\n\nNothing in this Sanhita shall be deemed
to limit or affect the inherent powers of the High Court to make such orders as may be necessary to
give effect to any order under this Sanhita, or to prevent abuse of the process of any Court or
otherwise to secure the ends of justice." 3gd: Sanjay Kumar Trivedi v. State of Chhattisgarh, Sofik
Ali and 6 Ors. v. State of Assam, Choki Yani v. State of AP, Hengo Bam v. The State of AP, Shiv
Prakash Singh v. State of U.P., Vikash Kumar Sinha v. State of U.P. and Another

SECTION 482, BHARATIYA NAGARIK SURAKSHA SANHITA — DIRECTION FOR GRANT OF BAIL TO PERSON
APPREHENDING ARREST

TR-STHTT STURTY & 3IRIT H fTRUARY hY SM7chT 81 IR I I IT T3 AR ht 1 STHHd 3 A IfehR Uer=
wRAT B

"Section 482. Direction for grant of bail to person apprehending arrest\n\n(1) When any person
has reason to believe that he may be arrested on an accusation of having committed a non-bailable
offence, he may apply to the High Court or the Court of Session for a direction under this section;

and that Court may, if it thinks fit, direct that in the event of such arrest, he shall be released on

bail." Igd: research u%l & a1 T

SECTION 193, INDIAN PENAL CODE — PUNISHMENT FOR FALSE EVIDENCE
ATk rRiaTE! a7 fohdt 37T TROT | STHeEIhT SIoT 918 & T IS |18 e o foly &8 ol UTaerT= el 8l

"193. Punishment for false evidence .—Whoever intentionally gives false evidence in any of a
judicial proceeding, or fabricates false evidence for the purpose of being used in any stage of a
judicial proceeding, shall be punished with imprisonment of either description for a term which
may extend to seven years, and shall also be liable to fine; and whoever intentionally gives or
fabricates false evidence in any other case, shall be punished with imprisonment of either
description for a term which may extend to three years, and shall also be liable to fine." Igd:

research U1 & ISHAT AT
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111, A HhGH 2550

# qHEHAT

01  Rajendra Palv. State of Madhya
Pradesh
MPHC010609882022

02 Vidrum Singhvi v. The State of

Rajasthan
RJHC010544652012

03 Choki Yaniv. State of AP
GAHC040003972025

04 Vikash Kumar Sinha v. State of U.P.
and Another
UPHC012506892025

05  Ashwani Gupta v. State of H.P.
HPHC010205932023

06 B.N. Johnv. State of U.P.
ESCR010000022025

07  Petitioner v. Respondent
HBHC010847732016

08  Hengo Bamv. The State of AP
GAHC040013652024

09  Prithi Chand & Ors. v. State of
Himachal Pradesh & Ors.
HPHC010411952025

10 Vishesh Aggarwal & Ors. v. State of
NCT of Delhi & Anr.
DLHC010129982023

11 Gagandeep Singh v. State of H.P.
HPHC010147632024

12 Ena Sharmav. State of Himachal
Pradesh
HPHC010027602023

13 State of Odisha v. Pratima Mohanty
ESCR010005312021

14 V.V.S. Rama Sharma & Ors. v. State
of U.P. & Ors.
ESCR010008782009
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qreoft

qrardaa

HIGH COURT OF MADHYA
PRADESH

HIGH COURT OF
RAJASTHAN

GAUHATI HIGH COURT

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL
PRADESH

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA

HIGH COURT FOR STATE

OF TELANGANA

GAUHATI HIGH COURT

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL
PRADESH

HIGH COURT OF DELHI

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL
PRADESH

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL

PRADESH

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA

ayg

2023

2013

2025

2025

2025

2025

2017

2025

2025

2023

2025

2025

2021

2009

III - uffa gwed

g&g Pvfg
guTaTguf SR ISieT & AROT E5F SeTeEhR T SIS
ThH3ITESIR € i TS|

Treiefie TRR 17 SR Sy & HeR /A W
TURSHTER Vg et § SRR

gefl & MUt gHsiia & 91 ¥RT 528 BNSS &
TEd UHMS3IR IE ahl TS|

SR T g R TaTg! [F B oh hIRUT T, e
& g1 @R

S TROT § A&t o Hedich o AT H T et
&I e @R |

e Yaeh I foifea fRIeprerd & S1ma & et
YT AR hRIATE! TE |

AfSRge Y argAfd & fomT Ar-dx soRTy &t
g S 3E <l TS|

Uell gRT faaTe Yeas= WR SToRTfees ufehar &
IUIT ht At B THIMEIR TE|

MRk hRIaTE! hi I i o [RAgial 3R T
& =rReT Y |

SeRA agett o 1R A fed & Amet 7
U TR TR TE e T FTRR|

SITHE B & T8 M gEAT STURTY Uehe g1
& THIRUT ATt @RS

RIS Jeere SR e o=t & faare & e it
[ECERICARIE]
SRIY U7 IfEd g9 o a8 A t-graet aveh

THATEIMR TE e Y G|

UHSHTSSIR & T2 T hig STURTY 7 g4 R
Jrferepriat & f&eTh A T

5/ 18



IR # FI YwmenEeny & fAaArE Iudsy g Iura: dfigagag...

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

VITARK ffdw Rad

qHEHT

Sofik Ali and 6 Ors. v. State of Assam

GAHC010077002025

Pramod Sah v. State of H.P.
HPHC010320312025

Apoorva Arora & Anr. v. State (Govt.

of NCT of Delhi) & Anr.
ESCR010001992024

Rajendra v. State of U.P.
UPHC011477852025

Mohinder Singh v. Chunni Lal Negi
HPHC010297092025

Ravi Dev v. State of Uttarakhand
UKHC010033642024

Shiv Prakash Singh v. State of U.P.
UPHC012431522025

Vijay Kumar Ghai v. The State of

West Bengal
ESCR010000712022

Sanjay Kumar Trivedi v. State of

Chhattisgarh
CGHC010121432023

Rajesh Parashar v. State of H.P.
HPHC010560292024

M/S Neeharika Infrastructure Pvt.

Ltd. v. State of Maharashtra
ESCR010002172021

B iEic:

qrarda

GAUHATI HIGH COURT

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL
PRADESH

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL
PRADESH

HIGH COURT OF
UTTARAKHAND

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA

HIGH COURT OF
CHHATTISGARH

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL
PRADESH

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA

ayg

2025

2025

2024

2025

2025

2024

2025

2022

2025

2025

2021

III - uffa gwed

g fAofg

gHeaTasr g2 Hid & A # ol THefd & ag
Th3TEIMR fAed &t 11

ST 3TORTe (8MRT 420 IPC) & T ey 528
BNSS & IuaT eht Suger dT

3¢ HTYT & SsATerar = A gU UUH gean
ITRTE 7 I TR TSR TE |

T1fiR <te aret g § STardt fRerd g w oft
TR @RS |

fRrepTareehd ht Hg TR TSNS Tare <h shrfaTar
Td: GAT 7 g1 T hae|

ORISR 3fR AT 3MELT i T hi & TR
frgial &t aame|

RMA Qar R geerdhia foarg g o oft 9ie
A Y T3NSR IE e T DRI

TR fIdTE ht STeRA SITORIIYeR T & ofiR
Tgfay fAerd &t M IR THITESR E |

AR g & PBIROT &of chl TS qUT hig STARTY 7
ZAT aTell THIATSIR E

<Tifer ot Y el 7 srfafer Treg &
JTIGhHT ATER IE i  SThR|

UHTEINR € et hl TeIehT o wiferd T TR
AT SR "ARTRY 78l & 3fméer R Aeh|
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IvV.

01

02

ﬂar{ﬁr ohT fAaROT 25 50 oee

Rajendra Pal v. State of Madhya Pradesh
HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH - 2023-10-31 - MCRC/53890/2022

Tg HTHT Section 482 of the Code of Criminal Procedure & dgd FIR @t T ot <t aTfenT & Teferd &1 arfichrendt 1R
TeTlcehTR 3R Fehl 37 BT STRIY S TIT I714T T | <gITerd 3 urar ok FIR arfRiehrerat &t uet gRT fRrehradenar & ufd & e gof @wrg
1Y Qeh 3T ATH I GG o oh folg gTaTguf 3318 & arR &Y 718 oft| 9dh sifafRem, gear i Rulé o # el 3 oik 3t geat
T ST §I AT ol TeTe IATAT 81 =TT 7 State of Haryana v. Bhajan Lal # fafRa Reanfadart &1 urem avd gu g9
gfener Y wraeT & 9w AT SR A1fRieRrehat & Rk ot FIR ok 9ot Tefd legal srfargt @t g @ feam

Frofa AT = UTAT foh STATehR SR €T & & STRIT YUid: TGl o= ehl HTGHT I &of 1ch 1T o | HSTH dTeT [eRmae, fashy
&Y § AriefRienr e 7 (cafarta WS Sk gHianT) & dad, 3= ATl o Gof 316! YhaTTSR i Y dRg & 3E ae (&l

“In view of the aforesaid guidelines laid down by the Supreme Court especially guideline No.7, I have no
hesitation to say that it is completely a false case got registered just to create pressure so as to get the
dispute settled between the parties. It is otherwise a malicious prosecution initiated with ulterior motive
for wreaking vengeance. Thus, considering the overall circumstances existing in the case, I am of the

opinion that it is a fit case where the FIR can be quashed.”

HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH - 2023 Hd MPHC010609882022

Vidrum Singhvi v. The State of Rajasthan
HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2013-02-26 - CRLMP/2946/2012

TreTeharstt 3 Section 482, Cr.P.C. & d8d U FIR ol g @ chl J17T hl off St Bikaner & Mahila Thana & Sections 498-A,
406 3R 323, IPC & dgd &si chl 718 ff | TTfRerrerdiar = 7 wu ¥ &g sifdeR & (territorial jurisdiction) 3R 381 FIR a1
& T u1) =marer A ur foh Hefda et et | uge af charge-sheet et i ST gl & SR aTf<ientend! STaTerd o THel
U B T F9 38 & | ety 3 I8 77 foh A i aRe 1R feugoft fohy {31, 59 9R01 R FIR @) 38 oheq & forw srot fRifga arferrat
(inherent powers) T IUART AT IRAT 8T &1 AR, I=T RITST 7 ITfAehT aht @1t e |

frofa  ATATAT A AT gRT A=t Srared & Hel fIRTARY aRe di sragaT et 3R Areiiic Uget 8t TR 8l ST & RoT
YRT 482 CrPC & dgd idfHfgd rfert o Al &l Srgugerd AT

“T am convinced that this is not a case in which inherent powers of this Court should be exercised to
quash the FIR No0.186/2012 of Mahila Thana, Bikaner particularly at this stage when the charge-sheet has
already been filed against all the accused petitioners in the lower court. It is also very pertinent to note
that all the accused- petitioners are being called by the lower court through warrant of arrest and the

accused-petitioners are determined not to give their presence in the trial court.”

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2013 ' RIHC010544652012
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03 Choki Yani v. State of AP

GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2025-03-17 - CRL.PETN./50/2025

gg HATHAT Geh STURITY a1fant (Criminal Petition) & Hefad 8, e ueraRt = sra=t simoeht faare ot gersm foram 81 g FIR
FelleehR 3R AR & 7R MR eIT 74 & gretifes, a1g & fRAehradendl 3R o MR & sftw gugiiar g mar ik I3+ e
t gfRa forar i 3 s erifagdes & @ €1 Amia =marerd 3 siacite far fos fes fare @1 fPoerr g ga 8, saforg amet
2T (conviction) i g TUTEAT 81 &1 31d: <IRITe™  Section 528 of the BNSS, 2023 & dgd 3o+t siafifed ufemat o
TANT e Y A STuRIAeh shrfaTe! @l < (quash) &= Tl

frofa  =ATATT = 9RT 528 BNSS & dgd 370+t siaf-ifed iferrat et vl forar, sraifes aiHt ueit 3 w=aT & s+ faaref st
GeTsT foraT AT SR ST Hehc aht STIRY T@HT GITHT UTshall & geURT HIHT 4TI

“since the parties have settled their disputes, this Court has reason to hold that there is no possibility of
future conviction in this case. Thus, allowing the criminal proceeding to continue before the trial court,
would be noting but an abuse of the process of the court.”

GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2025 Ha GAHC040003972025

04 Vikash Kumar Sinha v. State of U.P. and Another

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025-08-18 - NA528/18751/2025

Ig AT Section 528 BNSS & dgd STuRifdes srfare! 8k arsiafie it 3§ et i anfaien & Sl 81 anfenrerat = arar foar fan
gg fdaTe Y ®U & rediiie g 3R 37 Rt ATHaT 3oT 8| §Teliich, =rarerd = ura foh Faelt srarera # uget gt iRy ag
(charge framing) frg ST g & ofik SfHISH et & TaTel & ST <ot 817t o 1Y €t Hehad i hriaTe! [ &t gehl &1 =TT 3
IO ST Rigidl ol gareT & g hal foh 39 =RT # a2t &Y ST T8 chl ST Hehell | T IRFRAR aret geh Tg-sifogert
gifrent Uget gt @ISt &t ST geh 8, g —rTerd = g 3imee # ahis ARe 7 urd gy 38 @niet a e

frofa I AT = ¥ fohaT o STa gehanT = 81 gonT a1 3R el srarerd & Twer Targ! & 99T &t Ry ST 36 8, af Ry
528 BNSS & dgd qiedt &t axre-m a1 fift-graet gl fohar i aehdr|

“The trial has already been commenced and statement of informant has been recorded before the trial
court. At this stage evidence of informant, led before the trial court, cannot be appreciated by this Court
as the same has to be considered by the trial court... The submissions raised by learned counsel for the
applicant call for determination on questions of fact, which may adequately be discerned / adjudicated
only by the trial court.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025 Ha UPHC012506892025

o5 Ashwani Gupta v. State of H.P.

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2025-07-07 - CRMMO0/601/2023
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06

07

g ATHET Udh FIR &l € & i I1fdent & Taifdd §, STt IPC it 9RT 504 3R 506 T SC&ST Act &t &RT 3(1)(s) & d8d &oi ol 18
oft| FTfIRIeRal, St Tah dh Ueiere &, A a4 fea fah FIR Ot aX8 & 7Trd & SR ufdeie & U & o ol 718 ¢ Jifch 381+ 0T & foig
Qeh S AT ol SR e feam oT| aTfahrenar &1 &rar g foh FIR # &g 71 S1RIT SC&ST Act & dgd 3TaRTY & oy smasae
Tt Y G 51 el &1 I AT A A R AR Rd §Q el foh STia o =0T § 18T Al &H eich] gl [ohal ST HeadT 3R
Ife TURTY & I HISIG 6, df 39 TR e gRT AufRa fhar s @nfggl

frofa AT A RIUT foRa o 7o a1et & fRigidl o dgd & ol Mfdaail Sgd Tt & a1 &t STt a1feq | af gem
TEUT AR et T3 STORTY hl 5T+ & &, ot faqa a2t & fad= a1 sifdeR haet grae el ot 8l

“Where the allegations made in the first information report or the complaint, even if they are taken at
their face value and accepted in their entirety, do not prima facie constitute any offence or make out a
case against the accused. (2) Where the allegations in the first information report and other materials, if
any, accompanying the FIR do not disclose a cognizable offence, justifying an investigation by police
officers under Section 156(1) of the Code except under an order of a Magistrate”

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2025 |id HPHC010205932023

B.N. John v. State of U.P.

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2025-01-01 - 2025 INSC 4

TE AT Ueh B oh HIfelch GIRT 310 fAATH I I8t SMTURT{Aeh ShRidaTe! ahl XE et hl AT T Gafdd &1 =umarera 3 uran i
Section 186 of the IPC & dgd 3TURTe &l WA o oh felg Section 195(1) of the CrPC & AR HelAd dleh Ydeh gRT =Tk
Al e ol fifed fReprrd &A1 s 8, it 59 A1Fet § Al fohar a7 oT| 39eh Sifdfed, =amarera 3 7T b FIR & Section 353 of
the IPC & dgd fonddl +ft goret ot SmoRTfeIeh sIeT & U ohT TE oot ATa! AT| 3 SMYURI UR, <RI = ATfIehTehd! & [AATH It Tt
IMURTTh hRIaTE! aht TE e fa|

frofa  IeadH AT A AT ok afe iRt fAemad & forg g & uas fasiw ufeharares smem (S CrPC &l &Rt 195 & dgd
ffd fRremrra ot i) Hisie 8, dt 3TSTF oTet & ©& fRamfAdsT & dgd I TR srfaTe ot g s far srgem|

“As per clause (6), if there is an express legal bar engrafted in any of the provisions of the CrPC or the

concerned Act under which the criminal proceedings is instituted, such proceeding can be quashed.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2025 Hid ESCRO10000022025

Petitioner v. Respondent
HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2017-12-18 - CRLP/9190/2016

TE HTHT Section 482 Cr.P.C. & dgd SRk shdaTet et I e hl AT T & AT| aTfehTehd! TR Sections 504 3R
506 IPC & dgd $TRIY &Y 7Y &, St non-cognizable STORTY &1 =mTerd = O fok gferd = Section 155(2) Cr.P.C. a1 Ieciad
&Rd Y Magistrate & gd 3rgAfd forg fom 8t g1 sravrel i St &t off | =amarera A fofa o f& gferm non-cognizable A d
Magistrate & 3121 & fa=1 ST A & forg G&m =181 81 39 ufshareres sifafiaar st ik Ard g, I=a =Irarerd 4 Magistrate
& g8t dAfard eprdarg! @t g @ e
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frofa STd Yferd = fomT Ham AfSge & e & TR-T3 SruRTe el ST & &Y, dl 9T ATel ARTEfRiehT 4 & SITHR I8 LT
TfehdT a1 TE Iewia ¢ 3R Gt srdfarg! 2 fohg o o g1

“when the procedure adopted by the police is irregular, the trial cannot be proceeded with by the
Magistrate since the police are incompetent. Therefore, the proceedings in C.C.No0.20 of 2015 on the file of
the Judicial First Class Magistrate, Mahabubnagar, for the offences punishable under Sections 504 and
506 IPC are hereby quashed.”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2017 #d HBHC010847732016

os Hengo Bam v. The State of AP

GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2025-03-19 - CRL.PETN./173/2024

Tg A= Basar P.S. Case N0.22/2024 @ Gafdd FIR i Ig &= & oI 9RT 528 of the BNSS, 2023 & dgd &R &6l 718 U
GYad ITIeRT &1 ATfRiehTehal UR guRt aTfichTendl o BR H G- 3R ITch A1 gHIER T TITH =t T ARIY 7| gTeAih, a1E J S
geff 3 o THEaT A forar ofR fRAdrdeRdt A FIR a1 o Sl 3281 a0 i | —Terd = AT foh 9k urféat & afta awsiiar gt
T & 3R STIRTY &g 811 Y IS A9TaHT 18l 8, 3TfeIY STuRI Ak hrfaTe! oht SR XEHT <RI chl UfehalT ST GEUaRT gh |
TETIR, RTerT 7 ATt TR e oft ofk Tefdd FIR &Y 38 e e

frofa  U&T oh Hel HgTayuf §HEd i d@d gy SR ud gEar fonet 1R srory <t srgufefa #, srarerd A 9T 528 BNSS &
J&d AT chl STIRY T UfhAT ST GEUTNT AT 3R THITESTR g & 4|

“since the parties have decided not to proceed further with the case, in such a circumstance, allowing
such a criminal proceeding to continue before the trial court, would be noting but an abuse of the
process of the court. There is no possibility of future conviction in this case. This is a fit case for

exercising power under Section 528 of the BNSS, 2023.”

GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2025 |9 GAHC040013652024

e9  Prithi Chand & Ors. v. State of Himachal Pradesh & Ors.
HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2025-07-30 - CRMMO0/645/2025

Ig AT FIR &t ¥E et Y arfareT @ Tafda 2, o afdiereatert ©R ggart affa & siffde & drm aiarerd, Srerarstt siz
TS T 7RI SRTTIT 71T AT | FTAehTehdiedl & dch feaT foh I=gi e &t 18 fA 511 e & & ofR wifdat & offa gwgiian gt man g,
ZafIy SrfaTe! STRY T I i UfehdT el GIUANT g1 5T 3 $HhT fatY &hd g el foh 71+ STuRifdies SRy g1 & ahRor 2y
STHT et 713 O ATfRIchlehd STURTY & o ol a1 ST | =TI = AT &l GAdTS o a1 ahis sifan Fofa 78t g, afees smoxifden
HTIATE! I TE et oh Rigial 3R FIR & T4 & GRT §XA&Y 7 e oh T AFGS! hl et |

Rrofa  Ied <RI = 18] hl faa=T 3R TRITSIIR & et h ST ATel A oh [ak]d =TI chl GRIg I |
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11

“In the backdrop of the interpretation of the various relevant provisions of the Code under Chapter XIV
and of the principles of law enunciated by this Court in a series of decisions relating to the exercise of the
extraordinary power under Article 226 or the inherent powers under Section 482 of the Code... we give

the following categories of cases by way of illustration wherein such power could be exercised”

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2025 |id HPHC010411952025

Vishesh Aggarwal & Ors. v. State of NCT of Delhi & Anr.
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2023-11-24 - CRL.M.C./2520/2023

g ATHAT FIR T TE o <l ATIeRT & A 8, fSd SIRIY g fop anfarerdtat = Sta=a agel (extortion) & Sg=T & fRIRmdhdT
3R ITeh HHARI R AR gHT fohan| arfiarrenatstt A aeh fear for el & ot gwshar gt mam g, 39foie srfargt dg & & STt
I3V gTeTifoh, <ITITe™d =f §9 ddh ohl WIRST & faT| 31eTerd = gl foh Section 384 of the IPC (extortion) St miefiR sra=rert ),
STgt grdwifen fed Smiwet g1, chaer STui THeEd o STYR WR FIR ol IE 81 hdT ST Fehdl | =IRITer™d = Bhajan Lal 3R e fofat
T BaTelT & §Y el fob wifer oreft =it & & SR Tom gEaT SuRTY ST €, Uiy 83 e ol IS SMYR el 81 TagaR, ATk
QRS R & TS|

frofa TR AT T9Ta aTet AT wlieh fad el JehdT= UgaT aTet STURTHT # Shae st THEId & YR R 9RT1 482 CrPC &
8 G el & ST Tehell|

“Considering the facts and circumstances of the present case, this Court finds that the present case is not
covered under the principles laid down in the case of Bhajan Lal (Supra), as the case in hand does not fall

within the criteria mentioned in the said case.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2023 Ha DLHC010129982023

Gagandeep Singh v. State of H.P.
HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2025-06-23 - CRMM0/338/2024

Tg ATHAT HPGST/CGST Act 3R IGST Act & dgd &ol Ueh fRAhRId ohl I€ e ohl AT T Teifdd &1 arfierrend e oR thefl et &
AT T FAYC ¢ hiee (ITC) ohT STAT Thech URT e TIRT e ehT STRIT AT 71T AT| ATf<iehTend el A deh & foh daferd gt 3
RuaT, ST 3R fAhTad oot et & UTaeT WE g1 § ofR & uRIY SrdurAe §1 3= <rmerd 7 WE fokar & Section 4(2) 3R
Section 5 of the Cr.P.C. & @&d, GST @Il o Sidiid ehrdarg! 9 Cr.P.C. & Uae™ AN 8ld & | =Iarerd = ura foh ud gean
STORTY T & 3R ATfIenT i @I o |

frofa  =ATATT A AT foh gfeh Heifad sfafamt & sfarfa uyH quan sruvry a-d1 8, 39y ¥R 482 CrPC [ 9o dre
feemfager a1 AT SRR ATt [eTd H g e 8T fomar ST FeRa

“Where the allegations made in the first information report or the complaint, even if they are taken at
their face value and accepted in their entirety do not prima facie constitute any offence or make out a

case against the accused.”

VITARK ffds Rad - mu-fig 11 / 18



IR # FI YwmenEeny & fAaArE Iudsy g Iura: dfigagag...

12

13

14

IV - fg&E# @1 gz

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2025 Hia HPHC010147632024

Ena Sharma v. State of Himachal Pradesh

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2025-06-26 + CRMMO0/242/2023

gg "Eat Copyright Act, 1957 @t Section 63 & d8d &St Ueh FIR Y T e chl ATfoienT O Taifdd 81 arfaiearehd! TR TR o7 fh
3T ufaardt &t srgafa o fomT 3T 2ty o Y St sk armht a1 IuaT Uk o St # foham | anfieTendt = adh fean s g faarg
&I U T Y ddTfgeh fdare et aRomd g SR ATt &1 IUTHT fohelt shidR1Se ol Ieetad a1 ahedT 8, Rifch ag g MY ol fge
oft| =marerd A Repre R Heifdd uait &t geftenl IR e fomam g1erifen, uer fhg g uts # sifas smear o faeror sieRr 8, dfc a8
g g foh faare iy ol & SRgehaa SR BidiRIge @i & aral & 56-71E dhfea g1

e HTHC # Sidfifgd fea o arR duT o o Rigidl st Wmst a1 foaryde fadem fomar

“In the backdrop of the interpretation of the various relevant provisions of the Code under Chapter XIV
and of the principles of law enunciated by this Court in a series of decisions relating to the exercise of the

extraordinary power under Article 226 or the inherent powers under Section 482 of the Code”

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2025 Hid HPHC010027602023

State of Odisha v. Pratima Mohanty
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2021-12-11 - 2021 INSC 872

gg #HaT Bhubaneswar Development Authority (BDA) & wieh Sadhl gRT 37U UG Sl GUANT Thich TRART &SI ohl 370
RedeR! ot oA 3 IR S17dfed o & SIRIUT ¥ Hefdd §1 39 WR Section 120B IPC iR Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 &
Il & dgd SMURISeh FIfSier 3R SharR &l HRIT AT| I ATl 3 $o ARIOT & et smuRifae srfars! @l Section
482 Cr.P.C. & dgd Ig g € &= feam o foh 39 e vafea gl 81 &1 gat=a =marera 3 59 fAofa &t gete e ok wvgr f
e T A qredt i fakgd S deeh 'mini-trial' fRaT 8, ST e 81 hiE A T fohar fos St gaiedt gRT charge-sheet
TR fohg S & aTe, B8 1R SRIdT & SRiaTe! &t 38 o1 9@l T8l &

frofa  GdTed AT = T fa o et &t TaadT Siram iR fawqa Tare! a1 faswor & a1 SifdehR dhad grae e o
U &1 9RT 482 & dgd hrfdTe! I T Teh 31UdTS i1 a1iey, 7 fob g fRam|

“At the stage of discharge and/or considering the application under Section 482 Cr.P.C. the courts are not
required to go into the merits of the allegations and/or evidence in detail as if conducting the mini-trial.
As held by this Court the powers under Section 482 Cr.P.C. is very wide, but conferment of wide power

requires the court to be more cautious.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2021 Ha ESCRO10005312021

V.V.S. Rama Sharma & Ors. v. State of U.P. & Ors.

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2009-04-15 - 2009 INSC 508
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Tg ATHeT LIC 3ifdepiiat & etk &<t Uen FIR @ € o T Taifdd g1 SrfdrertRal R 1Rig U7 foh 3519 IR U=l & a6 & &
fercharanl @ sftAT Wiy Wieen) IS XhR i IAsTed & g1 Ugs 8, foideh falg 37 1R Sections 420 31 409 of the Indian
Penal Code a1 Sections 64 3R 69 of the Stamp Act & dgd ATHT ol fehdT T AT ATRIRIATST = deh T foh wrg @l
R G I HrEh Aeh 781 8

frofa STd fRISRTIA & ded el G dRE TR el IRt Sl ahlg STaRTy UefRfd 8! gidT, df =rarerd &t Sifergerdt o It
Y Aeh & oIy ThagamR FAea = & anfeul

“A complaint can be quashed where the allegations made in the complaint, even if they are taken at their
face value and accepted in their entirety, do not prima facie constitute any offence or make out the case
alleged against the accused. For this purpose, the complaint has to be examined as a whole, but without
examining the merits of the allegations.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2009 Hia ESCRO10008782009

Sofik Ali and 6 Ors. v. State of Assam
GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2025-04-09 - CRL.PET./440/2025

g HTHAT Ueh GG g & Tefdd & STal aTerél # Yeh SART H AXHd S & SR ge iR @ e 8 auffa a=ft Y qg gt 718 oft
gfere = Section 105 of the BNS, 2023 & dgd FIR &sf &t oft| anfeearendredt (S Aeigy ok AR & UaIfdery amfad &) and
ifgar & Af 3 e # FHaT R forT o7 3R 38 U ST A §8 gucT AT 3= =11 = AT foh 9T TE 9 & ATu=are!
&1 HTHT & 3R 38 Section 106 of the BNS, 2023 & dgd &aT ST =118y AT1 U&li & st §9iid i a@d gu, =rdrerd 9 Section
528 of the BNSS, 2023 & dgd 3ru-t g arferrat a1 oai shed gg FIR &t g & fea

frofa e G gdeT (accidental occurrence) @t STORITG U 47 ST qerr 4T el & ot 8 S WR =1aTer = R 528
BNSS & dgd SruT 1ferrat & faareryul T vd §Y YHhTTSR ol e & fel

“Under the given circumstances, this Court is of the opinion that there is no possibility of conviction of
any person in the said criminal proceeding. Therefore, allowing such a proceeding to continue before the
trial court would be nothing but an abuse of the process of the court. This is a fit case for exercising
power under Section 528 of the BNSS, 2023.”

GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2025 Hia GAHC010077002025

Pramod Sah v. State of H.P.
HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2025-06-30 - CRMM0/528/2025

Tg ATAT Section 420 of the IPC & d8d &si Ueh FIR hi I & hi It & Tafdd &1 A1fRiehtend!, Pramod Sah, TR 3TRIT o7
o I A &l THErel e & a1e A T8 fhaT| iiienTendt = ach e foh Amaet & Twsiian g man @, sufeiy FIR @ < faham sTm
=g | gTetifeh, =amarera = ura & Section 420 of the IPC & d8d 3Ma=1Y Section 320 of the Cr.P.C. & Sidid THgid I
(compoundable) g1 =maTera = ag wftd forar foh S1a & & 1S fafre uraam Iuetsy g, at High Court @t so-t siafiiga
1fert (inherent powers) T IUTRT g1 AT ANeT | AGIHR, =TI = JTTKiehT ehl @IRST & [§aT $iR arfientendat &l Trial
Court & GH&T GHEIAT & a1 fAdsr faa
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18

frofa  ITS SIfNGeRd o UTH T & dad 3Ta- AR & AT & foIg Uget & gt Goh fafe denfcer dunfe At (S g
IS & THEN STURTEY BT A/ compounding) 3uered §, af URT 482 CrPC/528 BNSS & siaf=ifga ifaert et vt =gl fopar
T GehdTl

“Where there is an express legal bar engrafted in any of the provisions of the Code or the concerned Act
(under which a criminal proceeding is instituted) to the institution and continuance of the proceedings
and/or where there is a specific provision in the Code or the concerned Act, providing efficacious redress

for the grievance of the aggrieved party.”

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2025 |id HPHC010320312025

Apoorva Arora & Anr. v. State (Govt. of NCT of Delhi) & Anr.

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2024-03-19 - 2024 INSC 223

Ig A 'College Romance' a8-TRIST § Ugad 314 {TNT IR STULTEET & ol &RT 67 3R 67A of the Information
Technology Act & @&d FIR &S &e o &t oTl el STarerdl = 39 STussal l sisefter J141 AT1 o i< = e fonar foh dhaet
STSAIAT IT S {TNT T BT 'obscenity’ 81 6| =T 3 gl foh 7sctierd el uieror ag & foh o araft e [ramst it
Iiford el 8 a1 A Sl Y€ il 81 <feh Aa-HRST o1 Haof ahietst Sfta o garail et AT 3R g real el TANT TG AT {113 ahl
e ehA oh forg foham a1, 7 o O I<de o forg, safeiy ag siscfierar st aRwrsm & =181 simarn| degaR, =Irared 3 FIR &t
@Rs e fea

frofa  <ATATAI] hl TRSTSSTR AT fRAGIIT i a6 31T T, X &T AT ST& ITH R 1Y STRIY UIH g&aT (on face value)
foRelt oft sroRTer <t <raf ot gRT AT A §

“It is settled that a court must exercise its jurisdiction to quash an FIR or criminal complaint when the

allegations made therein, taken prima facie, do not disclose the commission of any offence.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2024 Hd ESCRO10001992024

Rajendra v. State of U.P.
ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025-04-06 - NA528/11013/2025

g A Criminal Procedure & dgd sriaTa! @i g e (quashing of proceedings) @ Hsfad 11 amdeeni A deh f&aT fo FIR
SNYUT 3R Yek STaTell hiRdTs (counter blast) & 0 # &sf &Y 78 8| =gt A urn foh difed &l wivfk =91 o off ok FIR # &g
Y 3TRIT UYH g&AT (prima facie) Tk STORTY T 764 hd 8| =ITerd = WE foha fah Section 528 BNSS & dgd 1&gt i TRgT
3R Fet & faret a1 Fuerr 7€t favan ST deran, g @Rt Trial Court T &1 TagHR, <RI = STTdedh! Y ATfIeRT Sl @RS &
fear ofk SrfaTgt St T ot fAger feam

frofa  JLT-SMETRA &ral &l faga=iadr 3R Tcgdr T URI&Tor ¥RT 528 BNSS & TfAd R & 9ua 8! 8, Iy &g @ 59 1efiR
e 3R TTeT T8y IueTsy il
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20

“Adjudication of questions of facts and appreciation of evidence or examining the reliability and
credibility of the version, does not fall within the arena of jurisdiction under Section - 528 B.N.S.S. The

application under Section - 528 B.N.S.S. lacks merit and thus, liable to be dismissed.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025 Hia UPHC011477852025

Mohinder Singh v. Chunni Lal Negi
HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2025-06-06 - CRMMO0/448/2025

Tg AT Section 138 of the Negotiable Instruments Act & dgd wfad STURIh whrfaTe! i Ig P ht a1 & Tafdq g
gifaehTeRdt = ek AT foh gt fRIepradendar i 77 o 15, Section 256 of the Cr.P.C. & d&d dridTe! Wd: T gl S 91ieq ot
AT A Fafed =TT o tharel| a1 gaTell & §Q 39 dch ot @RSl o fam iR T faman o fRrermaaeat &Y 9y g oR At ant
Q1T et Sifard T8l 1 Afoge & urg ag fades & o a8 s SifdeniRat ot siferater St =t &t Srgafa & eha &1
TETIR, R = HIRIATE! T I o ATfIAT i @RS e feam|

Frofa =JTATT = TUE oA foh fRIRTIdeRdT <hl Fcg ATS ¥ oRT 138 T3S Yo ohT STTURTISIeh HTHET (HRE =181 g1 SIIdT, dfe<h
A e & fader R AR Fear 81

“Where there is an express legal bar engrafted in any of the provisions of the Code or the concerned Act
(under which a criminal proceeding is instituted) to the institution and continuance of the proceedings
and/or where there is a specific provision in the Code or the concerned Act, providing efficacious

redress”

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2025 i HPHC010297092025

Ravi Dev v. State of Uttarakhand

HIGH COURT OF UTTARAKHAND - 2024-11-21 - WPCRL/249/2024

gg "l 2012 H Yeh Huf faare & <R g8 fear & deifda 81 anfaiemrendafsrt 3 s faveg arR amsi-2fie 3R derfirert grr st
G ST i TE e hl AT I ot faare 11 Srerger 2012 &t Dehradun A U Hufai WR oot ot ek g1 T, ST8f VHP &
Frfenarelt SR fRrRIdRdl & URaR & T 378y g1 73 oft| a1fenTendisll &1 deh T foh @ FIR ufdsity & &sf &t 778 off sk gfera 3
frsaer Stier 78l <l | =IraTerd A &9 i arfentsi @l Yk a1y AT Rifh & Geh 8t T & IU= g &1 Hfch At ol sifad Al Juerey
&1 &, I8 WE ¢ o aifarrerd! T SEeT # =A7iih e hl et SR ST & UeTdTd ahf STRIT ol 3@ o1

frofa =TT = T fohar fob ST fRAArId & SR WR i 1Ryl 71fea &1 =1 &1, axft aeat &t gefierr o ThMSIR & &t S
gehd! B

“Authority of the court exists for advancement of justice and if any attempt is made to abuse that
authority so as to produce injustice, the court has power to prevent such abuse. It would be an abuse of
the process of the court to allow any action which would result in injustice and prevent promotion of

justice.”

HIGH COURT OF UTTARAKHAND - 2024 i UKHC010033642024
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21 Shiv Prakash Singh v. State of U.P.

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025-07-03 - NA528/17508/2025

g AT Section 528 of the Bharatiya Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita (BNSS) & dgd STURTeh shRiaTa! i IE e bl AT
Tafa &1 armagent A doh e foh 3 SfiR fRehraaear & dfta ge fatft spferet & veier ot dere g e &, ofik ag Areer guguf
Tk & &f foram mam 81 ga 3R, StfHaisr uet 3 Afdeher RUIE 3R argl & gl & YR WR URTY o "fed g1 ol arar fharl
=TT = 71T 3R 3 faarel # aet ar fRuiRor sk e o feie grie Sie gRT foham S anfeg, 7 fah Section 528 BNSS &
Jed | TEIER, =TT 3 TURTfSeh SHrfaTe! ol g ol ° 37ehR o feam afR smded st @riet = faa

frofa 9Tel B U oh aitd QR ISIRT SR Geharamsht g, dAfch afe Rifcher d1ea vd vyeresf fonedt miRen fgm i wrem ar
YT &d 8, af &RT 528 BNSS & dgd ATHT <€ gl ghTl

“The submissions raised by learned counsel for the applicants call for determination on questions of fact,
which may adequately be discerned / adjudicated only by the trial court. Even the submissions made on
point of law can also be more appropriately gone into by the trial court. Adjudication of questions of facts
and appreciation of evidence or examining the reliability and credibility of the version, does not fall
within the arena of jurisdiction under Section 528 BNSS.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025 Ha UPHC012431522025

22 Vijay Kumar Ghai v. The State of West Bengal
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2022-03-22 - 2022 INSC 326

Tg AT fraer Geet faare & TR # & 5@t Respondent No. 2 3 fAdsr & sget SRR 7 e 8k IPO 7 o1 R Appellants & fasg
STORTTeh ShRiaTE! [ <hl | ATaTerd = TUE fohaT foh chaet fder a1 Seeie (breach of contract) STORIfA AT Tg1 =TT,
rETySl a1 ISAT ot SR1eT R 811 1A 81 39 Aret H, =AraTerd = ura o et TR & 81 g off sueyuf grer 6t oTl 39k
SifaRed, fRIeRrIaehdl T STeTT-STelT AT UR FIR &S et h dXienT guYUT UraT 74T, fSaehT 3599 shdel Appellants @t TR AT
oT| TEJER, <RI = Section 406, 420 3R 120B IPC & dgd I Y@l STuRTfdeh dhrfaTet i 3g o |

frofa  ATOISUh fAGTE ohY STTFEETeR STURTTYG HeheHT ST YT o I oh BIUUR & T H IUTNT AT UfehaT i
ZIUANT 8, [ e ARTerd = ST dTel Mgsele 7 & dgd HR&d o fedTl

“Where a criminal proceeding is manifestly attended with mala fide and/or where the proceeding is
maliciously instituted with an ulterior motive for wreaking vengeance on the accused and with a view to
spite him due to private and personal grudge... the High Court in its inherent powers is designed to
achieve a salutary public purpose which is that a court proceeding ought not to be permitted to

degenerate into a weapon of harassment or persecution.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2022 Hid ESCRO10000712022

23 Sanjay Kumar Trivedi v. State of Chhattisgarh

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2025-09-16 - CRMP/858/2023
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25

Ig AT FIR T&AT 68/2018 ot g T o folT SRR anfdent T Tafdd &1 arfeienterdt, STt 39 THY Yeh chielst o U &, TR Ufer
UfehaT & eferell AT STRIY S ITT 7T AT ifch Ufdare! AT 2 &l Ucil T 98 gl gt Iral AT| ATy = i foh &g formite stiet &
gIfAhTehd! & RIATh Shig SheTaR I8! U 74T 3R a8 T9- giafy o1 fgwar off a8 & =ararera = 97 {6 FIR ufderd) g 2 &
ferenTd ARSI § URA off 3R 39 ohis T STURTY gl §=1dT | 3fdd:, =IrTed = State of Haryana v. Bhajan Lal & f&rgial
T UTE T §Q Al el TSl & GRUIT ahi X1k oh foTq ATIeRIchdl oh Rt &of FIR @l Ig e T

Rrofa =TT F 4RT 528 BNSS (eddi 482 CrPC) & dgd shrddrs! ol 2 foha, g urd gg fob udter # ieredt <t fRreprra
hael AfeRITd ST T Acter ot 3R 386 wig +ft T STuRTey AT a7

“The entire basis of the FIR stems from the grievance of non-applicant No. 2 regarding non-selection of
his wife, which cannot be the foundation of criminal prosecution... even if the allegations are taken at
their face value, no prima facie offence is made out against the applicant. Continuation of the

proceedings would amount to harassment and abuse of the process of law.”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2025 | CGHC010121432023

Rajesh Parashar v. State of H.P.
HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2025-05-28 - CRMM0/1103/2024

g ATHAT ATfIehTehd! gRT Sub Divisional Magistrate (SDM), Gagret & SHeT wfdd shridTal i ¥€ et i 7l § dafdd g, it
Sections 107 3fR 150 of the Code of Criminal Procedure & dgd S1ifd i1 &z & IR} O [F ol 718 oY | anfahreal 2 ad
T 5 faame ot avg @ et vepfa a1 & ofk ufdardt 3 aafarma ST & wRoT 98 RIerrd gof g 81 =amarera = fud S
fgidl &1 gaTelr &d gY et foh Section 482 of the Code of Criminal Procedure & dgd sridTal &t dhaet d+ft 3g fomar s
GerdT & ST fRIRrad & a2t it S et A A1 TR ot RS SToRTer 7 ST 8| I 39 Arhel # sifaRe anedl di smasaehar oft eik
T <hic o THE ShriaTe! difad o, =TATerd A §EI&T el ¥ SRR e AT 1R arfent @iReT e &1

frofa  ~OITTd 3 AT fob *Mifar o i prfanfeat & afe sifafkea area &t strasgerar &, at oRT 482 CrPC & dgd diem gwda
AT Fel ol 5

“In the backdrop of the interpretation of the various relevant provisions of the Code under Chapter XIV
and of the principles of law enunciated by this Court in a series of decisions relating to the exercise of the
extraordinary power under Article 226 or the inherent powers under Section 482 of the Code... we give

the following categories of cases by way of illustration wherein such power could be exercised”

HIGH COURT OF HIMACHAL PRADESH - 2025 i HPHC010560292024

M/S Neeharika Infrastructure Pvt. Ltd. v. State of Maharashtra
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2021-04-13 - 2021 INSC 253

gg "1 Criminal Procedure Code (CrPC) &Y Rt 482 3R Constitution of India & 31w 226 & dgd FIR T & &Y
gTfeRTall oh SR Mgl sreTerdl gRT Y ST aret 'blanket interim orders' & Teie & g1 Seadd <1 = WE fopar o gferd &t
G SURTE Y S e T qerTieh SRR SR dded &, 3R rTerdl il STia oh TS IR0 H SHTGTh AT g eheel
T1f8Y1 'No coercive steps' ¥ 31T AT 319 wRUM & 81 iy S =iy, w=ifer g Sita ufckan & anern grerd €1 afe smidY ot
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IR # FI YwmenEeny & fAaArE Iudsy g Iura: dfigagag... IV - g&gH &7 g

IR 1 721 8, T I8 CrPC &Y URT 438 & dgd A ST ot fdered U1 13T | <ITATerd A 8T8 1< e 31T i T i §Y
gl foh ST O 819 e Ut SfaRe R srareRor e | gt & ST =gy

Rrofa  GaTed MATHI 3 TIE LA HIHT 94 hi o THSISSHR I e i TTAehT SRR el AT § I 1A i "ahig
ESTHG hRATS 7 A" AT "R T A" & SHaRe st Y 7St 781 et anfeq) O Amel | HfHgad & e 1o
ST ot fafre anf A Iues Igar g1

“Still in case a person is apprehending his arrest in connection with an FIR disclosing cognizable offence,
as observed hereinabove, he has a remedy to apply for anticipatory bail under Section 438 Cr.P.C...
blanket interim order of not to arrest or 'no coercive steps' cannot be passed mechanically and in a

routine manner.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2021 Hid ESCRO10002172021

KECicEd |

g AT Vitark Al gRT 9rasi-ier ®U 4 Iuetsy fHofal 3iik Sumiirendt o Usf & SR IR dOR fhar a1 1 I8 chaet Ra< GgrdT & fog & ik
AT Ieng (legal advice) =18t g1 frelt off filing, opinion, a1 correspondence & IUTHT &z & uget A+t case citations, holdings iR
quotations @t g fAUfa (source judgment) & fovg W= ¥U & T fohar ST A1REY |
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