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HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH, BILASPUR

CRMP No. 424 of 2018

Reserved on : 10.12.2021

Delivered on : 15.02.2022

Nand Kumar Verma, S/o Ghasiya Verma, Aged About 65 Years, R/o
Pandri Puranbada, Near Mayur Club, Pandri, Raipur, P.S. Civil Line,
Raipur (C.G.)
---- Petitioner
Versus

1. State of Chhattisgarh, through the Police Station City Kotwali,
Baloda Bazar, District- Baloda Bazar- Bhatapara (C.G.)

2. Nandlal Verma, S/o Ghanshyam Verma, Aged About 62 Years,
R/o Puran, Thana Palari, District- Balodabazar-Bhatapara (C.G.)

---- Respondents
For Petitioner . Mr. Somnath Verma, Advocate.
For State/Respondent No.1  : Mr. Sameer Sharma, Dy. G.A.
For respondent No. 2 :  Ms. Deepali Pandey, Advocate.

Hon'ble Shri Justice Narendra Kumar Vyas
C.A.V. ORDER

1. The petitioner has filed the instant petition under Section 482 of
the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 for quashing the FIR
bearing Crime No. 124/2017 (Annexure P/1) registered against
the petitioner on 30.03.2017 on the basis of complaint made by
respondent No. 2 along with other complainants at Police
Station- Baloda, District- Baloda-Bazar (C.G.) for committing

offence punishable under Section 420 of I.P.C.

2. The brief facts, as projected by the petitioner, are that on
30.03.2017, Police Station- Baloda, District- Baloda-Bazar-
Bhatapara registered offence bearing FIR No. 124/2017 on the
basis of written report dated 28.06.2016 by respondent No.
2/Nandlal Verma, Kalindri, Kaushal, Santram Mantram & Gopal

alleging that the petitioner in a revenue case for mutation of land
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filed before Tahsildar had submitted fabricated false documents
of Panchayat proceedings dated 03.04.2013 and got his name
mutated in revenue records of the ancestral property on the
basis of this fabricated document. After completion of preliminary
enquiry, the Police have registered the FIR against the petitioner
on 30.03.2017, which has been assailed by the petitioner in this

petition.

Learned counsel for the petitioner would submit that on
26.11.1997, the complainants executed settlement (Partition-
deed) in absence of the petitioner. On 17.12.1997, the
complainants again executed family settlement / partition-deed
and made partition of ancestral property. The complainants
along with the petitioner filed an application for partition of
holdings under Section 178 of the Land Revenue Code, 1959
before Tahsildar, Baloda Bazar, who on 26.11.1996 (Annexure
P/2) passed judicial order in Revenue Case No. 17-A/27 Year
1995-96 (Annexure P/4). The complainants and the petitioner
withdrew the appeal filed by them before the Sub Divisional
Officer by filing compromise petition on 07.01.1998 (Annexure
P/5).

It has been further contended that on 03.04.2003, Gram
Panchayat passed its resolution No. 3 regarding partition
between the complainants and the petitioner. The said resolution
of Gram Panchayat, Purena Khapri has been signed by
Sarpanch and Secretary. The ex-Panch-Asharam and Shiv
Kumar Sahu confirmed the truth of panchayat proceeding written
before them who gave affidavit on 27.10.2014 in support thereof.
On the basis of the resolution, the petitioner has filed application
on 25.09.2013 under Order 1 Rule 10 of C.P.C. for correction of
holdings and proclamation which was registered as Revenue
Case No. A/6(A) 2013-2014 wherein it has been mentioned that
the mutation as per Gram Panchayat resolution dated
03.04.2013 has been passed and the Tahsildar has issued

notice to the respondents fixing the case on 05.03.2014.
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The Tahsildar has passed the order on 17.02.2014 on the basis
of resolution passed by Gram Panchayat, Purena Khapri on
03.04.2013 and directed Patwari to correct the record as per the
resolution passed by the Gram Panchayat as well as on the
basis of mutation of partition. This order was challenged by the
petitioner before Commissioner, Raipur by filing an appeal under
Section 44(2) of the Chhattisgarh Revenue Code, 1959. That
appeal is still pending consideration before the Commissioner,

Raipur.

Learned counsel for the petitioner would further submit that the
FIR registered against the petitioner on the basis of complaint
filed by the complainants is illegal and against the provisions of
Section 340 of the Cr.P.C. It is further submitted that if any fraud
played in court proceedings then as per Section 195 of the
Cr.P.C., the prosecution for contempt of lawful authority of public
servants, for offences against public justice and for offences
relating to false and fabricated documents given in evidence, no
Court shall take cognizance of any criminal conspiracy
committed before it, except on the complaint in writing of the
public servant concerned or of some other public servant to
whom he is administratively subordinate as such registration of
FIR on the basis of complaint made by respondent No. 2 is not

tenable.

He would further submit that as per Section 340 of the Cr.P.C.
wherein provisions as to offences affecting the administration of
justice is mentioned. Section 340 of the Cr.P.C. provides for
procedure in cases mentioned in Section 195. This Section
provides that when, upon an application made to it in this behalf
or otherwise, any Court is of opinion that it is expedient in the
interests of justice that an inquiry should be made into any
offence referred to in clause (b) of sub- section (1) of Section
195, which appears to have been committed in or in relation to a
proceeding in that Court or, as the case may be, in respect of a

document produced or given in evidence in a proceeding in that
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Court, such Court may, after such preliminary inquiry, if any, as it

thinks necessary, may conduct the said enquiry.

He would further submit that if petitioner has submitted false and
fabricated document before the Tahsildar in the revenue Court
proceeding then Tahsildar or sub-ordinate to him is the only
authority to file a complaint not other individual, in present case
respondent No. 2. As such the registration of FIR against the

petitioner is illegal and liable to be quashed by this Court.

Learned counsel for the petitioner would place reliance upon the
judgment rendered by Hon'ble the Supreme Court in Patel
Laljibhai Somabhai Vs. The State of Gujarat!, Gopalakrishna
Menon & another Vs. D. Raja Reddy & another?, Anil Ritolia
@ A.K. Ritolia Vs. State of Bihar & another®, Robert John
D'Souza Vs. Stephen V. Gomes*, Sasikala Pushpa Vs. State
of Tamil Nadu®, V.Y. Jose & another Vs. State of Gujarat &
another®, Rameshchandra Bhogilal Patel Vs. State of Gujarat
& another’ & T. Chandrasekhar Vs. State & another®.

On the other hand, learned counsel for respondent No. 2 has
filed objection with regard to maintainability of the petition under
482 of the Cr.P.C. mainly contending that the impugned FIR
dated 30.03.2017 has been registered against the petitioner on
the basis of written complaint submitted by Smt. Kalindri,
Kaushal, Santram, Mantram, Nandlal & Gopal. The petitioner
had filed the instant petition making State of Chhattisgarh as
respondent and thereafter he had made the complainant-Nandlal
(respondent No. 2) as party to this case, however, other persons
namely Kalindri, Kaushal, Santram, Mantram & Gopal has not
been made party though they have also signed and submitted

the complaint before the police station against the present

OO U WN -

AIR 1971 SC 1935
AIR 1983 SC 1053
2007 AIR SCW 6332
2015 AIR SCW 4343
AIR 2019 SC 2280
2009 AIR SCW 307
2011 Cri.LJ 1395
2011 Cri.LJ 3444
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petitioner and their names have been mentioned in the
impugned FIR also. Hence, the instant petition is liable to be
dismissed by this Court on account of non-joinder of necessary
party.

She would further submit that Hon'ble the Supreme Court has
reiterated time and again that it is improper to quash criminal
proceeding under Section 482 of the Cr.P.C. when serious triable
allegations are there in the complaint and appreciation of
evidence is not permissible at the stage of quashing of the FIR.
She would further submit that the petitioner has committed fraud
by preparing a false document regarding mutation of records
and submission of false panchayat record before the court of
Tahsildar, Baloda Bazar. A fraud has been committed by the
petitioner firstly with non-applicant and his family secondly with
the Gram Panchayat, Purena Khapri and thirdly with the court of
Tahsildar, Balodabazar. The Gram Panchayat, Purena Khapri
and Tahsildar, Baloda Bazar were not personally affected by the
said act of the petitioner. Hence, no legal action can be taken by
them against him. She would further submit that the FIR
registered against the petitioner is legal, justified and does not

warrant any interferece by this Court.

Learned counsel for respondent No. 1/ State would submit that
on due investigation, the Police have prima facie found that the
concerned Gram Panchayat Purena Khapri had not passed any
such resolution on 03.04.2003. In the FIR itself, brother of the
petitioner has alleged that such division of ancestral property
has been obtained by the petitioner by producing forged
document i.e. the resolution passed by the Gram Panchayat
before the Court of Tahsildar. Hence, it is clear that the FIR
lodged against the petitioner is legal and justified and not liable
to be interfered by this Court. He would further submit regarding
quashing of FIR placing judgment rendered by Hon'ble the

Supreme Court in State of Andhra Pradesh Vs. Golconda
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Linga Swamy® and also in State of Telangana Vs. Habib
Abdullah Jeelani & others'. He would further submit that the
certain exceptions have been carved out by Hon'ble the
Supreme Court in State of Haryana Vs. Bhajanlal'! the present
case does not fall within any exception carved by the Hon’ble
Supreme court for quashing of the FIR, therefore, the present
petition is not maintainable and liable to be dismissed by this

Court.

13. This Court while hearing this petition on 28.02.2018 granted
interim protection in favour of the petitioner directing that the
investigation may go on but no coercive steps shall be taken

against the petitioner till the next date of hearing.

14. | have heard learned counsel for the parties and perused the

documents available on record with utmost satisfaction.

15. Before adverting to the submissions made by learned counsel for
the parties, it is expedient for this Court to extract Sections 195
& 340 of the Cr.P.C., which are relevant for deciding the
controversy involved in this petition. Sections 195 & 340 of the

Cr.P.C. are as under:-

“Section 195. Prosecution for contempt of
lawful authority of public servants, for offences
against public justice and for offences relating
to documents given in evidence.-(1) No Court
shall take cognizance-

(a) (i) of any offence punishable under sections 172
to 188 (both inclusive) of the Indian Penal Code (45
of 1860 ), or

(i) of any abetment of, or attempt to commit, such
offence, or

(i) of any criminal conspiracy to commit such
offence, except on the complaint in writing of the
public servant concerned or of some other public
servant to whom he is administratively subordinate;
(b) (i) of any offence punishable under any of the
following sections of the Indian Penal Code (45 of
1860 ), namely, sections 193 to 196 (both
inclusive), 199, 200, 205 to 211 (both inclusive)

9  (2004) 6 SCC 522
10 (2017) 2 SCC 779
11 AIR 1992 SC 604
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and 228, when such offence is alleged to have
been committed in, or in relation to, any proceeding
in any Court, or

(i) of any offence described in section 463, or
punishable under section 471, section 475 or
section 476, of the said Code, when such offence is
alleged to have been committed in respect of a
document produced or given in evidence in a
proceeding in any Court, or

(iii) of any criminal conspiracy to commit, or attempt
to commit, or the abetment of, any offence
specified in sub- clause (i) or sub- clause (i),
[except on the complaint in writing of that Court, or
of some other Court to which that Court is
subordinate].

(2) Where a complaint has been made by a public
servant under clause (a) of sub- section (1) any
authority to which he is administratively
subordinate may order the withdrawal of the
complaint and send a copy of such order to the
Court; and upon its receipt by the Court, no further
proceedings shall be taken on the complaint:

Provided that no such withdrawal shall be ordered
if the trial in the Court of first instance has been
concluded.

(3) In clause (b) of sub- section (1), the term"
Court" means a Civil, Revenue or Criminal Court,
and includes a tribunal constituted by or under a
Central, Provincial or State Act if declared by that
Act to be a Court for the purposes of this section.

(4) For the purposes of clause (b) of sub- section
(1), a Court shall be deemed to be subordinate to
the Court to which appeals ordinarily lie from the
appealable decrees or sentences of such former
Court, or in the case of a Civil Court from whose
decrees no appeal ordinarily lies, to the principal
Court having ordinary original civil jurisdiction
within whose local jurisdiction such Civil Court in
situate:

Provided that-

(a) where appeals lie to more than one Court, the
Appellate Court of inferior jurisdiction shall be the
Court to which such Court shall be deemed to be
subordinate;

(b) where appeals lie to a Civil and also to a
Revenue Court, such Court shall be deemed to be
subordinate to the Civil or Revenue Court
according to the nature of the case or proceeding
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in connection with which the offence is alleged to
have been committed.”

“Section 340. Procedure in cases mentioned in
section 195.- (1) When, upon an application made
to it in this behalf or otherwise, any Court is of
opinion that it is expedient in the interests of justice
that an inquiry should be made into any offence
referred to in clause (b) of sub- section (1) of
section 195, which appears to have been
committed in or in relation to a proceeding in that
Court or, as the case may be, in respect of a
document produced or given in evidence in a
proceeding in that Court, such Court may, after
such preliminary inquiry, if any, as it thinks
necessary,-

(a) record a finding to that effect;
(b) make a complaint thereof in writing;

(c) send it to a Magistrate of the first class having
jurisdiction;

(d) take sufficient security for the appearance of the
accused before such Magistrate, or if the alleged
offence is non- bailable and the Court thinks it
necessary so to do, send the accused in custody to
such Magistrate; and

(e) bind over any person to appear and give
evidence before such Magistrate.

(2) The power conferred on a Court by sub- section
(1) in respect of an offence may, in any case where
that Court has neither made a complaint under
sub- section (1) in respect of that offence nor
rejected an application for the making of such
complaint, be exercised by the Court to which such
former Court is subordinate within the meaning of
sub- section (4) of section 195.

(3) A complaint made under this section shall be
signed,-

(a) where the Court making the complaint is a High
Court, by such officer of the Court as the Court may
appoint;

(b) in any other case, by the presiding officer of the
Couirt.

(4) In this section, "Court" has the same meaning
as in section 195.”

16. Learned counsel for the petitioner would further submit that
registration of FIR alleging submission of false document by the

petitioner before the Tahsildar is amounting to giving false and
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forged documents of panchayat proposal, certainly falls within
ambit of offence relating to forged document given in the
evidence in the judicial proceeding, therefore, the provisions of
Section 195 of the Cr.P.C. will be attracted. He would further
submit that Section 340 of the Cr.P.C. also deals with the
procedure to be followed in commission of cases mentioned in
Section 195 of the Cr.P.C.

On the other hand, learned counsel for the State/ respondent No.
1 & respondent No. 2/complainant would oppose the submission
made by learned counsel for the petitioner and would submit that
since the petitioner has given false documents, therefore,
registration of FIR for committing offence punishable under
Section 420 is legal, justiied and does not warrant any

interference by this Court.

For better understanding of the factual matrix of the case, it is
necessary to extract the relevant paragraph of the FIR, which

reads as under:-

H I AR AT o1 RS Pldaretl §_ uew
BITR PRIRT § 3Mdqh Faefiel i RUSRING!
Al I 62 AT AfHT RE AFT TR § TH
%@ﬁ 3MIe 93 GoH o o B U T
g@v Jefieleh TRl _dellae[oR B HIETH

@t Pdael FoilcENR Bl

geﬂ/?sr‘q/?%:ﬁ/ﬁg /3TTs il /48—A/16 TSI 24.

10.16 & HILTH A UTH T fSqeh! Sa 3fded
ASeTel 9Hf, QAR riRefl, TIRM I7eg,
el 1% W C’rll"lldCidr) CPHR Al BT DU
AR Ud ey ATl Pl eI PR T |
3 T ol P AR Ted 7 @R 4 8 7
13 & GIRIT §ddb AlRId Bl 27.06.16 T
T WA 5T g O widt /AmmaRe
ﬂa@ﬁwéa‘cﬁsaﬁazoosaﬁq%rmaw
S fSER H Jueled el &M S § 9 TR
STd qIp R GRIT T Sh IR Gl
dedIel e §_ASHAR GRT TRd - 3R
TR 9CRT M 37T &IFT I M giea
d¢ IR gHi fUar af9ar Im aq9f $9 65 ATl
US| IIER GRT ARE GRT 420 ﬂiﬁﬁ @1 T
YT IRIT T ® | 3MTdEeh ol SXTdSl IR bR
B 9T TTET T fhd TR a1 ax b a2l i

200317 Pl U BPR P Wd fba O
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3TST fT 30.03.17 Y FRUT Usfisig fdbarr ST €1
el TS U ool Siel & | UfcT gfelkd HeTierd
VIR YW BIURFIG [A97 oFT TRl T fotery

Y

gfeld] 3rfeiered el SelISEISIR. WICTURT GRT ]

AN (o QO o

SETANT. p HORU] ‘:f et argelt NEZ CANGCINIEH

5 ST™ & HeY H 3ITd fb
T DI, AoRM, AR, Aectiel, gEET, Bifden
efier q a?q' Y gaf UG ol
9a1 ufdar Y= gqf et a9 W®WE 29T YdR)
dediet a?fﬁmm\—yrr\f Pl Y& glel & | 89 AR B
o™ ¥ Ycdi! BoTo 13 q Gk g

ST
FORFeb] ICART B9 HTSA1 b HEF el Nl & &R a3
q1$ At PR = doe GRIIRM gHf GRT Hoil
AT YR Eﬁﬂo‘fﬁﬁWﬁﬁEﬁWEﬁrm
PR Tl fIHISH T BRI PRal foldl & I8 @l
faHTST epAR a9 F Tofl Jeme TRTd, b TR
R BRI & | Boll SedEs] Bl Irad AR
TERICIGR & _~IMIIed & THA TR PN A
UIRd dear felm & §9_ 8y dedicier

qeIey Dl G IR ?5 Bhoif 89 T §1d I/

3maeT & | <o) o R o «Hu SER
UKL qoml AN PR & priaEr T8l

TR P RO Sl gt srefiern

94 {7 150716 1 fEed  URgd . oA

(ufcifetfd o) fobmg et Jrefterds & GRT

39 ol E¥drdS], & I TdH Dl
IR Hsqu 9 W &9 aul

[l
Tegd e U UYRI Td
3 meﬁﬁ%aﬁﬁgﬁvaﬁm

= el el UM 31 JEIey W Rdg e §
f afdg® W FAEAYd Q& AR axd §T A
TR TeR! U9 gfel] arefleies fSIell def[SioR @
tofl RISl b Ay H PRIAE PRy 8 Ay
chﬁEHSH PUT P ATfb &AM AGAT DI

= e Ad 1
From bare perusal of the FIR and considering the contents of the

ey

complaint, it is crystal clear that it has been alleged the petitioner
has given false documentary evidence relating to resolution of
Gram Panchyat dated 03.10.2003 before Tahsildar in revenue

case and on that basis, the Tahsildar has mutated the property
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in the name of the petitioner, therefore, the provisions of
Sections 195 & 340 of the Cr.P.C. will be attracted and it is
perjury which amount to forgery, as such, as per the law laid
down by Hon'ble the Supreme Court in Narendra Kumar
Shrivastava Vs. State of Bihar'?, wherein it has been clearly
held that a prosecution under this Section can be initiated only
by the sanction of the court under whose proceedings an offence

referred to in Section 195(1)(b) has allegedly been committed.

Hon'ble the Supreme Court in Patel Laljibhai Somabhai
(Supra) while examining the purpose and object of the
Legislature in creating the bar against cognizance of private
complaints in regard to the offences mentioned in Section 195(1)
(b) & (c) is both to save the accused person from vexatious or
baseless prosecutions inspired by feelings of vindictiveness on
the part of the private complainants to harass their opponents
and also to avoid confusion which is likely to arise on account of
conflicts between findings of the courts in which forged
documents are produced or false evidence is led and the
eonclusions of the criminal courts dealing with the private
complaint. It is for this reason as suggested earlier, that the
Legislature has entrusted the court, whose proceedings had
been the target of the offence of perjury to consider the

expediency in the larger public interest, of a criminal trial of the
guilty party.
Hon'ble the Supreme Court in Gopalakrishna Menon (Supra)

has held at paragraph 7 as under:-

“7. In view of what we have said above, the
prosecution in the instant case on the basis of a
private complaint and in the absence of a
complaint from the appropriate civil court where
the alleged fraudulent receipt has been produced,
would not be sustainable. As we are of the view
that if the prosecution is allowed to continue
serious prejudice would be caused to the
appellants and they would be called upon to face
a trial which would not be sustainable, we allow

12 (2019) 3 SCC 318
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this appeal and set aside the decision of the High
Court and quash the complaint case filed against
the appellants.”

Hon'ble the Supreme Court in Narendra Kumar Shrivastava
(Supra) has held that perjury on the basis of private cognizable
offence under this Section can be initiated only by the sanction
of the court under whose proceedings an offence referred to in
Section 195(1)(b) has allegedly been committed. Hon'ble the

Supreme Court has held at paragraph 22 to 24 as under:-

“22. In Sachida Nand Singh {2000) 1 SCC 278]
relied on by the learned counsel for the appellant,
this Court was considering the question as to
whether the bar contained in Section 195(1)(b)(ii) of
the Cr.P.C. is applicable to a case where forgery of
the document was committed before the document
was produced in a court. It was held:

"6. A reading of the clause reveals two main
postulates for operation of the bar mentioned there.
First is, there must be allegation that an offence (it
should be either an offence described in Section
463 or any other offence punishable under Sections
471, 475, 476 of the IPC) has been committed.
Second is that such offence should have been
committed in respect of a document produced or
given in evidence in a proceeding in any court.
There is no dispute before us that if forgery has
been committed while the document was in the
custody of a court, then prosecution can be
launched only with a complaint made by that court.
There is also no dispute that if forgery was
committed with a document which has not been
produced in a court then the prosecution would lie
at the instance of any person. If so, will its
production in a court make all the difference?

XXX XXX XXX

23. The sequitur of the above discussion is that the
bar contained in Section 195(1)(b) (ii) of the Code is
not applicable to a case where forgery of the
document was committed before the document was
produced in a court. Accordingly we dismiss this
appeal.”

23. In Sachida Nand Singh (supra), this Court had
dealt with Section 195(1)(b)(ii) of the Cr.P.C unlike
the present case which is covered by the preceding
clause of the Section. The category of offences
which fall under Section 195(1)(b)(i) of the Cr.P.C.
refer to the offence of giving false evidence and
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offences against public justice which is distinctly
different from those offences under Section 195(1)
(b)(i) of Cr.P.C, where a dispute could arise
whether the offence of forging a document was
committed outside the court or when it was in the
custody of the court. Hence, this decision has no
application to the facts of the present case.

24. The case in hand squarely falls within the
category of cases falling under Section 195(1)(b)(i)
of the Cr.P.C. as the offence is punishable under
Section 193 of the IPC. Therefore, the Magistrate
has erred in taking cognizance of the offence on the
basis of a private complaint. The High Court, in our
view, has rightly set aside the order of the
Magistrate. However, having regard to the facts and
circumstances of the case, we deem it proper to set
aside the costs imposed by the High Court.”

Learned counsel for respondent No. 2 would submit that since
he has already made party to one Nandlal where other family
members made the complaints, have not been arrayed as party
In_the present case, therefore, the present petition under 482
Cr.P.C. is not maintainable and the same is liable to be

dismissed by this Court for want of necessary party.

On the other hand, learned counsel for the petitioner would
further submit that the submission made by learned counsel for
the respondent deserves to be rejected by this Court as the FIR
has been registered by the police on the basis of the complaint
made by the complainants and one of the complainants has
already been made party in this petition. In the present case, the
authority and jurisdiction of the police to register the FIR is being
challenged, therefore, it is not incumbent on the part of the
petitioner to array all the complainants as party/respondent in

this case.

Considering the rival submission of the parties and considering
the facts and circumstances of the present case, the petitioner
has assailed the registration of FIR and authority of the police to
register a private complaint and one of the complainants has
already been made party in this case. As such non-impleading

the other person on whose complaint, FIR has been lodged is
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not fatal which lead to dismissal of the petition on this count,
therefore the objection raised by respondent No. 2 is not
acceptable and deserves to be rejected. Accordingly, the
objection is rejected and it is held that this petition quashing of

the FIR is very much maintainable.

Considering the submission made by learned counsel for the
parties and considering the fact as derived from records of the
case would clearly demonstrate that the Police have registered
the FIR on the basis of complaint made by the non-
complainant/respondent No. 2 with regard to the certain
submission of alleged forged document of Panchayat resolution
dated 03.10.2003. It certainly falls within ambit of Section 195 (ii)
of Cr.P.C. which provides that no Court shall take cognizance of
any offence described in Section 463, or punishable under
section 471, section 475 or section 476, of the said Code, when
such offence is alleged to have been committed in respect of a
document produced or given in evidence in a proceeding in any

Court.

If we consider the contents of the FIR wherein it is clearly stated
that * BIR & TS & SR 991 doa TRIIRM THl GRT Boll
TaRId TR D Bl R Ige SHIF BT deaRl dR @Il
fauTs 1 BRI @rar foldl & T8 WAl 9o FeHR gt
ol UARId TR & MR IR RARIT & | Boll Sl dl
SeM AMT TEeeR & IR & FHE URgd R 3Tedl
uTRe @xar faam 2 this clearly establishes that documents were

produced in the revenue court proceeding, therefore, the same
definitely falls within ambit of forged document and on the basis
of forged document as per averment in the FIR certain beneficial
orders have been passed in favour of the petitioner, therefore,
from the above stated legal proposition as held by Hon'ble the
Supreme Court in Narendra Kumar Shrivastava (Supra) and
Patel Laljibhai Somabhai (Supra), it is crystal clear that the
registration of FIR against the petitioner on the basis of

complaint made by the respondent No. 2 and other complainants




Arun

28.

29.

WWW.LIVELAW.IN

Page 15 of 15
iS not tenable.

In view of the above, FIR bearing Crime No. 124/2017 registered
against the petitioner on 30.03.2017 on the basis of complaint
made by complainant/respondent No. 2 along with other
complainants at Police Station- Baloda, District- Baloda-Bazar
for committing offence punishable under Section 420 of I.P.C.
deserves to be and is hereby quashed. However, the quashing
of the FIR registered on the basis of complaint made by private
respondents will not dis-entitle the Tahsildar, Balodabazar to take
steps as per provisions of Cr.P.C. for alleged submission of false

evidence by the petitioner in accordance with law.

Accordingly, the present petition is allowed.

Sdl-
(Narendra Kumar Vyas)
Judge




