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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJA

CHANDIGARH

 CRM-M-37900-2016 (O&M)  

t Sharma 

Versus 

 

tate of Punjab and another 

 CRM-M-27517-2018 (O&M)   

Sharma @ Babli 

Versus 

 

f Punjab 

         

M: HON'BLE MS. JUSTICE NIDH

ENT: Petitioner-Bharat Sharma (in CR

is present in person. 

 

None for the petitioner (in CRM

 Ms. Aakanksha Gupta, AAG, P

 Mr. Sherry K. Singla, Advocate

 for complainant/respondent No.

I GUPTA, J. (ORAL) 

 This order shall dispose of tw

as the same have arisen from a co

re being extracted from CRM-M-3790

 Prayer in these petitions both fi

quashing of FIR No. 94 dated 21.07

     	

UNJAB & HARYANA AT 
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         Date of decision: 27.05.2024 
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I attest to the accuracy and
authenticity of this
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l, District Rupnanagar and all sub
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ner and his family members with an u

proached this Court by way of fili

of anticipatory bail and the matter was

liation Centre of this Court and 

343 dated 11.11.2014 (Annexure P-

 to resolve all their disputes. A

ment (Annexure P-12), petitioner-Bh

t of Rs.17,00,000/- towards full and fi

ned in para 5(b) of the aforesaid a
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, it was also mutually agreed between
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en the parties that after payment of
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16.08.2016 (Annexure P-16), the H

d that since the petitioner had investe

ore, nothing survives in the matter a

ter, the parties were directed to appear

 and Haryana Court, Chandigarh at 1

the dispute amicably with regard to cu

e mediation fails liberty was grant

se to the alternative remedy under th

efore an appropriate forum in accorda

 Vide order dated 09.08.2017,
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 settlement agreement (Annexure P-12
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nvested the agreed amount in FDRs 

tter and qua the custody of minor 

appear before the Mediation Centre, 
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d to custody of the minor child; and 
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der the Guardians and Wards Act, 

ccordance with law. 

.2017, application bearing CRM-
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, who is present in person submits 
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 amount of Rs.17,00,000/- to his dec

duced the aforesaid amount in the fo

 daughter. 

 The petitioner who is present in

ssion made by learned counsel for re

s per para 5(f) of the agreement (at p

lso mutually agreed between the par

ner, namely, Sonika Sharma, expires 

 amount then in that eventuality the f

o the minor daughter.  Therefore, noth

 In view of the above and the
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nd others Vs State of Punjab”, 2007
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s of Court, inherent power can be 

al proceedings in which a comprom
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“57. The position that emerges f

be summarised thus: the power 

a criminal proceeding or FIR o

inherent jurisdiction is distinct 
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dered to be quashed qua the petitioner

 Pending application(s), if any, s

2024      

      

Whether speaking/reasoned Y

Whether Reportable          

     	

n be used by this Court to quash 

mpromise has been effected. The 

id judgment is reproduced here-in-

ges from the above discussion can 

wer of the High Court in quashing 

IR or complaint in exercise of its 

nct and different from the power 

r compounding the offences under 

herent power is of wide plenitude 

n but it has to be exercised in 

ngrafted in such power viz; (i) to 

 or (ii) to prevent abuse of the 

n discussed here-in-above, both the 

16 filed by the husband of the 

filed by sister-in-law/Nanad of the 
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