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Neutral Citation No. - 2024:AHC-LKO:59327

Court No. - 13

Case :- APPLICATION U/S 482 No. - 7646 of 2024

Applicant :- Sechu Pal (Actual Name Santosh Pal)

Opposite Party :- State Of U.P. Thru. Prin. Secy. Home Lko. And
Another

Counsel for Applicant :- Smt. Nalini Prakash Jain

Counsel for Opposite Party :- G.A.

Hon'ble Saurabh Lavania.J.

1. Short counter affidavit filed by Sri Rajeev Kumar Mishra

'Rudra’, Advocate alongwith Vakalatnama on behalf of opposite party No.

2 in the Court today is taken on record.

2. Heard Smt. Nalini Prakash Jain, learned counsel for applicant

and learned A.G.A. for State of U.P.

3. By means of the present application, the applicant has assailed
the pending criminal proceedings in Criminal Case No. 202 of 2020
arising out of Case Crime No. 155 of 2017, under Sections 364, 343, 452,
506, I.P.C. Police Station - Baskhari, District - Ambedkar Nagar pending
in the Court of Chief Judicial Magistrate, Ambedkar Nagar. The main

relief sought in the present application is extracted herein-under:-

"That for the facts and reasons and circumstances stated in the
accompanying affidavit, it is most respectfully prayed that this Hon'ble
Court may kindly be pleased to quash the chargesheet dated
14.12.2019 and cognizance and summoning order dated 18.01.2020 in
respect of case crime no. 155 of 2017, under section 364. 343, 452,
506, LP.C. police station Baskhari, District Ambedkarnagar,
alongwith entire criminal proceedings of the criminal case no. 202 of
2020 as main accused has been acquitted as the prosecution does not
support the case in light of law laid down by Hon'ble Court in the case
of Anant Mishra's case as main accused has been acquitted then the
criminal proceedings against other accused persons on same witness
can not be sustained, in respect of case crime No. 155 of 2017 police
station Baskhari, District Ambedkarnagar pending in the court of
Chief Judicial Magistrate, Ambedkarnagar. The petitioner further
prays that this Hon'ble Court may be pleased to direct the learned
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court below not to take any coercive measures against the petitioner
during pendency of the present case. Furthermore the petitioner prays
that this Hon'ble Court may be kind enough to stay the proceedings of
the Criminal case no. 202 of 2020 arising out of case crime no. 155 of
2017, under section 364, 343, 452, 506, L.P.C. police station Baskhari,
District Ambedkarnagar pending in the court of Chief Judicial
Magistrate, Ambedkarnagar, until final disposal of the present
petition, in the interest of justice.”

4. Brief facts of the case are to the effect that an FIR registered as
Case Crime No. 155 of 2017 on 01.08.2017 by opposite party no.
02/Shahabuddin making allegations against Balinder Yadav alias Lotu
Yadav S/o Manik Chandra Yadav, Brijesh Pal (applicant herein), Sechu
Pal and Pintu Yadav so as to attract offense under Sections 343, 365, 452,
506 L.P.C.

5. Incident, as per FIR, occurred on 24.07.2017 and according to
the FIR, co-accused Balinder Yadav alias Lotu Yadav with the help of the
applicant and other accused abducted one Sallahuddin, brother of the
informant/opposite party no. 2. The reason of abduction, as per the FIR,
was that persons against whom the allegations regarding abduction were
made in the FIR wants to know the whereabouts of one Mohd. Salim and

Poonam.

6. It would be apt to indicate that Mohd. Salim is the son of the

informant and Poonam 1is sister of Balinder Yadav alias Lotu Yadav.

7. After aforesaid the investigation was carried out by the
Investigating Officer (in short "I.O.") and upon completion of
investigation, the 1.O. submitted the charge-sheet No. 13 and thereafter
cognizance was taken in the light of the allegations levelled against
Balinder Yadav alias Lotu Yadav and thereafter, the case was committed
to the Court of Sessions where the same was registered as Session Trial
No. 74 of 2018 (State Vs. Balinder alias Lotu Yadav) and there the

charges were framed and upon denial of the same, the accused was put to
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trial and in the trial to establish its case the prosecution examined two
main witnesses of the fact namely opposite party no. 2/Shahabuddin
(P.W.1) herein and Sallahuddin (P.W.2), who according to case set up by
the prosecution was abducted by co-accused Balinder Yadav alias Lotu

Yadav along with the applicant herein along with others.

8. Before the trial Court, Shahabuddin (P.W. 1) stated what was
indicated in the FIR.

9. It would be apt to indicate that the FIR was lodged on the basis
of statement/information given by Sallahuddin (P.W. 2).

10. Sallahuddin (P.W.2), before the trial Court, was declared hostile
and thereafter, an opportunity was given to the prosecution to cross-
examine this witness and in the cross-examination by the prosecution,
nothing could be elicited against co-accused Balinder Yadav alias Lotu

Yadav and other accused including the applicant.

11. After conclusion of the evidence of prosecution. Before the co-
accused Balinder Yadav alias Lotu Yadav, questions were put in terms of
Section 313 Cr.P.C. in which co-accused Balinder Yadav alias Lotu

Yadav denied the story of the prosecution.

12. Trial Court, thereafter, considering the submissions made by
learned counsel for the parties and material available on record, passed
the judgment dated 17.02.2020 whereby acquitted the co-accused
Balinder Yadav alias Lotu Yadav for the offense under Sections 452, 343,
364, 365, 506 IPC. In this judgment, the trial Court observed that
prosecution has miserably failed to prove the case against the co-accused
Balinder Yadav alias Lotu Yadav beyond doubt, who in fact was the main

accused.

13. Relevant paras of the judgment is extracted herein-under:
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"16. Fh TEE H TEgd HART 1 GAGA @5 TIg GReAfeTT o T8
YUE 8l ¥ET & & gAgel! g% SRANTT g b avh | SRl arélt
Ge&I-2 GeAlgald qefed &1 gl dere & JTIR I
GeAgel bl &1 HepRUl & g + 319+ el & Hre [Aetey IHd
gY 4 g9 a7 TS H §o/N And-dicd o 3T orl Od g H

& W Y T & T H Ih HelgalT dl P e
TalTH qIeY &, Il Ih Hellgal & a¥ H & S 7 319 anea)
& el JAIT=R [BT | Ih Hellgald & q&T geu] @ HIEd &
TIE GRefeTT & I8 WU 81 V8T 8 35 SWH S I8 PET & 15 98 ar)
FHGHT & TS TeAlT Pl Tl &, TeAld ITd HTg BT ASH &, Tl
O J16T BT TSB! G7T % f6T Bl WA & TIT 7. 1T 5T o
a7 781 I T&l AITH &1 3T 379 G gewT & & Wied § I8 I8 o
FET 135 fadiar 24.7.2017 @l 0T H 2 §9 T7Gq®, GT79G GG &
gely I dlg I1eq 7 F1% 775 I 3R], o T<a%®, 795
TGN TT 9% Grefl §oreT UTe], | it g fivg J1eq 39 &R 4 g9
P STevevd] Raleay 3iTfa STy wepIfier el 4§31 Geflg a7 gar
I 78] Y ¥8 o i 7 & I WIeIYY &¥IE, U §HER], IS
3HISHY TR H o T o

17. S GiEft & 18T & g gReficrT | ¥uF 81 %eT & &5 9w
GRT 379+ G g2eT 5 SURIch 19 & &1 T8 &7 ) 18airT gel
F B H QG G by 3ifdad, wivier! T I Gréfl a1
geiglsl giffa v+ deT I9e HlayeeT @ @l srgaia @il T,
fSrgebl 3rgFla =TT &INT & Tt GArEed! & w I GReferT o I8
¥qw 81 V8T & o5 og Sk argft & 9o ug bl avw & g e
DT SIfEahH], BIGR! GRT Hldgzer @ =fl, dl 39T U
qiageeT & e H PET [ IHd T8 FEIgelT 7 SHGHII Fota¥
St FIg J1eq, §oreT e, g UTeT 9 fo=g I1eq @ faveg &1 Biaaret
5 U 31T, 3TN, Gof PN T T T8, $9h BN I T8l 81 fadgs
7 IHPT PIE FIT 78T 11T 71 Foi=ax Tied IGP g T & § Fh
wreft s o vagar & swlely a8 I8 T8 §ar e & 1 doieY areq
PIT T P BNl 81 g ST bl 3ifead], Biver §RT o9
I Greft @1 e Q9T §RT 6 TR 99 I 3FlT &NT 161
Goowo UR 3HE PRI T, Tl I GGPHY G7- U I P& [&5 I
fadgas B Ih GINT & IEfT Blg AT T8 feaT o, AT 7 FHET
FITT b7t [o1eg 119917 ST Pl BINTT I8 78] §l bl 81

18, T Gréft & wred & Ty GRefierT & I8 T 81 Ve 8 [ I
wreft P gidgeeT a8 g% 41 I T 59 gard Ge §RT IHeh!
gidyzeT & ], a 394 IuT el & 98 §9 HeH & IR H o T8l
ST 81

19. 39 HPR Ih A1 el Heqr-2 Hengald & IRk qild
TTE & TR 3791 1 T [34990 T Gooiand & I8 TqF §) V&7 & &
I Greft Gepvur b1 T G J plg TbIe! 8] vEdr &, Gre &
1Y e T8 & I 4l €U 81 V6T & fob FHb e bRV B HAGh
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7 319 TIf & GrY [AciepY Pblg ST FIRT T8l a7 b aréft 7
39 G e & &1 WIeT H T8 ¥UE N Q7 13 faIdb 24.7.2017 Pl
TN & SIHYFH 7 39T Gl @ e IHP 8 H G X PIg I
sifaare 7&l faar o, 7 & 3% [ TR & ARTdIer o 3k 7 & 9
¥pITl TSl J 37197 THTYR GVTE, T TGN, UG IHSHY
TR & 7T ofT| I ETEfl & T1ET & T J 4 I8 BEAT FHIAT G §
f&5 SI9ISTT @I & SITHR Fh dIell P& SYH GRT 3T
I & Fre [Q1ep 24.7.2017 bl SHD TR 4 T8 3fd=R PR §Y
AR fic &1 daRT & e TS F d97Y o ST T 9Tl Ot g9 |
o T § BT H BT Tk Il @ RGN GE & UMD B, Ol 1
SURIE afvia 3G & T4 5 & T7fT YT Fllev &1/ dAldT IhH
areft & TIe @ THI [ARISUT g Gedia & 4T 81 &7 & fa 39 319
T e H IR G& @& HIH B, ol 1 IURIH qroid SHINT
& T 4 & Plg GHT 81 71 fr 8, dfcd T F9rT g GNT FH
qiageeT 1 7, dr 319 HIAgeeT & Wi 4 F6H ¥ WY F I8 BE
13T 1 98 §9 ¢ @ IR H o T8l Tl &1 FEH [ddwd Pl T
3 o o goR [5a1 8wy & wrer I8 o ¥ a7 & a5 v &
T H 999 YIg 7 PIg TS HgH T FEd Gl & [deg
gof HYRIT & 31T 78] WD TEE H I PIg I T8l 8/

20. &7 GRMRIIAal H SwRIh fdaaanaeia 4 I8 Ui § 5 9@
SITRIISTT FIEf FeT-2 FAgeIT Bl HIET I 9&f & BB B
v S 15 SRl aftla 3If9giT & G547 5 & [fd! TN I GRa
qgcq T 78] & 3N 7 8 gD FeT I IfIINGT 9 & FYH Pl
PIS §o7 197 V8T 81 Ik Grelt & T8 & Y17 98 & HATE Pl
PIS g7 97 V8T &1 Ik Il & Wi & Ih GRT B 37T BINT &Y
geTIH 5 STAgh Bl Hielwar ¥e 78] &) %8l &/

21.  yAEe!t & G qReflerT O I8 wuF & V& & & yAget! w
JIGISTT ger &1 v | e @ & @rier i Lt 3 gl areft
T&IT-1 & WY 4 TEgelT ardl gaeHT &l WIfRd 11 T &1 S
Trelt & T gTeT @ WIgT & TG GReflerT | ¥UE & VET & few
39 G&T YTET & §IeT H I8 PHET & 1 IGHT ASHT Flo Fefld, FIH
Tre 13978 35T o 3R 77 YGAYY G¥TE, T N H AN @
Hepl H 3797 ol GH @ HIe Y8l o1/ IHPI BIST TS HelgalT
FH-BIR Flo Teflg & v & FHMH R AT-rar o, _id
24.7. 2017 & T 2 §51 IHD TS HeAgalT bl qoi<x P alg T1eq
T 39 refl goreT Uier, WY gieT g fovg JIeq 39F &Y 4 §9 I}
STIGEd Rareay e Fhiidar et 4 da1ev @& & Jlo TofiT Hal
VBT &, T & TE] dl GFERT BRI b AT U & I FeAgalT i
TSt H 7% T H ARG -YIed IHAYY GVTE, T FEENN], T8 GY
Alo HeAT T&T 1. GI& TTHT 4 91 Ygd, T81 Ugad & 15 GAGalT
& GIRT IR TR FT # I G Hlo HeAlT I IHb! JIRT Pl SHGH
g Iud @reft &I ATy Raieay & §e7 g8 Gang Y Savawd] wbifyar
H Sg7e% I [EIAT SIS7] @ UIT G987 991 Ugd, d8l VP Jlorl TS
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g V& AleY Tiglaer Yeel | @Sl off, ¥l mel @ 9w g7 Hlo
T @l SAR BN Fleikl TS 7 31T RIT 3R WP gl G IH
fe=T wemrfaar + & off, qicier TSt 7 4 qEHIeT da IWar T Glo el
Pl ABY qol T Foirax I FAlg 7 FpIGar § darmy v Far Flew
HI5IheT TR FeTgalT &l d01v e 4 I8 PePpY IR 151, &5 i
faredl & BI q1T FAT3TN, T GEERT T JFER TRER &1 8T 7 & 3%
&1 T Gl 78] Tl SHPT T3 HeAlgelT ofd &% ggay al gl &bl
STERN] I @], G I T Taqd H TSl b [efET g 133,
&b pig Prlare] 78] g5/ SHD dI5 IHT Vb CISYYRT TEvR Il
27.7.2017 Pl Glei 3refigen, 3F4Sax X & TH Tegd [33], Ih
TEVN gFIge! J JUF GO 4 31/3 8 OF Q@Y Ik Tréfl 7 BT
I GY IHT [F9ITH1 3FIST ST §37T & IS ST FAIONT [T, Ik
97 gAget! 3 0gof $-1 & Sk HeHT-u7 & & §1% I9d RUIC o
H feiedt 7=l Ias G Gl BT ST % 9ol 98] Fell &, GTH % feT
JoIey I FIg J1eq ! T=) 987 off, ST G Jorar I dlg
J7eq FEP Y7 & T1Y T ID] GH] @ drel TSI BN 1571

22, S il Bl HidyzeT sEIa Gel g7 Bl Tl 5 g5 gé &IRT
S @rell 1 giagesT $ T, dl 39T TidgesT & qed H 39 Bel
135 IGHT TSP TA1T IF F G77 TG Bl I I of T, T H &R
g TEl 37T I, I FIadiT T8l &l off, ag 78l o & &
G4 @I &l FIDN & T &1 IGPT ASHT T, T77 Pl BEl APBY &
Ve & g6l ol THBR] 39 & 81 ITP TS FAGeaIT Bl FTA B
v & G SHERT &1 ST I8 o el fa 3ERT & qK ol
gaah 4 FeAlgalT @ gl & SFHIR HIfT-97 1327 oT. &ifaT a8l ov
Iwd! Ruic T8l 1ol Tl FE= 24 g @l ArefA7-97 1347 oI, ®iT
G &7 o, I1< T& 81 24 oAl Pl & I 397 9 AT @b I
& SR o FEENT J Fref-97 [@Fr 91 SR S o T I
T &, I8 375 IS HeAgald & gl & IR Il 8. S IHD
VTS WGl 7 I, 4T & IWT HrefAr-u7 faar Sk dw &
1@ 81 37T I8 i BT a5 TN H FH YT HAlgElT + FT ferEgarar
o, I8 I 3T TG &1 & IHPT HTg &1 g1 FPHT &1 39T AlAgee,
& GIeT H I T8 o PET @5 FHD @ PIg ger 78 ach off,
S91e1T O ST & T=E 5 PBIF TP 78] &1 IGBT FATT TR o
7 1T o, S SHeb WTg WeAlgaElT A ol o, a8] g1 IE 1:9T &1
RIRTeHT H 37T ¥ Y8t oIl §T 137 o, I FeAlgalT @& ded ¥ feaT
o7/

23. 39 UPR Ih @iefl & wed & T [ T JoqidTd & I8
Ty 81 ¥ET & [ I el g a7 arell §heHT 8, e gINT 81 gloie
7EfEa, IESHY TN Pl HET-9F 9T T o, forgar STER g¥
[T o H JreifAeh! &5 55 81 I el @ §& geeT vq HidyeeT
& T & THIGT ST & I T GooierT dv 9% I8 T 4T &
YET & 135 S99 31U+ g TET @ e P, 39 HidyeeT @ aéd o
aﬁéwﬁ#aﬁﬁm?/mwwwmﬁw&a%m
aRefleT ¥ T8 o1 ¥ &I V&7 & [ IH Fega HBNT H BING §Y [
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o} geTIT & IR H PIS AP TE] &/ T 39T &I GT6T & BT
H S o ey 1397 & g8 AT G HEAr-2 39 HTe Helgald
& oI P SR G 3T &, ST GealgalT 4 I gary, 44T 81 I
I [3F7 81 HrfAdl et & g § o 99 I8 Pl & 1
Treife] fore 8 e T Gk H Helgald 7 @ [ogarr 8, S
Sb! TN T &, T Fb FIE B qreifaeh H afvia aaear &
e 4 ot PIg BT T8 &1 39 GEe § 31 TV oY & 3f9giorT
wiEfl HEIT- 2 WeAgalT @ e el M) eI Bl GHIE uraT §l
I ST Tl FE-2 Helgal, AT el g1 el
gabcHT BT BT TS &1 Ih Hellgald & a1 & & STER G¥ I
SIS Ff HeT-1 H Ge 1897 &1 S Hellgal 9o Hicl!
G2 7 397 & H 39T G& & B BT Dl FFT T8 1357
&1 317 e §¥ e & R 7 o i BT TE 13597 8, e iU
e g &1 & w1 H I8 ¥UE @7 [37 & 135 5T & Sifgh 7 3
Trfear @ e ety e §Y 3 FRT-ied dl gt @ Tre B I8
i@ 78] a7 3R 7 &1 3¢ TSt F 31w el of 7/ 3T FET
I SIS Gl Ger-2 Gergald 7 Tg] dep pe Q91 & [ 9
TNl I G & R H PIS TDN el &1 Fh SR aredl
GE&J[-2 Hellgeld & & g7 & STER G R wiefl gear-1
TEIGENT 7 FHE =R TIE 39T & 37K FHvvl 4 T&¥Ie a7 ST
PET &) lla Ioh STHIISTT el FET 2 HeAgalT 4 319+ T Hied
& IITIGT Ger & Hb BT blg FTfT Tal 137 & 37l 7 81 g &
IR BIE THPR] GAT &1 §9 THR I8 FE & & rmgrerT @il
TT-1 EgEIT 7 ¥qd: YT THBR] & TN B H BT 39
& H TE 1597 & Fied 39 FiageeT & GreT ¥ v WY o FHel &
f&5 IGe G Pig g7 T8 621 o, ST g F G J I Py
TP TE& &1 I NI el GeEar-1 JEgaT & Fed i)
37T [T T/, I G I8 ¥UE &l V8T & [ Ik @rell gl @
SITER 9% HI&Y [T &, T el Y & Hebrvl 4 BING §Y Heimd
& IR 4 BIF THBER T&] & IHD eI BT YR 33T arft
G 2 HAlgealT &R GCTbH & aR 4 ARl ST &1 I SRS
Gl T2 HeAgal 397 G W& 3 7 al 379 Fre 5l 814
g7 T Pl GHAT [T & 3k T & HvvT @b g H PING §Y
g H e TN bl TP 84 Bl a1 el & qicd TN 7
PINT §Y e H 9eTar File] bl &/ §7 GRwIGT § IuRlh
fdz=raRiaT 4 a8 giar § 1@ S il GeEar-1 7 gA-gars
ITETR R Tl & &Y 5 3197 50 geeT § e (537 &, [oaahT Fig
TaefT Iwd miayeer @ weg & T8 &lar &1 7 aRfRifaar 7
ST el HET-2 Fergald & Hre §Y HeHIp & R H I
w1Eft T e [ o HeBR R H8ed PT T8l &1 AZHR I
arEfl & T H o SHIITT g & FTE P, I B FIRIE qrid
ITIIIT @ T 5 &, DIg §oT 8] 197 V6T &1

24, G TEE H UFIgel! & TRy GReflerT d ¥UE 8 veT 8 1
TFIgeA O¥ AT 9§ d v & 3ilgaiRe aifdgl i At &
31IIITT TIEft FeRIT-3 & W J Blo T T bl gIeT far 7T &1
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S GEll 7 FBRU H &5 g5 mreifHh! gaef a-2 aor 9|l uRyey d
FITH geheHT SoSlo Heef #-3 @l @Il 137 &1 [RfAT w9 & IhH
aréfl @ T1&T H AT & @ IURIH FIold Hered Qe anfad
& &l g9 a4 4 g8 e FHIT I § 1 5N &7 arl
gaGHT IR arell G&IT-1 JEgalT & I 7 ek Hed d-1
gl SrEfign, STESaY TR @I QAT o, e STER WY S
sifagio @il dedr-3 7 e vhodlidodivo Jear -2 g HiaH!
gaeHT Sflodlo Tgef &-3 Ao 54T &1 I SRIITT T8l Feer-1
IIT gpeHT TEIgENT 7 319+ I WIed § IE ¥UE 57 & 135 qreifaeht
IHT 3T TS HATGeaIT & §AT & STEIR G- [l o 3ik I F<H
7 319 9IS & I & STV G¥ 81 Jrefar-u7 faar & ST 3w IarRIT
o, I\ IO kAT S gl arEl weer-1 JEgET § 39
gidgeeT & T1eT 4 T&] da peT & TevIN 4 IHD HTe WoAlgalT 4
feaarar o, S I 98 8 96 aR H 99T 9 & gar e 8,
37yl S SR el -1 JEgelT @ davN qaef -1 H
afvfe gfafder & wraeer § wig e & 78l &1 g% I8 ot eafa &
VET & 1 sifalorT wiefl dear-1 UEIgeld T HreifHdl Ifart &g
TEvN foar & &1 1, i Ife TENN g afilq Fiaear S aRT
ferardt =it gidt. al S TEEer 3 Ik el bl STbIe il atfaT
9 19T I WIEf 7 Pis Y GRarT e 3 |1y § T8 597 &,
gich T8 U & 135 TENIN 4 ISP HTg FelgalT 7 4T [T o, §9%
Trs=e 4 pIg TP I Tl 8, 39P TEe H pig YT 1T IHPT UTg
&1 57 Fepcil &1 3G FIEl G- 2 Hergald yAraet] o gefEd
& I I AT el Ter-1 TEgeIT BT TS 81 3R el
HE&IT-2 7 Jvu 5 PING §Y Fc14 bl T a8 H PR 7 & 3k
5T & qIR H el Jabe ) STEre] T8l 81 1 917 BEl 8, Gk arét
gerzia! 8 T &1 Ol gor § Suvikh doF @ arfgdal & wred o
1At 7 afvia gfaftel # Gegar Q¥ avE & dierer & o vEl 81 g7
T gRRRIfaar § I SRaiorT arefl GEaT-3 & qed & AredT o
GIET §Y SURIH qIoIT Toredia w1e) i ol Teal §e! ave & giaee &
o7 V&l 81 31 G arefl & wred I ot 3R 9 & BT Bl ol
15 SURIh afvia 3N & T=—¢ 5 & IS 907 78] 197 V6T &/

XXXXXXXX

48, §¥ UBR IYRIG [AdaIRI<T 4 I8 qIel & 1ar sifaarorT ger $l
TP & TG 188 T SURID T FIIGEd G Heledie dré] | Hawor
H PIRT gV EecImT H JBRU & g bl fbdl o geR § bl
Hietaar 781 grRll Sl 81 §9 HepR 4 I8 uIar § [ AT e,
3G gty I lig J1eq & a6 YR GUS Fledl &1 4RT 452,
gRT 343, ERT 364, &RT 365 U9 &RT 506 @& 37eT afvid qusia
3IGRTE] & SITHNT Bl TLE H TR GIET Yt 7 3] V& & T V8T &/
TG 4 SIIgH P FURIF qIvld SUSHIT STURTE & S9N & w18
37379773#6?5’58?57:)377%0767?
o
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g Jorar I Fig TG Pl TR US FiedT B EIRT GRT 343,
gINT 364, €T 365 VG &RT 506 & 387 J0T GUSHIT 3TGvTe @
ST & 18T & 3TIT H ST 15T Tl &1

I¥d TR H SIHgH THAT W) & FHD §EH-GF G FHTTTH
farvwe 1 Sirar & aerr gt wl S qrfdcal | ST 5T ST
&/

&NT 437—A GoHoHo PT JgHIer AT bl ST/

14. In the aforesaid background of the case, learned counsel for the
applicant while pressing the present application seeking main relief,
quoted above, stated that against the applicant the Charge Sheet No. 13A
was filed and despite this no fruitful purpose would be served in
permitting the criminal proceedings to continue before the trial Court as
before the trial Court in the Session Trial No. 74 of 2018 (State Vs.
Balinder alias Lotu Yadav), Sallahuddin (P.W.2), alleged to be abducted
by co-accused Balinder Yadav alias Lotu Yadav along with other
including the applicant and therefore an FIR was lodged by Shahabuddin
(P.W.1), has not supported the case of prosecution. According to
Sallahuddin (P.W.2), he was not abducted and therefore, he (P.W.2) was
declared hostile and in this view of the matter the prosecution was
permitted to cross-examine P.W.2 and thereafter in cross-examination
also by the prosecution nothing could be elicited against Balinder Yadav
alias Lotu Yadav S/o Manik Chandra Yadav, Brijesh Pal (applicant
herein), Sechu Pal and Pintu Yadav.

15. In support of his submission, learned counsel for the applicant
placed reliance on the judgment of the Coordinate Bench of this Court
passed in Application Under Section 482 No.1325 of 2021, (Anant
Mishra @ Amit Mishra @ Surya Prakash Mishra vs. State of U.P.
and Another). The same reads as under:-

"Heard learned counsel for petitioner, learned State and perused the
material available on record.
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By means of this petition under Section 482 Cr.P.C. the petitioner has
sought following reliefs.-

"Wherefore it is most respectfully prayed that this Hon'ble Court may
graciously be pleased to quash the impugned charge sheet no. 02 of
2018 dated 4.12.2018 submitted by the police relating to Case Crime
No. 372 of 2016, under Section 364- A/34 IPC, Police Station
Lambhuwa, District Sultanpur against the petitioner and summoning
order dated 18.01.2019 passed by learned Chief Judicial Magistrate,
Court No. 16, Sultanpur in Criminal Case No. 141 of 2019 (State of
U.P. Vs. Anand Deep Dubey and others) and the entire proceedings of
aforesaid case may also be quashed."”

Brief facts giving rise to the present petition are that opposite party
no. 2 - Matadeen lodged an FIR on 08.10.2016 against the unknown
persons bearing Case Crime No. 372 of 2016 under Section 364 IPC,
Police Station Lambhuwa, District Sultanpur with the allegation that
some unknown accused abducted his brother Sikander. During
investigation, the name of five persons, namely, Jitendra Pandey alias
Chintu, Jitenra Pathak, Dharam Raj Nishad, Anand Deep Dubey alias
Ashu Deubey and Anan Mishra (present applicant) came into light.
Thereafter the police submitted charge sheet against Jitendra Pandey,
Jitendra Pathak and Dharam Raj Nishad and they were arrested. The
trial against three persons were commenced before the learned
Additional District Judge Court No. 3 Sultanpur vide Sessions Trial
No. 111 of 2017 in which statement of PW-1 complainant Matadeen
was recorded on 06.03.2018.

Learned counsel for petitioner has submitted that in this case three
witnesses were examined. PW-1 Matadeen is the first informant,
brother of the abductee has not supported the prosecution case. PW-2
Monu alias Dilip Kumar, who is niece of abductee, has clearly stated
that no one had called him on mobile phone for ransom of
Rs.25,00,000/- and he also did not support the prosecution case. PW-3
is the abductee Sikander. He also did not support the prosecution case.
He clearly stated that nobody abducted him nor any ransom was
demanded. Thus PW-3 has also not supported the case of the
prosecution. Therefore, all the three accused persons were exonerated
of the charges levelled against them under Section 364-A IPC and they
have been acquitted by learned Illrd Additional Sessions Judge,
Sultanpur vide order dated 28.09.2018.

Further submission of learned counsel for petitioner is that after
passing the judgment of trial court dated 28.09.2018, this fact was
within the knowledge of Investigating Olfficer but the Investigating
Officer intentionally filed charge sheet on 24.12.2018 before the court
concerned ignoring the judgment passed by trial court dated
28.09.2018.

It is further submitted that since the witnesses were examined in
Sessions Trial No. 111 of 2017 and they did not support the
prosecution case, so it will be futile exercise to face the trial. In
support of his submission. learned counsel for petitioner has relied
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upon_a judement of this Court in the case of Diwan Singh Vs. State
reported in 1964 Lawsuit (All) 182, in that case also the accused were
discharged on the ground of acquittal of co-accused. which are having
the similar allegation and same prosecution witnesses.

Learned counsel for petitioner has submitted that in the case of Diwan
Singh (supra) it was held that if the allegation and witnesses are same
and after examination of witnesses one accused is acquitted, then
other co-accused can be punished or not. this Court has clearly held
that under such circumstances the conviction of co-accused cannot be
sustained.

Learned AGA for the State has opposed the prayer made by learned
counsel for the applicants, but could not dispute the fact of acquittal of
other co-accused persons.

I have considered the rival submissions made by learned counsel for
the parties, perused the record and the judgements relied upon by
learned counsel for the applicant.

In the matter of Diwan Singh (Supra). this was the issue that if
allegation & witnesses are same and _after examination of witnesses
one accused is acquitted. then other co-accused can be punished or
not. This Court has clearly held that under such circumstances the
conviction of co-accused cannot be sustained.

Relevant paragraph Nos. 4. 5 & 6 of the judement of Diwan Singh
(supra) are quoted hereinbelow:-

"4. Learned counsel for the applicant has argued that both Manohar
and the applicant were arrested together, searched together and as a
single recovery list was prepared about the articles alleged to have
been recovered from them and as the same witnesses were examined.
by the prosecution in both the trials before the Magistrate, it will be
incongruous to convict one of them on the basis of the same evidence
and to acquit the other. I find force in this contention,

5. The judgment of the learned Sessions Judge in Criminal Appeal No.
262 of 1963 setting aside the conviction and sentence of Manoliar was
not challenged by the State by filing an appeal and, as such, has
become final. It is no doubt true that the learned Sessions fudge
acquitted Manohar on a technical ground because, in his opinion, "the
prosecution suffers from a patent infirmity creating reasonable doubt
regarding the identity of the alleged fire arms". He did not disbelieve
the evidence of the prosecution on facts. The reasoning given by the
learned Sessions Judge in acquitting Manohar is not very appealing
but the fact remains that Manohar who was arrested along with the
applicant on the same charge and against whom the same evidence
has been produced by the prosecution, has been acquitted, while the
appeal of the applicant against his conviction was dismissed by the
learned st Additional Sessions Judge of Etawah. In view of the
acquittal of Manohar on the same facts and on the same evidence
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which has become absolute, it is not possible to maintain the
conviction of the applicant.

6. If two persons are prosecuted, though separately. under the same
charge for offences having been committed in the same transaction
and on the basis of the same evidence. and if one of them is acquitted
for whatever may be the reason and the other is convicted, then it will
create _an _anamalous position in law and is likely to shake the
confidence of the people in the administration of justice. Justice is not
only to be done but also seem to be done. Therefore, I am clearly of
opinion that as has been held in the case of Pritam Singh v. State of
Punjab. (S) AIR 1956 SC 415, the principle of stare decisis will apply
in_the present case and the applicant's conviction cannot be
sustained. "

After going through the judgements relied by learned counsel for the
applicant, it is very much clear that Court has held that considering
the testimony of witnesses. if one accused is acquitted, no criminal
proceeding can be sustained against co- accused on the same set of
witnesses and in the present case too, there is no separate witness and
on the basis of testimony of same prosecution witnesses, main accused
was acquitted by the court below, Whenever there is no prospect of the
case ending in conviction, valuable time of court should not be wasted
for holding trial only for the purpose of completing the procedure to
pronounce the conclusion on future date. Therefore, criminal
proceeding cannot be permitted to continue against the applicant.

Therefore, under such facts and circumstances of the case as well as
law laid down by the Apex Court, criminal proceeding against the
applicants in Criminal Case No. 141 of 2019 (State of U.P. Vs. Anand
Deep Dubey and others), arising out of Case Crime No. 372 of 2016,
under Section 364-A/34 IPC, Police Station Lambhuwa, District
Sultanpur cannot be sustained and is hereby quashed.

With the aforesaid observation/direction, this petition under Section
482 Cr.PC. is allowed.

Office is directed to communicate this order to the trial court
concerned for necessary action and compliance.”

16. Reliance has also been placed on the judgment of this Court
passed in Application under Section 482 No.17127 of 2006, (Smt.
Jaitoon And Others vs. State of U.P. and Another). The same reads as
under:-

"Heard learned counsel for the applicants and learned AGA for State.

No one appeared on behalf of opposite party no. 2 nor any counter
affidavit has been filed on his behalf.
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The present application has been filed with a prayer to quash the
entire proceeding of S.T. No. 48-A of 1990 (State Vs. Irshad and
others), under section 302 ILPC. PS. Bhawan, District
Muzaffarnagar, pending in the court of A.D.J.-1V, Muzaffarnagar.
At the very outset, learned counsel for the applicants submits that
applicant no. 1 died, therefore, this application may be abated against
applicant no. 1.

Accordingly, the present application is abated against applicant no. 1.

Learned counsel for the applicants submitted that one FIR dated
16.9.1989 has been lodged against Abdul Razzak, which was
registered as case crime no. 102 of 1989, under section 302 LP.C. He
further submitted that after completion of investigation, Investigating
Officer submitted charge sheet against named accused Abdul Razzak
on 22.10.1989. During the course of trial, statement of opposite party
no. 2 was recorded on 8.6.1990 as prosecution witness and thereafter,
he has moved an application dated 22.6.1990 before trial court under
section 319 Cr.P.C. for summoning the applicant as accused for
prosecution along with main accused. Thereafter, court below vide
order dated 8.2.1991 has summoned the applicant along with other
co-accused for trial under section 319 CrP.C. Pursuant to the
summoning order dated 8.2.1991, S.T. No. 48-A of 1990 (State Vs.
Irshad and others) was also started against the applicants. He further
submitted that trial of main accused Abdul Razzak was already
running as S.T. No. 48 of 1990 and ultimately, he was acquitted by the
court below vide order dated 30.8.1996 and against the said
judgement and order of acquittal dated 30.8.1996, no appeal has been
filed either by private respondent or by State._He further submitted
that as per settled provision of law, if the allegation and prosecution
witnesses are same and co-accused are acquitted on the basis of
testimony of the same prosecution witnesses, applicant may also be
discharged and he cannot be punished. In support of his contention, he
has placed reliance upon the judgments of this Court in the cases of
Diwan_Singh vs. State reported in 1964 Lawsuit (All) 182, D.K.
Agarwal Vs. State of U.P decided on 15.9.2016, Aagoshe Iram vs.
State of U.P._& Another reported in 2017 Lawsuit (All) 1546 and
Pradeep Kumar Tank Vs. State of U.P._and another decided on
29.03.2019 in Criminal Misc. Application No. 10015 of 2006 in which
criminal proceeding was quashed and accused were discharged on the
ground of acquittal of co-accused, which are having the same
allegation and same prosecution witnesses.

He also placed reliance upon the judgments of this Court passed in
Criminal Misc. Application Nos. 5779 of 1999, (Begum & Others vs.
State of UP_& Ors) decided on 15.07.2005. 13760 of 2005 (Zahrun
Nisa vs. State of UP_& Ors) decided on 22.09.2005 and 15521 of
2005 (Darshan Singh and Ors vs. State of U.P) decided on 24.10.2005
in_ which too, Court has quashed the criminal proceedings on the
ground of acquittal of co-accused on the same set of witnesses. Lastly,
he submitted that under such set of fact as well as settled provisions of
law, criminal proceeding may also be quashed against the applicants.
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Learned AGA for the State has opposed the prayer made by learned
counsel for the applicants, but could not dispute the fact of acquittal of
main accused, Abdul Razzak and non filing of appeal by State and
legal proposition of law.

I have considered the rival submissions made by learned counsel for
the parties, perused the record, judgement and order of acquittal dated
30.8.1996 and the judgements relied upon by learned counsel for the
applicant.

In the matter of Diwan Singh (Supra). this was the issue that if
allegation & witnesses are same and _after examination of witnesses
one accused is acquitted, then other co-accused can be punished or
not. This Court has clearly held that under such circumstances the
conviction of co-accused cannot be sustained.

Relevant paragraph Nos. 4, 5 & 6 of the judgment of Diwan Singh
(supra) are quoted hereinbelow:-

"4. Learned counsel for the applicant has argued that both Manohar
and the applicant were arrested together, searched together and as a
single recovery list was prepared about the articles alleged to have
been recovered from them and as the same witnesses were examined
by the prosecution in both the trials before the Magistrate, it will be
incongruous to convict one of them on the basis of the same evidence
and to acquit the other. I find force in this contention,

5. The judgment of the learned Sessions Judge in Criminal Appeal No.
262 of 1963 setting aside the conviction and sentence of Manolior was
not challenged by the State by filing an appeal and, as such, has
become final. It is no doubt true that the learned Sessions fudge
acquitted Manohar on a technical ground because, in his opinion, "the
prosecution suffers from a patent infirmity creating reasonable doubt
regarding the identity of the alleged fire arms". He did not disbelieve
the evidence of the prosecution on facts. The reasoning given by the
learned Sessions Judge in acquitting Manohar is not very appealing
but the fact remains that Manohar who was arrested along with the
applicant on the same charge and against whom the same evidence
has been produced by the prosecution, has been acquitted, while the
appeal of the applicant against his conviction was dismissed by the
learned Ist Additional Sessions Judge of Etawah. In view of the
acquittal of Manohar on the same facts and on the same evidence
which has become absolute, it is not possible to maintain the
conviction of the applicant.

6. If two persons are prosecuted, though separately, under the same
charge for offences having been committed in the same transaction
and an the basis of the same evidence, and if one of them is acquitted
for whatever may be the reason and the other is convicted, then it will
create an anamalous position in law and is likely to shake the
confidence of the people in the administration of justice. Justice is not
only to be done but also seem to be done. Therefore, I am clearly of
opinion that as has been held in the case of Pritam Singh v. State of
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Punjab. (S) AIR 1956 SC 415, the principle of stare decisis will apply
in the present case and the applicant's conviction cannot be
sustained."

Following the said judgments, in the matter of D.K. Agarwal, Aagoshe
Iram and Pradeep Kumar Tank (supra), this Court has quashed the
criminal proceedings against the co-accused. Not only this, on the
same ratio of law, this Court in the matter of Begum, Zahrun Nisa and
Darshan Singh (supra), criminal proceedings are quashed after
acquittal of co-accused.

After going through the judgements relied by learned counsel for the
applicant, it is very much clear that Court has held that considering
the testimony of witnesses, if one accused is acquitted, no criminal
proceeding can be sustained against co- accused on the same set of
witnesses and in the present case too, there is no separate witness and
on the basis of testimony of same prosecution witnesses, main accused
was acquitted by the court below, therefore, criminal proceeding
cannot be permitted to continue against the applicants.

Therefore, under such facts and circumstances of the case as well as
law laid down by the Apex Court, criminal proceeding against the
applicants in S.T. No. 48-A of 1990 (State Vs. Irshad and others),
under section 302 LP.C., PS. Bhawan, District Muzaffarnagar,
pending in the court of A.D.J.-1V, Muzaffarnagar cannot be sustained
and is hereby quashed.

Accordingly, the application is allowed. No order as to costs."”

17. Learned AGA for the State has opposed the prayer made by
learned counsel for the applicants, but could not dispute the facts
aforesaid including that co-accused Balinder Yadav alias Lotu Yadav has
already been acquitted vide judgment dated 17.02.2020 and the law

propounded in the judgments referred by the counsel for the applicant.

18. Based upon the short counter affidavit, learned counsel for the

opposite party no. 2 could not dispute the aforesaid facts.

19. Further based upon paragraph 7 of the short counter affidavit
which is extracted herein-under, he stated that the applicant does not

want to continue the proceedings.

"That the present applicant / complainant of this above case, don't
want to fight the case against the present petitioner because he lodged
an First Information Report only on the basis of Hinkhoj of Public, he
never seen any incident."”
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20. On query being put, the Advocate appearing for the side-
opposite could not place any document based upon which it can be
deduced that the judgment of acquittal dated 17.02.2020 has been
assailed and that the witnesses of prosecution in the instant case are not

same.
21. Considered the aforesaid and perused the record.

22. Considering the aforesaid particularly that co-accused Balinder
Yadav alias Lotu Yadav has been acquitted vide judgment dated
17.02.2020 by the trial court and the said judgment has not been assailed
till date as also that in the instant case witnesses of the prosecution are
the same and the observation made in the judgment passed in the case of
Anant Mishra (Supra) and Smt. Jaitoon (Supra), this Court is of the
view that no purpose would be served in keeping the present proceedings
against the applicant pending as there is no chance of conviction of the
applicant in the instant case. Therefore, criminal proceedings cannot be
permitted to continue against the applicant. Accordingly, the pending
criminal proceedings in Criminal Case No. 202 of 2020 arising out of
Case Crime No. 155 of 2017, under Sections 364. 343, 452, 506, 1.P.C.
Police Station - Baskhari, District - Ambedkar Nagar pending in the
Court of Chief Judicial Magistrate, Ambedkar Nagar are hereby quashed,
qua the applicant/Sechu Pal (Actual Name Santosh Pal).

23. The application is allowed in above terms.

Order Date :- 30.8.2024
Arun/-
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