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oref / ST 1 3R IRT 482 WRAY ANTRG FREAT Afzdr
& Ifaid g8 AW TG WA U, e o fREde, el
SR (UlRed) § TSl UM A RUlE &7 121,/2026, 3TURTH
AT ERT 420, 406, 467, 471, 506, 12061 WRA JUs wAfeal H
ARUART $I MR(BT & Helawy A AT BT ¥ G A B
uTefeT & T U fhar 4T B

redt / aifgad & fage S &1 989 & IRIH dd & ©
b urell / riigea IR ArRe 8, Sl BRIWRC e, SIS Ud 31y
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iR faRal 9 ufid € 9 Gy d§ S9dhT Sofre ool V&l 2 |
R qdl TR, = AR YR H a9 w=adl g IR ged o
Ul SIRTERRAE e § Bl &_dl © 3R G U4 YA BT JAIRT
IR gferd I REde, SgR (Uf¥eH) | unll /ifiged @& fOwg a8
g ol RUE g6l wRarl €| uRarfedr &1 vem o Ruic 4
FHoF 7 b 399 [Igar 39 AR’ A&y gia) & Aegd | drel|
ARG U Ui RAART 8led &1 e &’ & o7y IH 8l | 20
Uf=Id T & o Ud s 3ih SRRICIH & ®U H FYad & &
YR R Ul / JAWgad TReA < Aeee] @l g 8, fbeg 99w
I WU 3R I AT UT el by 2 | ureil /iWgad =1 ay 2017
¥ RAE # o & 9m W uRafear & am td BRI’ @
LA PR IV R U [y & I8 el 7 | gRanear iR
urefl / ST & Hed el Ugfa & fdarq & | uRarear 7 faie
14.02.2024 BT Ul /1Wgad ®I AMeH fear on fS9H I|ad gRI
AF—<H BT Ieold fHaT AT AT | SEHT A a1 AT 9IS 8
& BRI W I SAFT YPRI DI ATRMGS [T & & oIy eT
JhRUT ol BRI B | URANSAT gRT arfviiode =ardrerd iff=aH
2015 @I YRT 12U & dsd WAl brAdel o Ty ol offde
D gRT aifvTirs e § waxor ARed &l faar T 21 g9
YT B FHHE UIs & §RT UIRA TG A6 04.06.2026 !
arerT H wredt /e | o™ § WTT of form ® ud em ot a8
g™ H WA @A foly dUR 9 doR ' el /oifigad @
ST FHHI Al uRarfedr &1 arar <A1 A7 SHd AT Bl BRI BT A6l
w o Wl /ogad & fOeg o oMuNIfde Uaul & BN &
AMER W IH AA SHMT d GAgT &1 o™ Ya B S |
dfea 8 far S |edr € Ud o A udfd @ arg e
IJTerdl g €, SS9 W s UbRol Bl NUig B YT © |
ueft /g @l Afe Ry FRUAR faar 1 ar S9a At
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BRI BT & B, 3ra: T/ JARIad BT 1A ST BT oA
fagr I |

ureft / S & AT Iy =1 319+ dabi & ¥ H 7
fafreeg gwqa fha—

1. Usha Chakraborty and Another Vs State of West Bengal and Another;

(2023) 15 SCC 135; Order Dated 30.01.2023

2. Satender Kumar Antil Vs Central Bureau of Investigation and Another
& Other Connected Matter; 2026 SCC OnLine SC 162; Order

Dated 15.01.2026

3. Kamaljit Kaur & Anr. Vs The State of Punjab; Special Leave Petition

(Crl.) No. 8495/2026; Order Dated 14.07.2026

4. Niraj Raj Garg Vs State of Rajasthan; S.B. Cri. Miscellaneous Second

Bail Application No. 1802/1988; Order Dated 25.08.1988

5. Mohd. Wajid and Another Vs State of Uttar Pradesh and Others; (2023)

20 Supreme Court Cases 219; Order Dated 08.08.2023

6. Ankit Mishra Vs State of Madhya Pradesh and Another; 2025 SCC

Online SC 809; Order Dated 17.04.2025

7. Satishchandra Ratanlal Shah Vs State of Gujarat and Another; (2019) 9

SCC 148; Order Dated 03.01.2019

8. Madanlal Pareek Vs State of Rajasthan & Another; S.B. Criminal Misc.

(Pet.) No. 776/2018; Order Dated 18.09.2024

9. Rikhab Birani & Anr. Vs State of Uttar Pradesh & Anr.; SLP (Crl.) No.

8592/2024; Order Dated 16.04.2025

10.Mohammed Ibrahim and Others Vs State of Bihar and Another; (2009)

8 SCC 751; Order Dated 04.09.2009
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11.Rekha Sharad Ushir Vs Saptashrungi Mahila Nagari Sahkari Patsansta

Ltd.; Criminal Appeal No. 724/2025; Order Dated 26.03.2025

12.Shally Mahant @ Sandeep Vs State of Punjab; SLP (CRL.) No.

20/2026; Order Dated 09.02.2026

13.Bijender Vs State of Haryana; SLP (Crl.) No(s) 1079/2024; Order

Dated 06.03.2024

14.G. Saminathhan & Another Vs The State, Represented by the Sub-
Inspector of Police & Another; Special Leave Petition (Criminal) No.

10294/2025; Order Dated 31.07.2026

15.Satyanarayan Gupta Vs State of Rajasthan through P.P ; S.B.
Criminal Miscellaneous Bail  Application No. 3990/2025; Order

Dated 12.08.2026

16. Simara Foods Pvt. Ltd Vs State of Rajasthan & Another; S.B. Criminal

Miscellaneous Petition No. 4109/2023; Order Dated 10.05.2024

17.Gordhan Das Maheswari Vs State of Rajasthan; S.B. Criminal

Miscellaneous Bail Application No. 8695/2026

18.Gurdeep Singh Vs State of Rajasthan; S.B. Criminal Miscellaneous

Bail Application No. 2762/2026; Order Dated 18.02.2026

aRarfedr & g™ AfYS Ud fAg™ ald sivasTd &1 984
% 3RM d &l © T uredl /sfgad 9 aRarfear & |y gramrs!
PR Bl gd | REE wd wr 9 R e w9 ) [ RARE B
grs 3T SNded H AT PR UG 20 Uferd gATHhT IR &
ST QR SO A6l g ®U U1 @R o, fheg =11 81 39 IS
3T SRRFCH ¥ WA T SR AT & FATHT AT &7 Iar o |
ieft /g & [dRg 04 3 FHM Udbld & Yavor faff=1 gferd
ol # dftga 7, foH urell /3iffgad 7 o= il &7 1 giEr <
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01 geu w@n g, e ddy # = A | unelt /sifvged ud
YD GF A AN & [deg A= <rareral | arq dRea o
WY B, AY AWRIP THRY Tol B UG HAMHA DI TRARAT Pl
eI WA 8U AMAI \aied SR o 39 UBRU & A Ui
arel YRV H STWYRT Bl AH SHA B GiAeT BT ™ TS 8l
fFar g1 uexer fda usfd &1 98 & Ud MuRIf¥e Bd U4
MRS =T AT BT 7 | wiedt /<1figad &1 U™ | & gRarfean
DI B[R S BT AR 81 AT R I\ A= [@ERT IR ™ Bl
S IR 3M&T B & IR ATl g ®9J R A7 Al o™ U b,
a1 & ST B OIRR BIfesT <A SR AT & IAD! ol IHH I 4
g | wreft /aifgad @ fawe gfer 1 ORT 420, 406 YR gvs wfgar
BT ITURTET JATOTT AT 8| 59 WR W Ig 81 hal ol ddhdl g fb
gl fafde uefa &1 2, Ui Rafd & uref /sifigad o S
O GIAT BT A U BT BT ARG T2l 2 | 31 el / rigad
% [9og IIRINUT IR & THRAT B <xgd g AHA SAF AT
RS fBam S |

IAD GRT U dbl & AT H =1 fafFeeg gwqa o Ta—

1. Punit Beriwala Vs State of NCT of Delhi and Others; 2025 SCC
OnLine SC 983; Order Dated 29.04.2025

2. Pradipto Ganguly Vs The State of Haryana; Special Leave to Appeal
(Crl.) No. 11304/2024; Order Dated 23.09.2024

3. S.N. Vijayalaksmi & Ors. Vs State of Karnataka & Anr.; Special Leave
Petition (Criminal) No. 8626/2024; Order Dated 31.07.2025

4. K. Jagadish Vs Udaya Kumar G.S. and Another; (2020) 14 SCC 552;
Order Dated 10.01.2020

5. Kathyayini Vs Sidharth P.S. Reddy & Ors.; SLP (CRL.) No.

1105/2024; Order Dated 14.07.2025
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6. Balwinder Singh Vs State of Punjab; Special Leave Petition (Criminal)

No. 31375/2024; Order Dated 05.08.2024
aRarfedr & fAgm IS &1 IR | uiell /ofvgaa & fawg

3 UaRel fafi= =grredl H dffed 8 & dey H Al @l

AN N N N [N
b OATAT YT, ToIHH [ U] JeelId oJ:—

AEI—Ve

1, DJ-1¢ JHTSl TRgh 9 Mae-Tard 12.11.2025
2 DJ-3™ I FAR Mg 9919 MaE-TeTE 12.11.2025
3. DJ-3 Al deRT g9 Maei-er™ 18.11.2025
4, ADJ-5 I* SRINECEACE IR CEE R 15.11.2025
5. ADJ-3 I* g1 I (ST S M Mae=ard 15.11.2025
6. ADJ-6 I Jferd gre= 99 TMaEa™ 27.11.2025
7. ADJ-1 I* o {&eT a9 MaeaT4 25.11.2025
8. ADJ-7 I* RTTelT HEsl 99/ Mae e 25.11.2025
9. ADJ-1 I Rl HEs 9™ Maear 25.11.2025
10. ACIM-8 TI* e M TMader 07.11.2025
1. ADJ-5 I ARTE< N 99/ TIae-erN 14.11.2025
12. ADJ-5 I** SINRIEECIEMICE IR COE AR 14.11.2025
13. ADJ-5 I SrifaretTel arll a9 ITTaEa 20.11.2025
14. ADJ-5 I AT WTell a9 ey 11.11.2025
15. ADJ-4 I+ fF I e 99 TMaeFer 28.11.2025
16. ADJ-6 I* NSERINICEICEIEIUICER R 06.11.2025
17. ADJ-3 I ReM PTeRT 9 Maei—ara 06.11.2025
18. ADJ-5 I* AT AT I MaEard 11.11.2025
19. ADJ-5 I LRI DEICECEIEIICIETARS 11.11.2025
20. NJ-10 I 3NMZ.3ME.UH. U, g9 Fa-iid 20.12.2025
21, NJ-10 I ATATIATT G T 17.01.2026
22, ACIM-7 I e (ARMES) 99H Ta-rd 07.11.2025
23, ADJ-5 I Iferd Tel g9 Fa+id 04.11.2025
24, D1-7 SERCEIESIGIICER IR 10.11.2025
g

1. ADJ-8 II™ MY P FRIaafRiaT 99 Mae=e™ 29.11.2025
2 ADJ-8 II™ TSI ATl g AT 09.12.2025
3. ADJ-8 II™ FA g 98 9919 Mae=e

4. ADJ-2 II™ (et f&fasT ®IeR §9™ TMad+ars, 29.08.2025

BT
5. ADJ-2 II™ (gra) ferfarsT ﬁgﬂi‘:dm el 04.10.2025
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6. ADJ-2 II™ (SHRM) AT BISRI g9 TMaei-ard, 29.08.2025
BT

7. ADJ-2 II™ (GTaT) @1 HISNI g1 Maei-ar, 04.10.2023
Bl

8. ADJ-3 II™ 3] ISl g™ TMaei=ard 08.12.2025

9. ADJ-3 II™ 3] JEIST ™ TMaei=ard 08.12.2025

10. ADJ-7 II™ Jffhd TRgh g9 g 11.12.2025

11. ADJ-7 II™ dRT Mg 9T FAa-d 11.12.2025

12. DJ-ADJ-7 II™ VBT Sooll 9719 Maeg-er 14.11.2025

13. ACIM-1 II™ TITATBLIR AU g™ Mei-aT4, 07.01.2023
BT

14, ACMM-3 II™ A9Y CoR d€ 9919 Mge-e™, B 05.07.2019

Y SYYUT & ddi UR FA9 fbar dam uATdell T Ifdcild
fopar |

AN UBRT H YIE gadr RUE & IR uRarear =
arefl / ST §RT I8 HE R Bl IHdb gRT §HF &A1 e, gferd
ofTeH, SR fheare & RAd ud w1 &1 fafor sxarar o @ 8
IR AT uRarear Iad RAC # a9 &=l & ar 39 RAE & ars
A SENaed H A B, U Wic IS oy gaem g e
3R S TE.UE. W 99T SR BiR 20 gfoerd @ REIE @e] 89
R I < AT SR | gRETfear 9 U Ud U Ufd @ Siladdld H
3IfST ¥l ST ATRT Td AN | YR IRT ofans, uredt / Jifgad &
39T Uolde | ATl ag ®uy 99w &Y | gRarfear &1 yeA
AT RUIE H 98 $A 2 & [&7F 15.00.2017 ¥ &6 07.07.2018
dd il /Tgad gRT SS9 HATHT & 1 3R SHe 9] I
HATHT ST 98 PR (<1, BIF IS d8 IR S gd A RAIE Bl
ARTT gagd &l 1 far, I9 dis i SRNGeH H WA w181 fdhar
3R AT &1 20 Ufrerd YRR BifesT & JA%I &7 | aRarear &1 uem
AT RUE #§ g8 W dU 2 b ureil /sfvgad & w9 § U™ o &
TR 3R IHD AT GIES] B Bl e o |

JpROT H SHY Y I8 d2F A ST © fob urefl / srfga
4 X Mg Har gsde faffcs & AW 9 wE g s, gies
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TS, OIge®R | 20 dT9T S WISl Ud 137 &R & gid RIaRT
gleal & (AT BRI 3R S Bled B I v ARICH y§ed @
gua HR Qa1 iR Sad W Mifde HuT Uigde foifics wRAT |
oreft / g, SHST Uil U YA Aol Headl SRRTCEX § el
HHT DT 48 URIed AR Bifes T Uil /Wgad & U & a1 dral
52 URIRId @1 R BIfeST URAR & T AW & U9 7 | T
@ AR I8 a2 AT A T © T uRarfear =1 o Ta Sl Uk A,
9% @ W Rl /AMga & S AARISE. 9 & @i H
QI 24.082017 &I AT oG ®R P AR JRISNTE. B
qEH 9 AR B 7, T RIfd # yeHAg<ar a8 dM1 S Hahdl ©
fb Al oG wud &1 ARy wiedt /ifgad A gRarfear 9 Ui
D TG ad: S AR 99 HRA & g8l § uRRariadn &I 20 ufcrera
YRR BIfeST FATHI, T WIe <1 Td die 3 SNded H 9
MBS B BT Bly Al Raredr AR wrefl /figed & #ed
gAT AT T&1 U8 Wed &l favgaxy ©, foraepr raurvr fagr faawor
IR UM TR BR Febell 2 | IHU D SR I§ q2F A
& fb uefl /aiygad & gR1 uRarfear | for & =
ARG w0 B [IH el A Al WA= IR SR e
5,56,000 / — 0y fedid 09.07.2018 db URANSIAT & W H STHT B
G T vd I9e gvarq yRarnedr &I &l o §8 & &Ar iR
faf~ RGN IR el 9,00,000 /— WYA DI Hel AR Uil / T Hgerd
A gRaTfeAr BT <1, ST AT 9,00,000 /— FHUF HA AT A% & JY
H QN E, UG UIAGEAT U8 AT S Wehdl © o uredl /ifgad |
IRATEAT gRT A T =16l o ®ud 7Y 1ol URaredn &l ga
e fhy SR AT &) QT fhy 99 & Geg H by HRIAR! B |
refl / e B ol IHH A1 AT 1 JATHT A1 fewiqr & o
¥ PE W off 1 39 wdy # weft /eifgaa g uRarfar @
Aifew T8 fear mar 8 i Refd & 59 Wk W I8 T8 hel o
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o1 & o ureft /sifigaa o1 Seea aRarfear & U <9 &1 =T 8
aRarfear = Ul /fged & fIvg S9a 79 # U™ 9 &
IRATEAT & AT gEGIS] TR IqD Aol g w0 U &l
IRIY ol 8, I8 I§ dedl IEifad B fe g A
urefl / Jgad & a%g ORT 420, 406 WRAY TUS ARl HI IAURTES
YA AT I1 YT § 3R g ¥ 81 |l 91 & |

ureft / A @ fdeg 9 UBRUT & FHM R & 04 UhRT
=T gfera ol § oORT 420, 467, 468, 471, 12041 WRAI TUS
Afedr H dffad 2 & | 39 SffaRad uRaredr & fagr ifawe o
SH AT & AqAIBAR, Uil /Wgad & f[dwg Tl Ul &
S G URd DI 7, IAD AR Ui /ifgad & fawg ws [Mifaa
ghRv fdet =ararerdl | dffed ge X8 8, 99 fufder ydRen H o
grefl / JGdd RT AIGNTOT ¥ R0 oldhR ara el (& S & ded
IAR T § IR Fad AR §RT Ui / 1igadd § wudl &1 a¥gel!
T T W I Rufdd yawor dRed fH I § UG 06 TR
gl /g & YA T AR b [dhg GRerd fhd ST

JARIT AT B | HEA Waied STAITerd T Balwinder Singh Vs State of

punjab; Special Leave Petition (Criminal) No. 31375/2024; Order Dated 05.08.2024

P U7 AT 3 § I8 Sooilgd fhar g fh—

3. Considering that the petitioner has a long list of criminal
antecedents against him and has similar cases, we are not inclined to
interfere in the matter and grant anticipatory bail. The Special Leave

petition is dismissed.

SR A fafwerd # sAgiRa Rigid @ =9 3§
gU 9 UBRU Bl FAF Yhid & 04 UHRol Urefl /ifigad & fdwg
&Sl g ar gl /aiftyged & fdee o By Rifde gexor Rifde
=Tl § ffgd 819 & g ol gitedd vgd gy urell / 3ffigad ol
3 SHMT &1 GfaaT &1 oM Ya fbar SiHm =ardiferd gedid =8l
BT & |
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S8l db YRl RIfdel gepfa &l & a1 81 a1 (Nfdel ggfa &
TR Pl MRS [T a1 & oIy Ig YorH ol Rulc g6l drariy
TS 2, 39 a2 &I uiRor i SHHa @t gioem &1 o ut S
qlel ST URAT U Jd ORT 482 dIUA.UE.UE. @ 3f=<id
IfafeiRa 8l fhar S Fdar ®, 39 aF &1 HuRer fage foamwor
=TT §IRT M0l IR A& UTrd 81 iR foham S |ebar
g | fifdd usfr & udroit # muRIfe FriarEdy FE @ ST Fhd § |
RAfdeT UBRul H STURIAS BrIArS! dhacl JURIYD a2 fdeme g
R B B S ARl 2| 9 Hag H A Hared ARAd §R
Kathyayini Vs Sidharth P.S. Reddy & Ors.; SLP (CRL.) No. 1105/2024 ¥ UTRd
3meer faHATd 14.07.2025 & URT AT 19 T 20 P BT JooilRad fhar
ST 3 Tl BT 2

19. We now come to the issue of bar against prosecution during the
pendency of a civil suit. We hereby hold that no such bar exists
against prosecution if the offences punishable under criminal law
are made out against the parties to the civil suit. Learned senior
counsel Dr. Menaka Guruswamy has rightly placed the relevant
judicial precedents to support the above submission. In the case of
K. Jagadish v. Udaya Kumar G.S. and another, this Court has
reviewed its precedents which clarify the position. The relevant

paragraph from the above judgment is extracted below:

“8. It is thus well settled that in certain cases the very
same set of facts may give rise to remedies in civil as
well as in criminal proceedings and even if a civil
remedy is availed by a party, he is not precluded from

)

setting in motion the proceedings in criminal law.’

20. In Pratibha Rani v. Suraj Kumar and another4, this Court

summed up the distinction between the two remedies as under :

“21. ... There are a large number of cases where criminal
law and civil law can run side by side. The two remedies are

not mutually exclusive but clearly coextensive and essentially
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differ in their content and consequence. The object of the
criminal law is to punish an offender who commits an offence
against a person, property or the State for which the accused,
on proof of the offence, is deprived of his liberty and in some
cases even his life. This does not, however, affect the civil
remedies at all for suing the wrongdoer in cases like arson,
accidents, etc. It is an anathema to suppose that when a civil
remedy is available, a criminal prosecution is completely
barred. The two types of actions are quite different in content,
scope and import. It is not at all intelligible to us to take the
stand that if the husband dishonestly misappropriates the
stridhan property of his wife, though kept in his custody, that
would bar prosecution under Section 406 IPC or render the
ingredients of Section 405 IPC nugatory or abortive. To say
that because the stridhan of a married woman is kept in the
custody of her husband, no action against him can be taken
as no offence is committed is to override and distort the real

)

intent of the law.’

39 ey H AMAIY Wdied SORTAd §RT K. Jagadish Vs Udaya
Kumar G.S. and Another; (2020) 14 SCC 552 ® UIRd 3y fedAi®
10.01.2020 @ URT AT 10 9 11 Bl & SeclRgd (HAT SIHET Iferd
g Blal g

10. In Rajesh Bajaj v. State (NCT of Delhi) [Rajesh Bajaj v. State (NCT
of Delhi), (1999) 3 SCC 259 : 1999 SCC (Cri) 401] this Court
observed: (SCC p. 263, paras 10-12)

“10. It may be that the facts narrated in the present complaint
would as well reveal a commercial transaction or money
transaction. But that is hardly a reason for holding that the
offence of cheating would elude from such a transaction. In
fact, many a cheatings were committed in the course of
commercial and also money transactions. One of the
illustrations set out under Section 415 of the Penal Code,

1860 [lllustration f] is worthy of notice now:

‘() A intentionally deceives Z into a belief that A

means to repay any money that Z may lend to him and
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thereby dishonestly induces Z to lend him money, A

not intending to repay it. A cheats.’

11. The crux of the postulate is the intention of the person who
induces the victim of his representation and not the nature of the
transaction which would become decisive in discerning whether
there was commission of offence or not. The complainant has
stated in the body of the complaint that he was induced to believe
that the respondent would honour payment on receipt of invoices,
and that the complainant realised later that the intentions of the
respondent were not clear. He also mentioned that the respondent
after receiving the goods had sold them to others and still he did
not pay the money. Such averments would prima facie make out a

case for investigation by the authorities.

12. The High Court [Gagan Kishore Srivastava v. State, 1998
SCC OnlLine Del 625 : (1998) 47 DRJ 438] seems to have
adopted a strictly hypertechnical approach and sieved the
complaint through a colander of finest gauzes for testing the
ingredients under Section 415 IPC. Such an endeavour may be
justified during trial, but certainly not during the stage of
investigation. At any rate, it is too premature a stage for the High
Court to step in and stall the investigation by declaring that it is
a commercial transaction simpliciter wherein no semblance of

criminal offence is involved.”

11. The aforesaid view was reiterated in Kamaladevi Agarwal v. State
of W.B. [Kamaladevi Agarwal v. State of W.B., (2002) 1 SCC 555 :
2002 SCC (Cri) 200] as under: (SCC p. 561, para 9)

“9. Criminal prosecution cannot be thwarted at the initial
stage merely because civil proceedings are also pending.
After referring to judgments in State of Haryana v. Bhajan
Lal [State of Haryana v. Bhajan Lal, 1992 Supp (1) SCC
335 : 1992 SCC (Cri) 426] and Rajesh Bajaj v. State (NCT of
Delhi) [Rajesh Bajaj v. State (NCT of Delhi), (1999) 3 SCC
259 : 1999 SCC (Cri) 401] this Court in Trisuns Chemical
Industry v. Rajesh Agarwal [Trisuns Chemical Industry v.
Rajesh Agarwal, (1999) 8 SCC 686 : 2000 SCC (Cri) 47]
held: (SCC p. 690, paras 7-8)
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“7. Time and again this Court has been pointing out
that quashing of FIR or a complaint in exercise of the
inherent powers of the High Court should be limited
to very extreme exceptions [vide State of Haryana v.
Bhajan Lal [State of Haryana v. Bhajan Lal, 1992
Supp (1) SCC 335 : 1992 SCC (Cri) 426] and Rajesh
Bajaj v. State (NCT of Delhi) [Rajesh Bajaj v. State
(NCT of Delhi), (1999) 3 SCC 259 : 1999 SCC (Cri)
401] ].
8. In the last referred case this Court also pointed out
that merely because an act has a civil profile is not
sufficient to denude it of its criminal outfit. We quote
the following observations: (Rajesh Bajaj case
[Rajesh Bajaj v. State (NCT of Delhi), (1999) 3 SCC
259 : 1999 SCC (Cri) 401] , SCC p. 263, para 10)
“10. It may be that the facts narrated in the
present complaint would as well reveal a
commercial transaction or money transaction.
But that is hardly a reason for holding that the
offence of cheating would elude from such a
transaction. In fact, many a cheatings were
commiitted in the course of commercial and also

money transactions.”

vl Rgfd § SWIad fddaq & R wR grefl /3ifgad &
f[I%E 9 UV | HaRd FHM Uhld & 04 =T UBRO Gol B,
faff= afeqal 9 S0 o) T U9 T8 oF 9 ®udl B aRIell
9 Gdfd = Rifda gewor i =mareri #§ affed @,
urefl / 3figad & fdwg oRT 406, 420 YR SUS AT BT IURTE
YOGl g1 U O, Y™ H SYDI  AEaeIhdT B,
urefl / g & fawg SRl @1 THIRAT, WA bl TG YRl Bl
gRRfAT &1 gfera wad gU Uaxel & Uu—a W fewell &y
=T urelfl / srogad @1 M S &1 o™ e ST Sferd g
el 81T B |




[2026:RJ-JP:32634] (14.0of 14) [CRLMB-8695/2026]

aRoTHe: il / SIfge TREE S AR 9F %@L 2 T

AT AR @ R W U 3MIH S U uH SRAIGR @R
SRSt foar ST 2 |

(CHANDRA PRAKASH SHRIMALI),]

94(S)/AKSHAY KUMAR PAREEK/Res.



