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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY,
  AURANGABAD BENCH, AT AURANGABAD.    

                            
Criminal Writ Petition No. 101 of 2015 

            
1. Dilip Govindrao Jadhav,

Age : 44 years,
Occupation : Police Head Constable
(Now under suspension),
R/o. Khadki Bazar,
Taluka : Himayat Nagar,
District : Nanded. 

2. Shaikh Layakh s/o. Shaikh Noor,
Age : 40 years,
Occupation : Police Constable
(Now under suspension),
R/o. Sambhaji Nagar, Tamsa,
Taluka : Hadgaon,
District : Nanded. .. Petitioners.

          versus

1. The State of Maharashtra,
Through Principal Secretary,
Home Affairs, Mantralaya,
Mumbai - 400 032.

2. Anti-Corruption Bureau,
Nanded, Dist. : Nanded,
Through Officer-in-charge,
Snehnagar Police Colony,
Nanded, District : Nanded. 

3. Maroti Tulsi Ram Shirde,
Age : 35 years,
Occupation : Private Driver,
R/o. Datta Nagar, Gokunda,
Taluka : Kinwat,
District : Nanded. .. Respondents. 

.........................
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Mrs. U.T. Pathan, Advocate, for the petitioners.

Mr. S.G. Nandedkar, Additional Public Prosecutor, for
respondent nos.1 and 2.

..........................

       CORAM : S.S. SHINDE  & 
        A.M. BADAR, JJ.

  
                        DATE  :  29TH JANUARY 2015     

COURT'S ORDER (Per S.S. Shinde, J.) :

1. Heard Adv. Mrs. U.T. Pathan for the applicants and learned 

APP Mr. S.G. Nandedkar for respondent nos.1 and 2. 

2. Perused the pleadings in the petition, grounds taken therein, 

the  allegations  in  the  FIR  and  all  other  material  placed  on  record, 

including the Panchanama of the place of incident where trap was led, and 

conversation between the accused and the complainant.  

3. In our opinion, there is sufficient material so as to proceed 

with the trial.  No case is made out for quashing the proceedings arising 

out of the offence alleged against the petitioners.

4. Accordingly, the Application is rejected. 

                                                                    
                                                                     
                   ( A.M. BADAR )                                ( S.S. SHINDE )                    
                       JUDGE                                                JUDGE
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