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Sr. No. 211
IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB & HARYANA
AT CHANDIGARH

CRM No. M-37168 of 2015
Date of Decision: 28.01.2016
Jagtar Singh and others
...Petitioners
Versus
State of Punjab
... Respondent

CORAM:- HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE TEJINDER SINGH DHINDSA.

Present:- Mr. Gaurav Singla, Advocate,
for the petitioners.

Mr. D.S.Virk, AAG, Punjab.

Mr. H.P.S.Ishar, Advocate,
for the informant.
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TEJINDER SINGH DHINDSA. J (ORAL)

Petitioners seek concession of pre-arrest bail in case FIR
No.61 dated 17.07.2015, under Sections 425/341/323/148/149 of
Indian Penal Code and Section 325 of IPC added later on, registered
at Police Station Cheema, District Sangrur.

On 27.11.2015, the following order was passed by this
Court:

“During the course of arguments, it has been
revealed by learned counsel for the parties that while
lodging the first information report, the petitioners were
not named by the informant.

In view of the above, before final adjudication
of the present petition, it is directed that the petitioners
would appear before the Investigating Officer on
04.12.2015 at 10.00 a.m. And continue to join the

investigation as and when required to do so and also
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abide by all the conditions laid down under Section 438
(2), Cr.P.C.

Adjourned to 28.01.2016.

In the meantime, in the event of their arrest,
the petitioners shall be released on ad-interim bail,
subject to their furnishing personal bond in the sum of
Rs. 25,000/- (Rupees twenty-five thousand only) with one
surety in the like amount each, to the satisfaction of the

Arresting Officer.”

Learned State counsel upon instructions from HC Krishan
Singh, Police Station Cheema, District Sangrur would apprise the
Court that the petitioner has since joined investigation on 04.12.2015.

Counsel for the State as also counsel appearing for the
informant have not been able to rebut the fact that the present
petitioners were not even named in the first instance by the
informant.

In view of the above, custodial interrogation of the
petitioners would not be warranted.

Order dated 27.11.2015, passed by this Court, is made
absolute.

Disposed of.

28.01.2016 (TEJINDER SINGH DHINDSA)
vandana JUDGE
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