
 

THE HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE M.SATYANARAYANA MURTHY 
 

Crl.P.M.P. NOs.75 & 71 of 2017 IN/ AND Crl.P. No.67 of 2017 

 

COMMON ORDER:  

Crl.P.M.P. NOs.75 & 71 of 2017: 

 These petitions a re filed  under Sec tion 320 of Crimina l Proc edure 

Code (for short “ Cr.P.C.” ) seeking  leave of this Court to c ompound  the 

offenc es in C.C.No.1116 of 2014 on the file of the  XVII Add itiona l Chief 

Metropolitan Magistra te a t Nampa lly, Hyderabad  reg istered  for the 

offenc es under Sec tions  356 and  382 of  I.P.C. 

 The offenc es a lleged ly c ommitted  by the petitioner/ ac c used  a re 

under Sec tions 356 and  382 of IPC and  they a re not c ompoundab le but 

when the parties entered  into c ompromise due to intervention of elders, 

this Court c an exerc ise power under Sec tion 482 Cr.P.C.  

 The parties p resent in person and  they a re identified  by their 

respec tive c ounsel, p roduc ed  the pnotosta t c op ies of adhar c a rds in 

p roof of their identity. On enquiry, the petitioners and  the respondents 

sta ted  tha t the matter is c ompromised .  The sa id  c ompromise is volunta ry 

and  in the interest of both the pa rties.  Even if the p rosec ution is a llowed  

to c ontinue, the c hanc es of supporting  the p rosec ution c ase a re b leak 

and  it would  be a  futile exerc ise.    

Though some of the offenc es a re not c ompoundab le either with or 

without leave of the Court, this Court c an exerc ise power under Sec tion 

320 Clause 6 of Cr.P.C. and  permit the parties to c ompound , if suc h leave 

will have no soc ita l impac t and  in the interest of both pa rties.  

 

 In “ Gian Singh v. State of Punjab and Anr.1”  the Apex Court held  

tha t depend ing upon the fac ts and  c irc umstanc es of eac h c ase, the High 
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Court c an exerc ise its inherent power under Sec tion 482 Cr.P.C., however 

before exerc ising  suc h power, High Court must have due regard  to na ture 

and  gravity of c rime and  its soc ia l impac t. It is further held  tha t heinous 

and  serious offenc es of menta l depravity or offenc es like murder, rape, 

dac oity, etc ., c ould  not be fitting ly quashed  even though vic tim or 

vic tim’s family and  offender have settled  d ispute. Suc h offenc es were not 

p riva te in na ture and  have serious impac t on soc iety. Simila rly any 

c ompromise between vic tim and  offender in rela tion to offenc es under 

spec ia l sta tutes like Prevention of Corrup tion Ac t or offenc es c ommitted  

by pub lic  servants while working in tha t c apac ity etc ; c ould  not p rovide 

for any basis for quashing  c rimina l p roc eed ings involving  suc h offenc es. 

 By app lying the p rinc ip les la id  down in the above judgment, sinc e 

the settlement is in the interest of both pa rties, I find  tha t it is a  fit c ase to 

permit the petitioner to c ompound  the offenc es.  

 Ac c ord ing ly, permission is ac c orded  as sought for. 

Crl.P. No.67 of 2017: 

 In view of the orders passed  in Crl.P.M.P. NOs.75 & 71 of 2017, this 

c rimina l petition is a llowed  quashing the p roc eed ings aga inst the 

petitioner in C.C.No.1116 of 2014 on the file of the  XVII Add itiona l Chief 

Metropolitan Magistra te a t Nampa lly, Hyderabad . 

 The misc ellaneous petitions pend ing, if any, sha ll a lso stand  c losed . 

 

____________________________________ 

JUSTICE M. SATYANARAYANA MURTHY 

Date:04.01.2017 

c c m 
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