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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA
AT CHANDIGARH

CRM-M No.11516 of 2017
Date of Decision: 03.04.2017

Mahabir and others
...... Petitioners
Vs

State of Haryana and others
..... Respondents

CORAM: HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE RAJ MOHAN SINGH

Present. Mr. Aakash Juneja, Advocate,
for the petitioners.

*k*k%k

RAJ MOHAN SINGH, J.(Oral)

Petitioners have filed this petition for issuance of
appropriate directions to respondents No. 2 and 3 to protect
their lives and personal liberties from being invaded at the
instance of respondents No. 4 to 8, who are the family members
of Kavita Verma, with whom son of petitioners No. 1 and 2,
namely Sunil Kumar, was married. Kavita Verma and Sunil
Kumar filed CRM-M No. 10217 of 2017, which was decided by
the High Court on 24.03.2017. Thereafter, the representation of
aforesaid Kavita Verma and Sunil Kumar was decided by the
Superintendent of Police, Kurukshetra, and they are living in
Protection Home. In continued grudge on account of the

aforesaid marriage, the petitioners feel reasonable
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apprehension from respondents No. 4 to 8 and precisely for the
grievance in question, they have already moved a
representation before respondent No. 2 on 30.03.2017.

Notice of motion.

On the asking of the Court, Mr. Ripudaman, A.A.G.,
Haryana, accepts notice on behalf of State-respondents No.1 to
3.

At this stage, in view of nature of order which this
Court proposes to pass, there is no necessity of filing any reply
to the petition as no order prejudicial to interest of any of the
party is being passed.

This petition is disposed of with a direction to
respondent No. 2 to look into the grievance of the petitioner in
context of her representation dated 30.03.2017. If some
cognizable offence is found to have been committed, then
respondent No. 4 can be asked to act in accordance with law. If
no substance is found in the allegations of the petitioner, then
the petitioner can be informed in view of parameters as laid

down in Lalita Kumari v. Govt. of U.P. (2014) 2 SCC (1).

April 03, 2017 (RAJ MOHAN SINGH)
Apurva JUDGE
Whether speaking/reasoned Yes/No

Whether reportable : Yes/No
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