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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA
AT CHANDIGARH

CRM-M No.13394 of 2017
Date of Decision: 17.05.2017

Jangsher Singh ... Petitioner

Vs
State of Haryana and another ..... Respondents

CORAM: HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE RAJ MOHAN SINGH

Present:Mr. S.K. Bawa, Advocate

for the petitioner.
Mr. P.P. Chahar, DAG, Haryana.

Mr. Rajesh K. Kataria, Advocate
for respondent No.2.
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RAJ MOHAN SINGH, J.(Oral)

Prince Saini

2017.05.17 17:42

| attest to the accuracy and
integrity of this document
Chandigarh

On 20.04.2017, following order was passed:-

“Learned counsel for the petitioner contends
that in a complaint case under Sections 193, 195,, 196,
211, 220, 345, 365, 34 and 120-B I.P.C., the petitioner
was granted anticipatory bail. The petitioner was
appearing before the trial Court regularly. During the
intervening period, one FIR No. 31 was registered on
156.03.2017 under Sections 419, 420, 465, 468, 471,
499, 500 and 120-B I.P.C. and under Section 72 of the
Information and Technology Act, at Police Station
Khizrabad, District Yamuna Nagar. Feeling reasonable
apprehension of his arrest, the petitioner could not

appear before the trial Court on the date fixed, i.e.
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03.04.2017. Resultantly, his bail was cancelled. In the
aforesaid State case, the petitioner was ultimately
granted interim bail by the High Court vide order dated
14.04.2017 in CRM-M No. 12604 of 2017.

Notice of motion for 17.05.2017.

It has been informed that 21.04.2017 is the
date fixed before the trial Court in the complaint case.

Let the petitioner appear before the trial Court
on the date fixed, i.e. 21.04.2017. In the event of his
appearance before the trial Court, he shall be granted

interim bail to the satisfaction of the trial Court.”

Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that the

petitioner has already appeared before the trial Court on
21.04.2017 and has been granted interim bail by the trial Court.

This fact has not been disputed by learned State

counsel duly assisted by learned counsel for the complainant.

Since the petitioner was granted anticipatory bail in the

complaint case and he could not appear on account of his
involvement in FIR No.31 dated 15.03.2017, therefore, | deem it
appropriate to make the order dated 20.04.2017 absolute.

However, petitioner shall keep on appearing before the trial

Court on each and every date.

Disposed of.
May 17, 2017. (RAJ MOHAN SINGH)
Prince JUDGE
Whether speaking/reasoned Yes/No

Whether reportable Yes/No
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