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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA
AT CHANDIGARH

CRL. MISC. No.M-33184 OF 2017
DATE OF DECISION : 19" DECEMBER, 2017

Karamjit Singh
.... Petitioner

Versus

State of Haryana
.... Respondent

CORAM : HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE A. B. CHAUDHARI
* % % %
Present :  Mr. Hem Raj Bhardwaj, Advocate for the petitioner.
Mrs. Tanisha Peshawaria, DAG Haryana.
Mr. Rajbir Singh, Advocate for the complainant.
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A. B. CHAUDHARI, J. (ORAL)

The petitioner has filed this petition under Section 438
Cr.P.C. seeking anticipatory bail in FIR No.257 dated 01.08.2017
registered under Sections 420 & 483 IPC at Police Station Baldev Nagar,
District Ambala.

Learned trial Court has recorded factual aspects and reasons
for rejecting the plea for anticipatory bail. I quote para 6 thereof, which
reads thus:

“6. Instant FIR was lodged on the written

complaint filed by Varun Vohra, Manager, Kotak

Mohindra Bank. In the complaint it is alleged that

applicant took loan from Kotak Mohindera Bank

for purchasing tanker but after paying a few



CRL. MISC. No.M-33184 OF 2017 (O&M)

installments applicant stopped paying it and he

wrongly alleged that his tanker was forcibly taken

into possession by the officials of the bank. On

1.8.2017 officials of the bank found that applicant

through his driver was plying the aforesaid tanker

under fake registration number by affixing number

plate of PB-11BF-5310. Since the RC and permit

found in the said tanker belongs to tanker having

chasis No.MAT466422D5A00830 and engine

n0.31A63309566 while in fact tanker was having

chasis no.MAT466422D5A00594 and engine

No0.21K84083211 which on verification from

transport authority found having registration

No.PB-11BK-1293 which was taken on loan from

the complainant bank.”

I agree with the above reasons given by the learned trial
Court. In that view of the matter, I am not inclined to further extend the
benefit of anticipatory bail to the petitioner. In the result the petition for

anticipatory bail is dismissed. Interim order dated 07.09.2017 is vacated.
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