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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATES OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA
AT CHANDIGARH

CRM-M-7618-2017
Date of decision: March 17, 2017.

Parmjot Singh @ Jyoti
... Petitioner
V.
State of Punjab
... Respondent

CORAM: HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE A.B. CHAUDHARI

Present: Shri Inderpal Singh Parmar, Advocate for the petitioner.
Shri Arshdeep Kler, Deputy Advocate General, Punjab.
Shri Atul Goyal, Advocate for the complainant.

A.B. Chaudhari, J. (Oral):

Heard learned Counsel for the rival parties. The victim
suffered the following injuries, as stated in the impugned order made by
learned Additional Sessions Judge, Ludhiana:-

“... Three injuries were reported on his person on spinal and

paraspinal dorsolumbar area. A transveerse fracture was also

reported on L4 & L5 vertebrae in C.T. Scan of the abdomen of

the complainant. The copy of bail order dated 23.2.2017

passed by the court of Shri Sandeep Kumar Singla, in bail

application relating to FIR No.l of 2.1.2017, PS Basti

Jodhewal, Ludhiana against the applicant produced on record

by the counsel for the applicant shows that he remained in jail

at Moga from 30.12.2016 to 3.1.2017, whereas the present FIR
is dated 14.12.2016 i.e. Prior to his period in jail. The

applicant is the main accused in the FIR having inflicted injury
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to the complainant at his vital part of the body i.e. Spinal area
due to which his custodial investigation appears to be
necessary for recovery of the weapon of offence. ...”

Learned Counsel for the petitioner does not dispute the fact
about receipt of the earnest money as pointed out by learned counsel for the
complainant. There is no dispute that the suit has also been filed by the
complainant. The petitioner having pocketed huge earnest money, was not
at all justified in causing injuries on the vital parts of the body of the

complainant, including spinal area merely because he demanded back his

money. In that view of the matter, the prayer for anticipatory bail is

rejected.

Dismissed.
March 17, 2017. [ A.B. Chaudhari |
kadyan Judge
Whether speaking/reasoned Yes/No

Whether reportable Yes/No
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