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BEFORE THE MADURAI BENCH OF MADRAS HIGH COURT
( Criminal Jurisdiction )

Friday, the Eighth day of February Two Thousand  Nineteen

PRESENT

The Hon`ble Mr.Justice M.DHANDAPANI

CRL OP(MD) Nos.1959 and 2034 of 2019

CRL OP(MD)No.1959/2019:

1 M.GANESH
2 S.VAIDHILINGAM                    ... PETITIONERS/ACCUSED No.4 & 5

                              Vs

THE STATE REPRESENTED BY,
THE INSPECTOR OF POLICE,            
ALL WOMEN POLICE STATION, 
SRIRANGAM, TRICHY DISTRICT.
(CR.NO.3/2019)                      ... RESPONDENT/COMPLAINANT

CRL OP(MD) No.2034 of 2019:

1 MUTHUKRISHNAN                      
2 KASIVISWANATHAN                    
3 JEYALAKSHMI                        
4 K.SELVARANI                       
5 KALYANASUNDARAM                    ... PETITIONER/ACCUSED

Nos.1 to 3, 6 & 7

                              Vs
STATE REP.BY ITS.,
THE SUB-INSPECTOR OF POLICE        
ALL WOMEN POLICE STATION, 
SRIRANGAM, TRICHY DISTRICT.
CRIME NO.3/2019                      ... RESPONDENT/COMPLAINANT

For Petitioners : MR.G.PRABHU RAJADURAI, Advocate
                     IN CRL OP(MD)No.1959/2019

For Petitioners : MR.N.TAMILMANI, Advocate
                     IN CRL OP(MD)No.2034/2019

For Respondent  : MR.S.CHANDRASEKAR, Additional Public Prosecutor 
IN BOTH THE PETITIONS
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For Intervenor  : MR.D.SENTHIL, Advocate,
IN BOTH THE PETITIONS

          PETITION FOR ANTICIPATORY BAIL Under Sec. 438  Cr.P.C.

ORDER :  The Court Made the following order :-

The  petitioners,  who  apprehend  arrest  at  the  hands  of  the
respondent police for the alleged offence under Sections 498A, 406,
506(i) IPC and Section 4 of Dowry Prohibition Act, 1961, in Crime
No.3 of 2019 on the file of the respondent police, seek anticipatory
bail.

2.The first accused is the husband of the defacto complainant.
Their marriage was solemnized on 01.12.2011.  Thereafter, there was
a  matrimonial  dispute  between  them.   Accordingly,  the  defacto
complainant  made  a  complaint  and  the  same  was  referred  to  the
District Social Welfare Officer in the year 2014.  The District
Social Welfare Officer directed the parties to compromise the matter
and if any issue arise in future, they are at liberty to approach
the  Social  Welfare  Officer  seeking  remedy.   Thereafter,  serious
litigations were arisen between the first petitioner and the defacto
complainant.  Hence, the present complaint has been preferred by the
defacto complainant.

3.Today,  when  the  matter  is  taken  up  for  hearing,  it  is
submitted that the parties are ready to live together.

4.Considering the submission, since the issue involved in this
case is a matrimonial dispute, the respondent is directed to refer
the  present  case  to  the  District  Social  Welfare  Officer  of  the
concerned District for amicable settlement.

5.Accordingly, these Criminal Original Petitions are closed.

                                        sd/-
                                        08/02/2019
               / TRUE COPY /

                                   Sub-Assistant Registrar (C.S.)
                                 Madurai Bench of Madras High Court,
                                          Madurai - 625 023. 

TO

1   THE INSPECTOR OF POLICE
    ALL WOMEN POLICE STATION, 
    SRIRANGAM, TRICHY DISTRICThttps://hcservices.ecourts.gov.in/hcservices/
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2   THE SUB-INSPECTOR OF POLICE        
    ALL WOMEN POLICE STATION, 
    SRIRANGAM, TRICHY DISTRICT.

3   THE ADDITIONAL PUBLIC PROSECUTOR,  
    MADURAI BENCH OF MADRAS HIGH COURT, 
    MADURAI. 

+1. CC to MR.G.PRABHU RAJADURAI, Advocate  SR.No.2778
+1. CC to MR.N.TAMILMANI, Advocate  SR.No.2708

                                ORDER IN
                                CRL OP(MD) Nos.1959 and 2034 of 2019
                                Date  :08/02/2019 (1/2)
ta
PK/PN/SAR-1/18.02.2019 : 3P/6C  
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