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Ms. Anju Sharma Kaushik, DAG, Punjab.

Mr. Onkar Rai, Advocate
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VINOD S. BHARDWAJ, J. (Oral)

1. The petitioner through, the present petition, seeks quashing of
the FIR No. 02 dated 07.01.2014 registered under Sections 420, 409 and 506
at Police Station, Pimpalgaon, District Nashik, Maharashtra alleging the
same to be illegal, arbitrary, without competence and being an abuse of
process of law.

2. Briefly summarized, the fact of the case are that the petitioner
claims to be dealing in Food Grain under the name and style of M/s Green

Valley Organic Foods Limited, having registered office in Amritsar, Punjab.
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He is having Export License No. IEC No. 121003163 dated 04.02.2011.
During the course of business, the petitioner was introduced with one Rinku
Soni @ Arjun Soni, a Trader of Nasik in Maharashtra in Onions &
Tomatoes on 30.08.2013 (respondent No.7-complainant in FIR) by one Ajay
Kumar Soni, a local broker. It was informed that Rinku Soni-respondent
No.7 is in the export business for several years but does not have an export
license. The petitioner showed his willingness for exporting Tomatoes to
Pakistan. Respondent No.7-Rinku Soni, undertook to arrange for a buyer in
Pakistan to be exported through the petitioner, on his export license, on
mutually agreed terms. The petitioner was required to pay the cost of the
Tomatoes since the export licence stood in his name and the amount was to
be remitted into the account of the petitioner by the purchaser in Pakistan.
One M/s Puri Brothers was appointed as custom house clearing agent. A
consignment of 04 trucks having total worth of USD 22597.8, was sent to a
Pakistani Trader namely M/s International Imran Yusuf & Company. Four
different invoices equivalent to Rs. 13,15,318.64 were raised, which are
claimed to have been remitted by the petitioner to the complainant-
respondent No.7-Rinku Soni through various installments including freight
charges of Rs. 2,63,060/. The confidence of the petitioner in the complainant
grew after the first transaction and clearance of the dues. The complainant
contended that the clearance of tomatoes through the clearing agent was not
expeditious. Tomatoes being a perishable commodity, the clearance is
required to be expedited. The complainant then intimated that one Vinayak
Sachdeva @ Vicky is his known clearing agent, operating in Amritsar and is
an old exporter of vegetables and operates under the name and style of M/s

Sea Air Clearing Pvt. Ltd. It was conveyed that if Vinayak Sachdeva
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undertakes the custom clearance work, there would be no hassle in trading
with the complainant based in Nasik and the importing trader based in
Pakistan.

3. The petitioner relied on the complainant and engaged Vinayak
Sachdeva as the clearing agent. As per the understanding, Vinayak Sachdeva
was to place an order, as per the requirement to the complainant-Rinku Soni,
who would raise invoice to the petitioner who would be entitled to 3 per
cent profit on total gross cost of the trucks containing Tomatoes including
freight plus custom clearing charges and other incidental charges. The
requisite documents were thus forwarded by the petitioner in advance and as
many as 21 trucks containing Tomatoes were sent to Pakistan during the
period from 17.09.2013 to 02.12.2013 raising 21 invoices worth Rs.
1,07,79,539/-. A 3% profit margin was added by the petitioner in the
invoices taking the total cost to the tune of Rs. 1,29,08,361/-. It is averred
that as against 21 trucks, only 11 trucks containing Tomatoes were delivered
to M/s International Imran Yusuf & Company after the custom clearance,
whereas after the delivery of 08 trucks, a delay was caused in clearing the
remaining dues/payments. Under the said circumstances, the petitioner took
indulgence of the clearing agent for clearing the payment and also for the
reason that the cost was also required to be paid to the complainant-
respondent No.7 at Nasik. It is also averred that the delivery of the tomatoes
was made on the directions of and to the persons known to the complainant
& Vinayak Sachdeva.

4. It is further averred that various other supplies, to different
Traders in Pakistan, were then carried out in the same manner and at the

instance of Clearing Agent Vinayak Sachdeva and the complainant-
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respondent No.7. The petitioner met the Pakistani Traders in a Conference in
the year 2013 when it was disclosed that payments of all the trucks had in
fact been released and that the amounts of remittance were being transferred
by them in various accounts as informed by complainant-respondent No.7
and Clearing Agent Vicky Sachdeva. Complaints were raised in respect of
the quality of the material being supplied. The above said aspect and money
dispute gave rise to a dispute amongst the parties and the petitioner
submitted a complaint to the Enforcement Director alleging that there was
certain illegal transactions being carried out on the strength of forged
documents by the said persons i.e. respondent No.7 and Vicky Sachdeva.
Notwithstanding that the said complaints were already submitted by the
petitioner to the Police as well as the Enforcement Directorate, a notice was
received by the petitioner on 29.01.2014 from Pimpalgaon Police Station
and on enquiry it transpired that the above said FIR had been registered
against the petitioner at the said Police Station at the behest of respondent
No.7. It is claimed that the said FIR is based on false allegation and only to
arm twist the petitioner, by alleging that a part payment to the tune of
Rs. 39,84,857/- has not been remitted by the petitioner to the respondent-
complainant. A plea was raised that registration of the said FIR was illegal
and is an abuse of the process of law, by conferring jurisdiction on the
investigating agency at Nasik even though no cause of action accrued at the
said place and had accrued only in Amritsar. Various other pleas of defence
were raised in the writ petition for seeking quashing of the said FIR.

5. A written statement had been filed on behalf of the
complainant-respondent No.7 wherein it was stated that the petitioner had

approached him at Nasik for the supply of Tomatoes to him for exporting the
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vegetables to Pakistan, under the said name and style of M/s Green Valley
Organic Food Limited, and an assurance was given that the payment would
be made within a period of 03 days on receipt of the goods. On the basis of
such assurance and understanding, he (respondent No.7) started making
supply of Tomatoes to the petitioner and that despite an assurance to remit
the payment within a period of 03 days of receipt of the goods, the petitioner
misappropriated a payment of Rs. 39,84,857/- against the supply of 25
trucks. A sum of Rs. 65,60,000/- was remitted as against the payment of Rs.
1,20,44,857/-. The respondent No.7 alleged that various other similar
complaints had also been lodged against the petitioner by the different
persons in different parts of India and that he had been cheating on
businessmen, under the pretext of being exporter, and that his intention was
malicious from the inception of relationship. The cause of action having
arisen partly in Nasik, since the petitioner approached the respondent No.7 at
that place and the arrangement was agreed upon at Nasik, hence, there was a
territorial jurisdiction with the authorities at Nasik in terms of Section 181 of
the Cr.P.C. Other allegations were denied as being malicious, mischievous
and motivated. An objection as regards maintainability of the instant writ
petition against proceedings in Maharashtra was also raised. Documents
demonstrating supply of Tomatoes were also appended alongwith the
present writ petition which are however not being referred to at this stage.

6. A short reply was also filed on behalf of the Enforcement
Directorate, pointing out that the complaint submitted to them was under
investigation by the said office.

7. A similar short reply was also filed by respondent No.6-

Assistant Commissioner of Customs, posted at Integrated Check Post, Atari.
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As per the same, an interim enquiry report was filed by the Assistant
Commissioner, Integrated Check Post wherein it was concluded that no
offence as per Customs Act, 1962 was committed by the accused named by
the petitioner herein and that the complaint appeared to be a counter reaction
to FIR No. 02 lodged on 07.01.2014 at Nasik against the petitioner herein.

8. No objections/rejoinder to the above said interim report by way
of counter affidavit or otherwise was filed by the petitioner.

0. A separate reply was also filed by the respondents No.1 and 2
through Assistant Police Inspector, Pimpalgaon, Police Station, District
Nasik. The relevant extract of the same reads thus:-

“1) I state that I am attached with Pimpalgan(B) police
station from 01/10/2016 till date.
2) On receipt of the notice in Criminal Writ Petition No.
2989/2014 on behalf of respondent no.l and 2 I am
making submission as under :-
3) Brief facts of the the case as under :-

That on a complaint of one Arjun Devendrakumar
soni, complaint came to be lodged with Pimpalgaon (B)
police station vide C.R.No.2/2014, dated 07/01/2014,
under Section 420,409, 506 of the Indian Penal Code
that. As per the story of prosecution the complainant is a
trader working in name and styled as "A.S.Vegetable"
company and having shop at Pimpalgaon (B) the
complainant used to collect the vegetables from the
farmers and as per the quality of goods complainant used
to transport the vegetable to various places in India. That
one Mr.Ajay Sohani has contracted the complainant and
introduced the Green Valley Organic Food Pvt. Ltd.
Company. As per the oral agreement between the parties
the compainant from time to time has transported the
vegetable goods worth Rs. 1,20,74,857/- to the above

VISHAL SHARMA mentioned company. The concerned company has
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transferred the some amount of the money i.e. of
Rs.81,10,00/- through RTGS. However, remaining
balance withheld with the proprietor Green Valley
Organic Food Pvt. Ltd. i.e. Mr. Hawa Singh Tanwar
residing at Amrutsar. The complainant from time to time
made contract with the accused and requested him for
balance amount However, accused and he threaten fro
dire consequence if complainant came at Amrutsar.

That after lodging offence the investigating officer
has collected the evidence and recorded statements of
witnesses.

That it has revealed in the investigation that from
time to time the complainant has transported the goods to
the accused through transport and police has collected
the delivery challan as Bilty through which the goods
were transported.

That it has also revealed in the investigation that
all goods were safely transported to the accused Hawa
Singh Tanvar.

That it has also revealed that as per the oral
agreement between the parties the complainant has
performed his part of transportation and the accused
persons with the intention to misappropriate the
remaining amount has purposely withheld the remaining
amount.

That as per the investigation, the accused person
has time to time collected the goods from the complainant
and failed to repay the remaining amount.

That it is further revealed that accused has
exported those goods to Pakisthan and due to some
reason the amount was not paid by the Merchant of
Pakisthan and due to which accused not able to make the
payment of remaining amount to the complainant.

That it is revealed in the investigation that with the

intention to cheat the accused both the accused have
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10.

hatched the conspiracy and misappropriated the amount
of the complainant.

That the complainant has to bear the amount to
repay the farmers. It is admitted fact that till date the
accused persons have not raised any objection regarding
the grading of goods as well as the quantity of goods. In
order to duped the compainant the accused persons have
created false story.

That, the complainant is legally entitle to recover
the remaining amount with the accused persons and for
this purpose the sufficient evidence is collected through
the undersigned and soon the chargesheet will be filed in
the Court.

As the transaction took place at Pimpalgaon (B)
through local broker namely Ajaykumar Sohani this
Hon'ble Court has no jurisdiction to entertain and decide
the wirt petition.

It is pertinent to note that the complainant is
nowhere concerned with exports done by the accused.
The accused person has prime role to misappropriate the
amount of the complainant.

That, for the purpose of recovery of the amount as
well as the role played by the accused in this offence is
vital his physical custody is quite necessary. Hence, it is
requested that as the transaction took place between the
party at Pimpalgaon (B) and the accused has dupe the
complainant the prima facie case is made out against the
accused. Hence, for aforesaid reasons the writ petition
for quashing FIR may kindly be rejected and necessary
order to that effect may kindly be passed. For this act of

kindness, the undersigned shall ever pray and oblige.”

The petitioner also did not file any rejoinder/replication to the

said written statement as well.
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No.3 and 4 by way of affidavit of Varinder Singh Khosa, P.P.S. Assistant
Commissioner of Police, (North) Amritsar City wherein the said respondent
had taken a stand that the present writ petition against FIR No. 02 dated
07.01.2014 registered in the State of Maharashtra was not maintainable and
could be impugned only by an appropriate proceeding before the Hon’ble
Bombay High Court. The complaint was, however, inquired into by the
Department and the enquiry report was sent to the office of District Attorney
(Legal) for his opinion who opined that no criminal case is made out on the
above said complaint submitted by the petitioner and it is at best a case of
breach of contractual obligation which is amenable to the jurisdiction of civil
Court. The said legal opinion dated 19.03.2014 was accepted and the
application of the petitioner was consigned to record since no police action
was warranted. Later on, however, an FIR was registered in the said case
and proclamation proceeding under Section 82 Cr.P.C. had been initiated. A
final report under Section 173 Cr. P.C. had been submitted in the absence of
the co-accused and their presence is still sought.

ISSUE

12. Before proceeding to examine the case on merits of the
respective arguments for seeking quashing of the FIR No. 02 dated
07.01.2014 registered at Police Station, Pimpalgaon in Nasik, the objection
as regards maintainability of the present writ petition for quashing of the FIR
before the High Court at Punjab and Haryana in Chandigarh needs to be
considered and as to why the petitioner ought not to pursue his remedy

before the Court exercising territorial jurisdiction in the matter.
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ARGUMENTS OF PETITIONER

13. Counsel for the petitioner has argued that the petitioner is a
resident of the territorial jurisdiction of the Punjab and Haryana High Court
and has been falsely implicated in the above said case at Nasik in
Maharashtra. Article 226 of the Constitution of India would entitle the
petitioner to invoke jurisdiction of a Court where cause of action has arisen
wholly or in part. Reliance was placed on the judgment of Hon’ble Supreme

Court of India in the matter of “Navinchandra N.Majithia versus State of

Maharashtra and others” reported as 2000 (7) SCC 640 wherein it was held

that the High Court, in whose territorial jurisdiction the cause of action arose
wholly or in part, would have jurisdiction even though the seat of the
Government or authority or residence of person against whom direction,
order or writ is sought to be issued is not within the said territory. Since the
petitioner is a resident of the territorial jurisdiction of this Court and parts of
transactions took place within this territory, hence, the issue as regards
seeking quashing of the FIR registered against him in Maharashtra can be
raised before this Court. The petitioner thus cannot be left to the mercy of
complainant who is mischievous & managed getting an FIR registered
against him on false, incomplete and misleading facts.

ARGUMENTS OF CONTESTING RESPONDENTS

14. Counsel for the contesting respondent No.7, on the other hand
has reiterated his arguments noticed above and submits that Chapter XIII of
the Criminal Procedure Code, 1973 confers territorial jurisdiction for
initiation of criminal proceedings in the territorial area of Nasik as well
since the parties had met and entered into agreement at Nasik and supplies of

Tomatoes was also initiated from Nasik. The payment towards the cost of
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the Tomatoes was also to be remitted at Nasik. Besides, the FIR in question
had already been registered at Nasik nearly 03 years prior to registration of
the FIR at Amritsar in the year 2017 and that the institution of the quashing
petition before this Court is an abuse of the process of law, intended to arm
twist the complainant, and to harass him by implicating him in a false case.
He emphasizes that the petitioner is involved in multiple similar cases and is
thus a habitual offender as well. It is contended that in an issue of territorial
jurisdiction, the same has to be settled as per Rule 25 (5) of the Punjab
Police Rules, 1934 and the matter has to be sent to the concerned
jurisdiction. Since the case has already been registered at Pimpalgaon in
Nasik prior at point of time, hence, the petitioner may, if so advised, take
recourse to the remedies before the Bombay High Court. The above
argument has also been supported by the State Counsel. The same are hence
not being re-iterated.

CONSIDERATION AND DECISION

15. I have heard learned counsel appearing on behalf of the
petitioner and have gone through the documents appended alongwith the
present petition.

16. Before proceeding further into the primary question which
arises for consideration of this Court as regards maintainability of the
present quashing petition for FIR in Maharashtra and the scope of Article
226 of the Constitution of India, it is necessary to advert to the

Constitutional provision.

17. Article 226 (2) of the Constitution of India confers jurisdiction
on a High Court in relation to its territories within which the cause of action,

wholly or in part arises for the exercise of such power, notwithstanding that
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the seat of such Government or authority or the residence of such person is
not within those territories. The substantive provision is extracted as under:-

“226. Power of High Courts to issue certain writs

(1) Notwithstanding anything in Article 32, every High Court
shall have powers, throughout the territories in relation to
which it exercise jurisdiction, to issue to any person or
authority, including in appropriate cases, any Government,
within those territories directions, orders or writs, including
writs in the nature of habeas corpus, mandamus, prohibitions,
quo warranto and certiorari, or any of them, for the
enforcement of any of the rights conferred by Part IIl and for
any other purpose.

(2) The power conferred by clause (1) to issue directions,
orders or writs to any Government, authority or person may
also be exercised by any High Court exercising jurisdiction in
relation to the territories within which the cause of action,
wholly or in part, arises for the exercise of such power,
notwithstanding that the seat of such Government or authority
or the residence of such person is not within those territories.
(3) Where any party against whom an interim order, whether by
way of injunction or stay or in any other manner, is made on, or
in any proceedings relating to, a petition under clause (1),
without

(a) furnishing to such party copies of such petition and all
documents in support of the plea for such interim order,; and

(b) giving such party an opportunity of being heard, makes an
application to the High Court for the vacation of such order
and furnishes a copy of such application to the party in whose
Jfavour such order has been made or the counsel of such party,
the High Court shall dispose of the application within a period
of two weeks from the date on which it is received or from the
date on which the copy of such application is so furnished,
whichever is later, or where the High Court is closed on the last

day of that period, before the expiry of the next day afterwards
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on which the High Court is open; and if the application is not
so disposed of, the interim order shall, on the expiry of that
period, or, as the case may be, the expiry of the aid next day,
stand vacated.

(4) The power conferred on a High Court by this article shall
not be in derogation of the power conferred on the Supreme
court by clause (2 ) of Article 32.”

18. It is undisputedly evident from a perusal from the same that
Article 226(2) of the Constitution of India confers jurisdiction on a High
Court to issue directions; orders or writ to any government, authority or
persons notwithstanding the seat of such government in relation to cause of
action which arises wholly or in part within its territories, for the exercise of
such power.

19. In support of his case, the petitioner has relied upon judgment
of Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in the matter of “Navinchandra
N.Majithia versus State of Maharashtra and others”. The relevant extract

thereof reads as under:-

“18. In legal parlance the expression "cause of action"” is
generally understood to mean a situation or state of facts that
entitles a party to maintain an action in a court or a tribunal; a
group of operative facts giving rise to one or more basis for
suing, a factual situation that entitles one person to obtain a

remedy in court from another person. (Black's Law Dictionary)

19. In Stroud's Judicial Dictionary a "cause of action"” is
stated to be the entire set of facts that gives rise to an
enforceable claim; the phrase comprises every fact, which, if

traversed, the plaintiff must prove in order to obtain judgment.

20. In "Words and Phrases" (4th Edn.) the meaning
attributed to the phrase "cause of action" in common legal
parlance is existence of those facts which give a party a right to

VISHAL SHARMA Jjudicial interference on his behalf.
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21. A Bench of three learned Judges of this Court in
the case of Oil and Natural Gas Commission v. Utpal Kumar
Basu reported as (1994) 4 SCC 711considered at length the
question of territorial jurisdiction under Article 226(2) of the
Constitution of India. Some of the relevant observations made
in the judgment are extracted hereunder: (SCC pp. 716-17,
paras 5-6)

"5. Clause (1) of Article 226 begins with a non obstante
clause notwithstanding anything in Article 32- - and
provides that every High Court shall have power
throughout the territories in relation to which it exercises
jurisdiction', to issue to any person or authority,
including in appropriate cases, any Government, 'within
those territories' directions, orders or writs, for the
enforcement of any of the rights conferred by Part Il or
for any other purpose. Under clause (2) of Article 226 the
High Court may exercise its power conferred by clause
(1) if the cause of action, wholly or in part, had arisen
within the territory over which it exercises jurisdiction,
notwithstanding that the seat of such Government or
authority or the residence of such person is not within
those territories. On a plain reading of the aforesaid two
clauses of Article 226 of the Constitution it becomes clear
that a High Court can exercise the power to issue
directions, orders or writs for the enforcement of any of
the fundamental rights conferred by Part III of the
Constitution or for any other purpose if the cause of
action, wholly or in part, had arisen within the territories
in relation to which it exercises jurisdiction,
notwithstanding that the seat of the Government or
authority or the residence of the person against whom the
direction, order or writ is issued is not within the said
territories. In order to confer jurisdiction on the High
Court of Calcutta, NICCO must show that at least a part

VISHAL SHARMA of the cause of action had arisen within the territorial
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jurisdiction of that Court. This is at best its case in the

writ petition.

6. It is well settled that the expression 'cause of action’
means that bundle of facts which the petitioner must
prove, if traversed, to entitle him to a judgment in his
favour by the court. In Chand Kour v. Partab Singh Lord
Watson reported as ILR (1889) 16 Cal 98 said:

... the cause of action has no relation whatever to
the defence which may be set up by the defendant,
nor does it depend upon the character of the relief
prayed for by the plaintiff. It refers entirely to the
ground set forth in the plaint as the cause of action,
or, in other words, to the media upon which the
plaintiff asks the court to arrive at a conclusion in

his favour.'

Therefore, in determining the objection of lack of
territorial jurisdiction the court must take all the facts
pleaded in support of the cause of action into
consideration albeit without embarking upon an inquiry
as to the correctness or otherwise of the said facts. In
other words the question whether a High Court has
territorial jurisdiction to entertain a writ petition must be
answered on the basis of the averments made in the
petition, the truth or otherwise whereof being immaterial.
To put it differently, the question of territorial jurisdiction
must be decided on the facts pleaded in the petition.
Therefore, the question whether in the instant case the
Calcutta High Court had jurisdiction to entertain and
decide the writ petition in question even on the facts
alleged must depend upon whether the averments made in
paragraphs 5, 7, 18, 22, 26 and 43 are sufficient in law to
establish that a part of the cause of action had arisen

within the jurisdiction of the Calcutta High Court."
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38. "Cause of action" is a phenomenon well understood in legal
parlance. Mohapatra, J. has well delineated the import of the
said expression by referring to the celebrated lexicographies.
The collocation of the words a "cause of action, wholly or in
part, arises”" seems to have been lifted from Section 20 of the
Code of Civil Procedure, which section also deals with the
jurisdictional aspect of the courts. As per that section the suit
could be instituted in a court within the legal limits of whose
jurisdiction the "cause of action wholly or in part arises".
Judicial pronouncements have accorded almost a uniform
interpretation to the said compendious expression even prior to
the Fifteenth Amendment of the Constitution as to mean "the
bundle of facts which would be necessary for the plaintiff to
prove, if traversed, in order to support his right to the judgment

of the court".

39. In Read v. Brown (1888) 22 QBD 128 Lord Esher, M.R.,
adopted the definition for the phrase "cause of action" that it

meant

"every fact which it would be necessary for the plaintiff to
prove, if traversed, in order to support his right to the
judgment of the court. It does not comprise every piece of
evidence which is necessary to prove each fact, but every

fact which is necessary to be proved"

40. The Privy Council has noted in Mohd. Khalil Khan v.
Mahbub Ali Mian reported as AIR 1949 PC 78 that the
aforesaid definition adopted by Lord Esher M.R. had been
followed in India. Even thereafter the courts in India have
consistently followed the said interpretation without exception

for understanding the scope of the expression "cause of action”.
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41. Even in the context of Article 226(2) of the Constitution this
Court adopted the same interpretation to the expression "cause
of action, wholly or in part, arises" vide State of Rajasthan v.
Swaika Properties (1985) 3 SCC 217. A three-Judge Bench of
this Court in Oil and Natural Gas Commission v. Utpal Kumar
Basu (supra) observed that it is well settled that the expression
"cause of action" means that bundle of facts which the
petitioner must prove, if traversed to entitle him to a judgment
in his favour. Having given such a wide interpretation to the
expression Ahmadi, J. (as the learned Chief Justice then was)
speaking for M.N. Venkatachaliah, C.J. and B.P. Jeevan Reddy,
J., utilised the opportunity to caution the High Courts against
transgressing into the jurisdiction of the other High Courts
merely on the ground of some insignificant event connected
with the cause of action taking place within the territorial limits
of the High Court to which the litigant approaches at his own

choice or convenience. The following are such observations.

"If an impression gains ground that even in cases which
fall outside the territorial jurisdiction of the court, certain
members of the court would be willing to exercise
jurisdiction on the plea that some event, however trivial
and unconnected with the cause of action had occurred
within the jurisdiction of the said court, litigants would
seek to abuse the process by carrying the cause before
such members giving rise to avoidable suspicion. That
would lower the dignity of the institution and put the
entire system to ridicule. We are greatly pained to say so
but if we do not strongly deprecate the growing tendency
we will, we are afraid, be failing in our duty to the
institution and the system of administration of justice. We
do hope that we will not have another occasion to deal

with such a situation.”

20. Before proceeding any further in the said aspect, it is essential

VISHAL SHA&QA

refer to a brief history of Article 226 (2) of Constitution of India.

| attest to the accuracy and
authenticity of this order/judgment



CWP-2989-2014 (O&M) -18-

21. Article 226 of the Constitution of India was exhausted by what
now forms Clause (1) of Article 226. The language circumscribes the
jurisdiction to two fold limitation of not only to the geographic territories of
the State concerned but also to the person/authority residing/situated therein.
The above said issue was determined by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India

in the matter of “Election Commission of India versus Saka Venkata Rao”

reported as (1953) 1 SCC 320 while hearing a matter against judgment of

Madras High Court against order of Election Commission of India. It was
held that since the order of disqualification of respondent was passed by
Election Commission of India which had office in Delhi, hence, only the
High Court of Punjab and Haryana had territorial jurisdiction to have the

case.

22. The controversy came up again before a constitutional Bench of

the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the matter of “Lt. Col. Khajoor Singh versus

Union of India” reported as 1961 (2) SCR 828 and the judgment of Saka

Venkata Rao (supra) was upheld by a majority. While delineating and
explaining the difference between ‘location’ and ‘functioning’, it was held
that while the “Union Government’ may be functioning all over, however, it
would be subject to writ jurisdiction of only that High Court where it is
‘located’. It was thus held that only the Punjab High Court could hear the
issues pertaining to Union Government since the territorial jurisdiction

vested in the said High Court only.

23. The dissenting view was however written by Subba Rao J. and

his dissenting judgment noted and noticed as under:-

“If the contention of the respondents be accepted,

VISHAL SHARMA whenever the Union Government infringes the right of a person
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24.

in any remote part of the country, he must come all the way to
New Delhi to enforce his right by filing a writ petition in the
Circuit Bench of the Punjab High Court. If a common man
residing in Kanyakumari, the southern-most part of India, his
illegally detained in prison, or deprived of his property
otherwise than by law, by an order of the Union Government, it
would be a travesty of fundamental rights to expect him to come
to New Delhi to seek the protection of the High Court of
Punjab. This construction of the provisions of Article 226 would
attribute to the framers of the Constitution an intention to
confer the right on a person and to withhold from him for all
practical purposes the remedy to enforce his right against the
Union Government. Obviously it could not have been the
intention of the Constituent Assembly to bring about such an
anomalous result in respect of what they conceived to be a
cherished right conferred upon the citizens of this country. In
that event, the right conferred turns out to be an empty one and
the object of the framers of the Constitution is literally
defeated.”

This laid the seeds for amendment of the provision through the

Fifteenth Amendment Act, 1963, which introduced Article 226 (1A)-later re-

numbered as Article 226 (2) in the 42" Amendment Act, 1976. The

statement of objects and reasons of the Amendment Act, 1963 read thus:-
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“Under the existing article 226 of the Constitution,
the only High Court which has jurisdiction with respect to the
Central Government is the Punjab High Court. This involves
considerable hardship to litigants from distant places. It is,
therefore, proposed to amend article 226 so that when any
relief is sought against any Government, authority or person for
any action taken, the High Court within whose jurisdiction the
cause of action arise may also have jurisdiction to issue
appropriate directions, orders or writs. The other new

proposals are of a minor character.”
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25. The amendment thus occasioned on account of hardship caused
to a litigant from a far flung remote area to prosecute the Union Govt. for his

relief against any act or omission of the Union Government.

26. Originally, Article 226 of the Constitution of India was
exhausted by what now forms Clause (1) of Article 226. The language
circumscribes the jurisdiction to two fold limitation of not only to the
geographic territories of the State concerned but also to the person/authority
residing/situated therein. The above said issue was interpreted and
determined by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in the matter of
“Election Commission of India versus Saka Venkata Rao” reported as
(1953) 1 SCC 320, while hearing a matter against judgment of Madras High
Court against order of Election Commission of India. It was held that since
the order of disqualification of respondent was passed by Election
Commission of India, which had office in Delhi, hence, only the High Court

of Punjab had territorial jurisdiction to hear the case.

217. The controversy came up again before a constitutional Bench of

the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in the matter of “Lt._Col. Khajoor

Singh versus Union of India and another” reported as 1961 (2) SCR 828

and the judgment of Saka Venkata Rao (supra) was upheld by a majority.
While delineating and explaining the difference between ‘location’ &
functioning’, it was held that while the ‘Union Government’ may be
functioning all over, however, it would be subject to writ jurisdiction of only
that High Court where it is ‘located’. It was thus held that only the Punjab
High Court could hear the issues pertaining to Union Government since the

territorial jurisdiction vested in the said High Court only.
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28.

The dissenting minority judgment was however written by

Subba Rao J. wherein he noted and determined as under:-

29.

“If the contention of the respondents be accepted, whenever the
Union Government infringes the right of a person in any remote
part of the country, he must come all the way to New Delhi to
enforce his right by filing a writ petition in the Circuit Bench of
the Punjab High Court. If a common man residing in
Kanyakumari, the southern-most part of India, his illegally
detained in prison, or deprived of his property otherwise than
by law, by an order of the Union Government, it would be a
travesty of fundamental rights to expect him to come to New
Delhi to seek the protection of the High Court of Punjab. This
construction of the provisions of Article 226 would attribute to
the framers of the Constitution an intention to confer the right
on a person and to withhold from him for all practical purposes
the remedy to enforce his right against the Union Government.
Obviously it could not have been the intention of the Constituent
Assembly to bring about such an anomalous result in respect of
what they conceived to be a cherished right conferred upon the
citizens of this country. In that event, the right conferred turns
out to be an empty one and the object of the framers of the
Constitution is literally defeated.

This laid the seeds for amendment of the provision through the

fifteenth Amendment Act of 1963, which introduced Article 226 (1A)-Later

re-numbered as Article 226 (2) in the 42th Amendment Act, 1976. The

statement of objects and reasons of the Amendment Act of 1963 read thus:-
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“Under the existing article 226 of the Constitution, the
only High Court which has jurisdiction with respect to the
Central Government is the Punjab High Court. This involves
considerable hardship to litigants from distant places, it is,
therefore, proposed to amend article 226 so that when any

relief is sought against any Government, authority or person for
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any action taken, the High Court within whose jurisdiction the
cause of action arise may also have jurisdiction to issue
appropriate directions, orders or writs The other new proposals

are of a minor character.”

30. The amendment thus occasioned on account of hardship thus
caused to a litigant from a far flug remote area to prosecute the Union
Government for his relief against any act or omission of the Union

Government.

31. The amendment was thus proposed and introduced to mitigate
the hardships of a litigant, primarily against actions/omissions of the Union
of India. It was envisaged in the background of a civil dispute and was

apparently intended for the said nature of disputes.

32. The concept of cause of action arising wholly or in part, to
confer jurisdiction was seemingly drawn from the Civil Procedure Code,
which already had similar clause in Section 20 and more particular in sub-

section (c) thereof.

33. The amendment being driven by a hardship noticed in the
minority judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India was primarily
concentrating on civil disputes and violation of rights/interests by the Union
of India. The subsequent judicial pronouncements have however expanded
the scope of the said Article, applying the literal rule and in the said process,
happened to slightly overlook the other cardinal rules of statutory
interpretations. The Article was rightly given its widest amplitude, befitting

a cardinal jurisdictional authority of a constitutional Court.

34, A conventional way to interpret an edict of legislature is to seek

the intention of the framers. The Hon’ble Supreme Court of India held in the
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matter of “State of Himachal Pradesh and another versus Kailash

Chander Mahajan _and others” reported as AIR 1992 S.C. 1277 that the

intention of the legislature, thus, assimilates two aspects: In one aspect it
carries the concept of “meaning”, i.e. what the words mean and in another
aspect, it conveys the “purpose and object” or the “reason and spirit”
pervading through the statute. The process of construction, therefore,

combines both literal and purposive approaches.

35. It is thus essential to see the purpose or object which

comprehends the mischief and its remedy to which the enactment is directed.

36. In the words of A. Driedges, Construction of Statute, 2"
Edition, 1983: the words of an Act are to be read in their entire context and
in their grammatical and ordinary sense harmoniously with the scheme of
Act, the object of the Act, and the intent of the Parliament. The said
principles received approval of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the matter of

“Union_of India versus Elphinstone Spinning and Weaving Co. Ltd.”

reported as AIR 2001 SC 724.

37. For ascertaining the purpose of a statute, one is not restricted to
the internal aid furnished by the statute but also to the context, even though
text is material. It was held by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the matter of

“Reserve Bank of India versus Peerless General Finance and Investment”

reported as AIR 1987 SC 1023 that interpretation depends on text and the

context. An interpretation which makes the textual interpretation match the

contextual, is the best interpretation.

38. The constitutional amendment had its background and the same

has to be applied as a beacon to guide exercise of a judicial discretion, not
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only to maintain a judicial discipline but also to avoid hardship, abuse of
power, forum shopping and judicial conflicts over territories and law
enforcement. Any such lapse erodes consistency and enforceability of law

and consequently diminishes the sovereignty and Rule of law.

39. Since a material aspect for conferring a territorial jurisdiction is

“Cause of action”, hence, the said crucial aspect also needs to be adverted to.

40. This Court is required to examine as to what constitutes the
“cause of action” insofar as the institution of the present case seeking
quashing of FIR is concerned. The meaning of “cause of action” thus has to
be seen from a fine prism. “Cause of action”, as interpreted by the Hon’ble
Supreme Court, has to be understood from the perspective of initiation of a
proceeding and the same has to be distinguished from a “case of defence”.
Lord Watson had interpreted “cause of action” in the judgment in case of
Chand Kaur versus Partap Singh, ILR (1889) 16 Cal 98 that it has no
relation with the defence that may be set up or upon the character of relief
prayed for. It is thus required to be judicially examined as to whether the
nature of the proceeding brought before this Court is in the nature of
initiation of an action against a cause or it is seeking to enforce/initiate a
proceeding as a defence against the cause. The line of demarcation may be
fine but is real and distinct. When a case is filed, essentially and primarily as
a proceeding of defence or is pre-emptory and in anticipation, the same
would still be construed as a proceeding of defence and would not divest
jurisdiction of the Court where the substantive action is brought against the

cause.

41. The Hon’ble Supreme Court of India has further laid a rule of

vsuasis@alition  for maintaining judicial discipline and sanctity of judicial
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proceeding, that the High Courts should not transgress into the jurisdiction
of other High Courts merely on ground of certain insignificant events
connected with the cause of action that also took place with in the territorial
limits of that High Court, to which a litigant approaches at his own choice or
convenience, in the case of Oil and Natural Gas Commission versus Utpal

Kumar Basu (1994) 4 SCC 711.

42. Blurring of the above demarcation would transpose every
possible defence as a separate cause to each individual (when there are more
defendants/accused, who are located across different territorial jurisdiction).
The construction of “cause of action” as proposed, if accepted, is likely to
open gates for greater potential of mischief rather than remedy the cause. In
todays world order, when country is getting smaller in terms of People’s
movement, migration and settlements and people having footprints in
different States, a mischievous defendant/accused would be highly tempted
to blur the demarcation and claim jurisdiction to be vested in Court of his
(their) choice or even multiple jurisdiction (when more defendants or
accused reside in different territories) by insisiting and hammering a plea of
defence as a “cause of action” and claim vesting of jurisdiction with such
Court on an alleged breach/violation of right.

43. Even otherwise, “cause of action” has to be interpreted and
applied for conferring territorial jurisdiction is at the stage of “setting the

process of law in motion”. Once the said process of law has already been set

in motion, initiation of proceedings seeking setting aside of such legal action
in other territorial jurisdiction is not to be understood in the reference of
“initiation of a cause of action” for setting aside the process of law already

set in motion but for computing limitation for initiation of such proceeding
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in defence. The original cause having already arisen by setting the process of
law in motion, filing of every petition before Court of different judicature,
where an accused (multiple accused) may be residing, cannot transpose itself

for the “cause of action” as it originally means but has to be understood,

interpreted and accepted as a “cause of action for institution of the
proceedings” or for seeking enforcement of an accrued cause in original
territories. A challenge raised to such cause and the merits claimed
thereunder is no more than a defence raised by such person and the same
cannot be portrayed or claimed as giving rise to an independent cause of
action. It is only a cascading effect which confers liberty on a person to
initiate proceedings to protect his limited interest. A cross version for
seeking quashing of the FIR registered in a different jurisdiction would only

be a defence against an action that is already occurred. A ‘cause of action for

seeking quashing of an FIR’ cannot be confused for “cause of action for

vesting a territorial jurisdiction”. The Court of law is required to ordinarily

examine the above said fine distinction and to exercise a judicial restraint
before exercising a writ jurisdiction. Any person who feels aggrieved is
expected to approach the competent Court which exercises his territorial
jurisdiction for such substantial relief and not before a forum where a
consequential impact of such cause of action may be failed to his prejudice.
Exercise of such powers are circumscribed only to the extent of protecting
certain liberties and rights to enable an individual to exhaust his remedies in
law and approached the concerned Court in the ends of the justice for
protecting his rights and where any such denial would defeat the ends of
justice and tantamount to denial of constitution remedies. Disregard to

territorial jurisdiction and boundaries would have an adverse impact on the
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federal structure and undermine the supremacy of the respective High Court.
The supremacy of the concerned High Court exercising territorial
jurisdiction would be severally compromised and be defeated giving an
impression of a judicial over reach by the High Court of a different territorial
jurisdiction.

44, A mere inconvenience caused to a person aggrieved in seeking
enforcement of his remedies cannot be interpreted to confer a territorial
jurisdiction over the High Court where he or she may feel the effect of such
action. The judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India, in the matter
of “Navinchandra N. Majithia (supra) does not deal with the issue of
“cause of action” vis-a-vis. “case/cause of defence”. The same would thus

not be applicable to the facts of the instant case and the issue raised above.

45. Hence, a ‘cause of action’ in its plain reading and meaning is a
set of facts giving reasons to initiate a legal proceedings. However, initiation
of legal proceeding, is different in ‘civil law’, as compared to initiation of a
legal proceeding under “criminal law”. Whereas, initiation of a proceeding
in civil law is more akin to institution of a suit/petition before such Court,
the initiation of a proceeding in ‘criminal law’ is not necessarily by way of
institution of a complaint before the Magistrate. The initiation of proceeding
in criminal law is often by way of submission of a complaint to police, if a
cognizable offence is made out. The registration of an FIR is only
consequential. “Cause of action” in criminal law is thus to be seen at that
stage. A proceeding is thus deemed to have been initiated and registration of
FIR further lends strength to it. Once the proceedings are initiated in terms
of Chapter XIII of Code of Criminal Procedure Code, 1973 and in a

jurisdiction prescribed thereunder, the jurisdiction with respect to the said
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cause of action would vest in that respective High Court only, in whose’s

territorial jurisdiction the proceeding has been initiated.

46. The word “initiation” is to be read in the context of “first
invocation” of a proceeding and not first invocation in the context of a
person/party to the proceedings. If initiation is to be seen and interpreted in
the context and perspective of a party, it is likely to lead to chaos, judicial
indiscipline, cause steep rise in attempts at forum shopping and may be
conflicting judgments from different jurisdictions. The same definitely could
not have been the intention of legislature. A limited exercise of jurisdiction,
to protect a right as an interim measure and to balance equities is however
valid since the same is not akin to exercising jurisdiction on the substantive
subject matter but only protects the liberties of an individual to take recourse
to pursue his remedies before a forum exercising jurisdiction over the
substantive matter. The said power may also be invoked under
circumstances where a substantive cause falls within jurisdiction of the said

High Court and its orders need to be implemented by another State.

To elucidate if the power of High Court, exercising territorial jurisdiction, is
invoked for initiation of a cause of action and for ensuring proper justice
and an order or direction is required to be issued to any other person or the
State Government outside those territories, such a direction can be issued.
To understand the same, in Civil and Criminal aspect (other than actions
against Union of India), it can be explained by the following examples:

Criminal Matters

47. If a case for registration of FIR or for execution of a bailable
warrant of arrest and/or non-bailable warrant of arrest is pending before the

concerned High Court and the Authorities residing outside the territorial
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jurisdiction of the High Court are not executing the warrants etc. or are not
associating with the police to secure the arrest/detention of the accused, the
jurisdiction under Article 226(2) of the Constitution of India can be
exercised by the parent High Court.

Civil Matters

48. Assuming that any property is to be attached or auctioned
pursuant to any order passed by a competent Court and the same is not being
done by the Executive/Administrative Authorities of a separate territory, the
High Court exercising original territorial jurisdiction may entertain such
civil proceedings.

The abovesaid examples are only illustrative and not

exhaustive.

49. Reference can also be made to the following extract of the
judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in matter of “Rupali Devi versus

State of Uttar pradesh and Others” reported as 2019 (5) SCC 384.

“6. A look at the provisions of Chapter XIII of the Code of
Criminal Procedure, 1973 (CrPC) dealing with the jurisdiction
of the criminal court in inquiries and trials will now be
required. Section 177 of the Code of Criminal Procedure
contemplates that "every offence shall ordinarily be inquired
into and tried by a court within whose local jurisdiction it was
committed". It is, therefore, clear that in the normal course, it is
the court within whose local jurisdiction the offence is
committed that would have the power and authority to take

cognizance of the offence in question.

7. Sections 178 and 179 are exceptions to the above rule

and may be set out hereinunder:
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""178. Place of inquiry or trial.-(a) When it is uncertain
in which of several local areas an offence was committed,
or

(b) where an offence is committed partly in one local
area and partly in another, or

(c) where an offence is a continuing one, and continues
to be committed in more local areas than one, or

(d) where it consists of several acts done in different local
areas,

it may be inquired into or tried by a court having jurisdiction

over any of such local areas.

179. Olffence triable where act is done or consequence
ensues. When an act is an offence by reason of anything
which has been done and of a consequence which has
ensued, the offence may be inquired into or tried by a
court within whose local jurisdiction such thing has been

done or such consequence has ensued."

8. Section 178 creates an exception to the "ordinary rule"”
engrafted in Section 177 by permitting the courts in another
local area where the offence is partly committed to take
cognizance. Also if the offence committed in one local area
continues in another local area, the courts in the latter place
would be competent to take cognizance of the matter. Under
Section 179, if by reason of the consequences emanating from a
criminal act an offence is occasioned in another jurisdiction,
the court in that jurisdiction would also be competent to take
cognizance. Thus, if an offence is committed partly in one place
and partly in another; or if the offence is a continuing offence
or where the consequences of a criminal act result in an offence
being committed at another place, the exception to the
"ordinary rule” would be attracted and the courts within whose
jurisdiction the criminal act is committed will cease to have

exclusive jurisdiction to try the offence.

9. At this stage it may also be useful to take note of what can

be understood to be a continuing offence. The issue is no longer
VISHAL SHARMA
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res integra having been answered by this Court in State of
Bihar v. Deokaran Nenshis (1972) 2 SCC 890. Para 5 may be

usefully noticed in this regard: (SCC p. 892, para 5)

"5. A continuing offence is one which is susceptible of
continuance and is distinguishable from the one which is
committed once and for all. It is one of those offences
which arises out of a failure to obey or comply with a
rule or its requirement and which involves a penalty, the
liability for which continues until the rule or its
requirement is obeyed or complied with. On every
occasion that such disobedience or non-compliance
occurs and reoccurs, there is the offence committed. The
distinction between the two kinds of offences is between
an act or omission which constitutes an offence once and
for all and an act or omission which continues, and
therefore, constitutes a fresh offence every time or
occasion on which it continues. In the case of a
continuing offence, there is thus the ingredient of
continuance of the offence which is absent in the case of
an offence which takes place when an act or omission is

committed once and for all."”

50. It is thus evident that territorial jurisdiction in relation to
criminal matters is determined by the Criminal Procedure Code, 1973.
Article 226 (2) of the Constitution of India is not to be transposed as a
substantive provision to substitute Chapter XIII of Criminal Procedure Code,
1973 and confer jurisdiction by location of parties; by their convenience or
by their defences-supplanting them as cause of action, as a camouflage for
defence. The jurisdiction as determined by Criminal Procedure Code, 1973
thus needs to be seen and accepted as substantive law for determining

territorial jurisdiction in criminal law.
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51. The interpretation suggested by the petitioner about power
under Article 226 (2) of the Constitution of India in a Court where a cause of
action arose wholly or in part irrespective of the seat of the Government or
place of residence of an accused may be true where the cause for the initial
action has accrued, wholly or in part within the territorial jurisdiction of a
High Court (which such cause has been held in subsequent judgments to be
sustentative and not just a mere peripheral cause). The above said
contention and interpretation could have been valid in the present case if the
prayer of the petitioner was confined to seeking issuance of directions to the
police to register FIR at Amritsar since a part of cause of action can be said
to have accrued within the territorial jurisdiction of this Court and that too
before registration of case in any other jurisdiction. The cause of action
being a fact/collection of facts/actions which give rise to
initiation/enforcement of a legal action or enforceable claim has to be
understood as distinct from a cause of action for initiation or institution of a
proceeding and a cause of action for initiation of a proceeding of defence.
Whilst cause of action to determine territorial jurisdiction has to be in
reference to initiation of a legal proceeding; the cause of action declared for
seeking enforcement of a defence has to be construed as deriving knowledge
to pursue his defence and establish limitation.

52.

Besides, the Constitution of India uses very distinct expressions

in both the Clauses i.e. 226 (1) and (2). The same are tabulated as under:-

Article 226 (1)

Article 226 (2)

Notwithstanding anything in article
32 every High Court shall have
powers, throughout the territories in
relation to which it exercise
jurisdiction, to issue to any person or

The power conferred by clause (1) to
issue directions, orders or writs to
any Government, authority or person
may also be exercised by any High
Court exercising jurisdiction in
relation to the territories within

authority, including in appropriate
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cases, any Government, within those
territovies directions, orders or
writs, including writs in the nature of
habeas corpus, mandamus,
prohibition, quo warrantor and
certiorari, or any of them, for the

which the cause of action, wholly or
in part, arises for the exercise of
such power, notwithstanding that the
scat of such Government or authority
or the residence of such person is not
within those territories.

enforcement of any of the rights
conferred by Part Ill and for any
other purpose.

53. Hence, while Article 226 (1) confers a substantive mandate and
authority through out territories over which it exercises jurisdiction, the
power under Article 226 (2) is discretionary and subject to accrual of cause
of action.

The abovesaid distinction needs to be appreciated and
implemented to maintain judicial discipline.
54, The Constitution consciously chooses to use the expression
“may also be exercised” instead of the expression “shall be exercised” by
leaving it to the judicial prudence as to whether it opts to exercise the
discretion or not. A person aggrieved is ordinarily required to approach the
concerned High Court exercising territorial jurisdiction under Article 226(1)
of the Constitution of India and only in certain exceptional circumstances,
would the High Court, other than the High Court exercising territorial
jurisdiction, may exercise the authority/power under Article 226(2) of the
Constitution of India.
55. The petitioner thus has his remedies to approach before the
competent Court and/or the concerned Magistrate for seeking enforcement
of his statutory remedies. He has failed to demonstrate any emergent
circumstances warranting an immediate intervention of this Court failing

which his right to seek constitutional remedies would be defeated giving rise

to an irreparable loss or injury. No such circumstances arise in the present
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case at all.

56. I am further supported in my view from the judgments in the
matter of “Anushka Arora and another versus Punjab and Sind Bank” in
CWP-24190 of 2022 decided on 17.03.2023 as well as judgment dated
11.05.2023 in CWP-10136 of 2023 in the matter of “Krishan Kumar Gupta
and another versus State of Uttrakhand”

57. Evidently, the case pertains to version and cross version and
both the parties have succeeded in getting an FIR registered against each
other. Accused Vinayak Sachdeva is, however, already reported to have
died. Needless to mention that the ED as well as the Integrated Check Post
did not find any cognizable offence made out and even the initial decision of
the police was that it is a case of civil dispute and no criminal offence was
made out. Besides, the FIR at Nasik was registered on 07.01.2014 whereas
the FIR at Amritsar has been registered on 18.01.2017 at Police Station,
Civil Lines, i.e. after a period of more than 03 years of registration of the
FIR at Nasik.

58. Since this Court is not inclined to entertain the present petition
on the ground of maintainability, it would not be appropriate for this Court
to comment on the merits of the respective claim. For the reasons referred to
above, I find that the present writ petition seeking quashing of the FIR
registered within the territorial jurisdiction of the State of Maharashtra is not
maintainable before this Court. However, insofar as his prayer for seeking
directions to the respondent No.4 to 6 for expeditious conclusion of
investigation in complaint submitted to them is concerned, the same is
within the territorial jurisdiction of this Court, however, as the investigation

of the said case has been concluded and a final report has already been filed,
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no further directions are required to be issued. No grievance thus subsists.
The present writ petition is accordingly dismissed at the stage. Liberty is,
however, granted to the petitioner to pursue his remedies before a competent
Court as per law.

All the pending miscellaneous application(s), if any, are also

disposed of.
(VINOD S. BHARDWA)
NOVEMBER 22,2023 JUDGE
Vishal Sharma
Whether speaking/reasoned : Yes/No
Whether Reportable : Yes/No
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