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pursuing the present petition, hence, the same is being examined on merits. 

4.  It has been averred in the present petition that the petitioner was 

summoned to face trial in Complaint No. 2054 dated 09.10.2013 vide 

summoning order dated 15.11.2014 (Annexure P-2). It has further been 

pleaded that, prior to the institution of the aforesaid complaint, respondent 

No.2 had been called to the police station pursuant to a complaint submitted 

by the petitioner. However, with the intervention of respectable persons of 

the locality, the dispute inter se between the parties was amicably settled and 

resolved. Despite the aforesaid settlement, respondent No.2 subsequently 

proceeded to institute the complaint in question against the petitioner.  

5.  It is further averred that the petitioner was declared as a 

proclaimed person notwithstanding that notices were never served upon him, 

yet, proclamation proceedings under Sections 82 and 83 Cr.P.C. were 

initiated against him vide order dated 19.04.2016. Hence, the proceedings 

were challenged on above ground.   

6.  Reply dated 04.01.2018 by way of an affidavit of Dyama Harish 

Kumar Om Parkash (IPS), Assistant Superintendent of Police, Sub-Division 

Phagwara, District Kapurthala has already been filed on behalf of the 

respondent/State, wherein it is stated that proceedings under Sections 82 and 

83 of the Code of Criminal Procedure were initiated against the petitioner 

and that he was subsequently declared a proclaimed person vide order dated 

19.04.2016. It has further been asserted therein that the said proceedings as 

well as the order declaring the petitioner as a proclaimed person do not 

suffer from any illegality or procedural infirmity.  

7.  Learned counsel appearing on behalf of respondent No.2 
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contends that there is nothing on record to suggest that the notices issued in 

the proceedings were not served upon the petitioner and that neither any 

illegality nor any procedural irregularity in the process adopted by the trial 

Court, while initiating proceedings under Sections 82 and 83 of the Code of 

Criminal Procedure and subsequently declaring the petitioner as a 

proclaimed person, has been pleaded in the present petition or set out in the 

grounds of challenge. It is thus submitted that, in the absence of any specific 

averment or material demonstrating violation of the prescribed procedure, 

the impugned order does not warrant interference by this Court.  

8.  I find that the facts as pleaded do not lay any foundation for or 

disclose any circumstances to suggest that the order declaring the petitioner 

a proclaimed person was passed without adhering to the procedure 

prescribed under Sections 82 and 83 of the Cr.P.C. This Court is, therefore, 

of the opinion that the impugned order does not suffer from any illegality, 

perversity or procedural impropriety warranting interference in exercise of 

the inherent jurisdiction of this Court. 

9.  Consequently, the present petition is dismissed.  

10.  Pending application(s), if any, shall stand disposed of.  

      

       (VINOD S. BHARDWAJ)  
06.05.2026              JUDGE 
Sumit Gusain 
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