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Subject CRM - M No. 46800 of 2025 titled as lnderjeet Suhag and another V/s State of
Haryana and others.

The aforesaid case came up for hearing on 09.10.2025 and the Hon'ble Hrgh court
vide judgment dated 09.10 2025 has dismissed the present matter on the premise that quashing

of an FIR lodged by a public servant on the basis of compromise may be allowed when the drspute
is purely personal or private in nature. However, if the FIR relates to acts arising from the discharge
of official duties, such settlement/compromise shall be entertained only with approval of competent
government / administrative authority. Any public servant entering into such compromise without
prior approval of the competent authority shall be liable for appropriate action including
departmental proceeding. The relevant para of the judgment dated 09.10.2025 is reproduced here
under -
"13. As a sequitur of the above rumination, the following postulates emerge.-

l. A petition seekrng quashing of FIR (as a/so a proceeding emanating thcrefrorn) orr lltc'
basis of compromise involving a public servant as FIR / complainanl / victint ntay bc
granted wherein the dispute between the parties is primarily private/individual in natttrc
ln other words, where the offenseis againsl a public servant, inherently in discharge ol
hrs/her official duty, such compromise quashing petition deseryes lo be rcjectcd

ll ln a case a public servant endeavours to settle/compromise a crimind offencc
essentially involvirtg discharge of his/her officral duty and not berng in ltis/tter
private/individual capacity and such settlemenUcompromise is sans tho approval of
competent govemment / administrative authority, appropriate action(s) including. bul
not limited to departmental proceedings, ought to be underlaken against such publrc
servant.

lll. (i) The litmus /esl as towhetherthe dispute/offence(s) is of private/individual capactty
or of public/government function would essentially depend upon the analyses of factual
milieu of a pafticular case receiving consideration at the hands of the Courl
(ii) No exhaustive guidelines can possibty be laid down for exercise of aforesad luctictal
discretion by a Court as every case has its own unique factual corrspccfurs . T hcr a rs rto

gainsaying that an order passed by the Courl, while exercising such discretion rnLrsl

be a speaking order clearly giving out reasons therein & must be in consonance with

the basic canons of Justice, good conscience and equity."

From the above, rt is clearthat a public servant once having got registered an FIR

etc. rn his capacity of a government officral cannot elect to settle a dispute with an rndivrdual on lrrs

own, without requisite permission from the concern administrative authority/ competent
government because the causative factors also involve infringement of State's duty and rights as

mentioned in para 12.1 of judgment dated 09.10.2025
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It is therefore, requested to circulate the judgment amongst the subordinate
offrces under your control for strict compliance. A copy of judgment dated 09.10.2025 is enclosed
herewith for ready reference.

This issues in pursuance of the decision taken by Worthy ACS/Energy Govt of
Haryana

DA/As above.
- s4-

(Vijay Kumar Jrndal)
Chief Engineer/Admn

HPGCL, Panchkula

Endst. No. Ch{Lq /Hpcc/cs-38e(vor-1r)t?E) Dated: o+ .01.2026

A copy of the above is fonvarded to the XEN/IT, llPGCL, Panchkula with a request
to host the above order on HPGCL website.

w(vijiy Kumbr Jrndal)
Chief Engineer/Admn.,

HPGCL, Panchkula

CC:
1. SPS to ltflanaging Director, HPGCL, Panchkula
2. SPS to Managing Director, UHBVN, Panchkula w.r.t. memo no. Ch-113/UH/GA-

382123N oll dated 02.01 2026.
3. SPS to Director/Technical-l / ll / lll, HPGCL, Panchkula.
4. SPS to Director/Finance, HPGCL, Panchkula.
5. SE/Admn., HPGCL, Panchkula.
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2025'.PHHC.140414

IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA AT
CHANDIGARH

cRM-M-46800-2025
Date of decision: 09.70.2A25

Inderjeet Suhag and another ....Petitioners
V/s

State of Haryana and others ..,.Respondents

CORAM: HON,BLE MR. JUSTICE SUMEET GOEL

Present: Mr. Abhishek Goel, Advocate for the petitioners.

Mr. Vishal Singh, AAG Haryana.

Mr. Abhimanu Jangra, Advocate for respondent Nos,2 to {.
d<*** *

SUMEET GOEL. J.

1. The petition in hand has been preferred b1' tire accused -
petitioners under Section 528 of the Bharatiya Nagarik Suraksha Sanhrta.

2023, for quashing of FIR No.234 dated 22.08.2024 (hereinatter: tc be

referred as the impugned FIR) registered under Sections 121(1). 132. 121.

324(6) of BNS at Police Station Beri, Jhajjar, Haryana. as also the

proceedings subsequent thereto, on the basis of a compromise tleed r1:.teti

07.08.2025 (Annexures P-2, P-4 and P-6) appended ri'ith the pre:en:

petition.

2. The gravamen of the impugned FIR is that on 21,08 1t-l-1.

employees namely Rakesh (Lineman), Sunil (Assistant Lineman) and I'loht

#$EEE
ffiffi€

11:40 P.M. they returned frorn a

When they reached the com:-arnt

centre, which is located in the Dharamshala, some people present therc

stopped them from entering by saying that thel' had booked the

Dharamshala for their own use. The employees explained that tt u'as the

official complaint center and they were on night dutl-. Dunnq lhr:
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CRM-M-46800-2025 2

argument, the villagers informed the Sarpanch of Ilishan village namely

Indrajit Suhag who alongwith his sons came to the spot. Without any

discussion, they started abusing, threatening and physically assaulting the

employees. They also threatened to kill them and ge'r them fired from their

.1obs. When the employees tried to contact the Junior Engineer (JE) namely

-{nil on the government phone, Sarpanch namely Inrlrajit tSuhag threw the

phone away by saying that he did not know any JE. This incident created

fear amongst the employees making it unsafe for thenr to perform night duty

at the complaint Centre. In view of this, a request was made to register an

FIR against Sarpanch Indrajit Suhag and his sons for obstructing

government rvork; issuing death threats and damagingi a go,zernment phone.

Funhermore, employee namely Rakesh and Mohit were injured during the

course of the aforesaid occuffence. After investigation, it was found that

offences uncler Sections 132,221, 324,6 of BNS and other relevant law had

been committed. Accordingly, the instant case was registered. On

24.08.2024, based on the evidence, accused Inderjeet Suhag and Akshay

Suhag (petit;oners herein) were arrested and their statements were recorded.

Based on these set of allegations, the impugned FIR was got registered.

3. Learned counsel for the petitioners has argued that the

petitioners have been falsely implicated into the impugned FIR,

rvhereinafter the trial Court has already taken cognizance of'the case, issued

process against the petitioners and fixed 17.09.2025 fbr frarning of charges.

According to learned counsel, the petitioners are on regular bail and have

been regular:ly appearing before the trial Court. Learned counsel for the

petitioners has fumher submitted that a compromise was entered into

between the petitioners and the FlR-complainant on 07.118.2025 (colly),

relevant whereof reads as under:-

2 of22
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"1. That the case FIR No.234 dated 22.0A.2024 uncler sectLc,n l2l
(1),1i2, 221, i24(6) of BNS has been registered by the Deponent against

the second parties/accused (lt4r. Inderjeet Suhag 5/o Late sh. Kctrott

Singh and Mt Akshay Suhag 5/o Sh. Indeleet Suhag) ctt p.S Beri.

Jhajjar, Haryana.

2. That the said FIR was registered as the Deponent hud misral:eni.t

Identified the second porties/accused (Mr. Indeleet Suhrtg S,o Late Sh.

Karan Singh and Mr'. Akshay Suhag S/o Sh. htdeleet Suln,g) ancl *e solcl

incident had nothing to do with the second parties/accused v,hotsozt er

3. That the Deponett now does not wislt to take any legal actiort cg(lins1

the second parties/accused (Mr. Inde$eet Sultag S'o l,ate .\lt. Kurrti:

Singlt and Mr. Akshay Suhag S/o Sh. Inde4ieet Sultagl rt-< rlte Denor;et;i

has now come to realise his mistake artd ltave arrircd (7t ci tttutLta,

settlement with the second pari*/accused In order io er,rticl ;it1.t .tiilliig;'

liligation and harassntent to both or either of tlte parties in tlte.tirttu'e.

4. That the Deponent does not want to pursue the soid FIR registereci

against the second parties/accused (lt,Ir. Indeleet Suhag S o Lttc Sl;

Karan Singh and Mr. Akshay Suhag Sio Slt. htdejee No Tickei ori rlie

Affidavit, only Notary Suhag) and l:rr.s no objectiort if tlte FIR .\'o. )34

dated 22,08.2024 under section 121 (2). 138) 223, 3216t oI B.\'.! li'
quashed. "

Learned counsel has. thus. iterated that the FIR in questiolr.

which was got registered on account of a misunderstanding. has since L.reen

resolved between the parties and in order to keep peace as also hamonr . the

parties do not wish to continue with proceedings. including the impuenec.

FIR, against each other. Learned counsel has further submrttec that.

pursuant to order dated 26.08.2025 earlier passed b1,' this Court. -staterre nts

of the rival private parties ri/ere recorded before the concernerd \Ia3i-.trat..

wherein,the said parties have reiterated having entered into settlement and a

report dated 79.09.2025 has been received from the said Magisterial Coun.

Learned counsel has further urged that no useful purpose rvould iikelv be

served by allowing the criminal prosecution to continue agalnst tlte

petitioners. Thus, it has been reiterated that the petitiort in hand be grar-rted.

-)

3oir22

Downloaded on - 02-01-2026 10:41:09 ::



CRM-M-46800-2025 4

1. Learned State counsel submits that the FIR in question was

registered for serious allegations of assault on the g,overnment employees

rvhile on duty; obstruction of official work; criminal intimidation and

damage to government property. According to learned State counsel, the

offences alleged are not purely private in nature but involrze an element of

public interest. Though the parties have entered into a compromise dated

07,08.2A25 end the complainants have expressed no objection to quashing

of the FIR in question but while considering the complromise, the nature and

gravity of allegations are also to be taken into account as the offence(s) in

question related to assaulting public servants while o;n duty and obstruction

of government work. Learned State counsel has emphasized that the power

to quash lies only with this Court under Section 528 of BNSS, 2023 whtch

is to be exercised sparingly and cautiously. On the basis of aforesaid

submission. iearned State counsel has prayed for dismissal of the petition tn

hand.

5. Service was effected upon respondent Nos.2 to 4. Learned

counsel for the said respondents has submitted that the parties have

amicabll' seltled the matter with the petitioners. Each of the complainants

has executed a compromise affidavit dated 07.08.2025 and categorically

stated that they have no objection if the FIR in question and all proceedings

arising therefrom are quashed against the petitioners. Furthermore, the

compromise has been arrived at voluntarily without ;any threat coercion or

undue influence. Thus, in view of the compromise ciuly executed between

the parties, learned counsel has prayed that the petition in lland be allowed

and the FIR rn question and all consequential proceedings be quashed.

6. I have heard learned counsel for the parties and have perused

the record.

40f22
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Prime Issue

7 . The issue that"arises for consideration in the present petiticn is

as to whether the impugned FIR and the proceedings arising therefrom

deserve to be quashed on the basis of compromise/settlement har,ing been

arrived at between the rival private parties.

The seminal legal issue that arises for rumination is as to

whether an FIR (as also proceedings emanating therefrom) can be quashed

on the basis of compromise/settlement between the rirral parties u'herein the

FlR-complainant/victim/aggrieved person is a public servant.

8. Relevant Statutorv Provisions

The Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 (hereinafter to be

referred as 'the Cr.P.C.)

Section 482 of Cr.P.C., 1973 reads as undet:

"482. Sm,ing of inherent power of High Court - ,\'otltirtg ttt tltrs Cr.,iL

shall be deemed to limit or affect the inherent po\\'ers o.l tlte fitsit Cctili Ir,

make such orders as may be necessarl'to gi'e ffict ta on.\ )r{iL' 'r'icr.'

this Code, or to prevent abuse o.f the process of an;' Court or rttiter'":-qe i,.i

secure the ends ofjustice."

The Bharatiya Naearik Suraksha Sanhita. 2023 (iiereinaie:.

to be referred as BNSS, 2023)

Section of the BNSS. 2023 reads as under

"528. Saving of inhercnt potters of High Court -.\btlrirrg irr t1ii.s 5,;rrii;i,;

plvers o.f tlte Higlt Corrt't Ir;

elfect to cttt.t' orde,' utttler

this Sanhita, or to prevent abttse of the process of an1' Cottt't or oirlstrli.sc

to secure the ends ofiustice."

Relevant Case Law

9 The precedents, apropos to the matter(s) in lssue. are as

5of22
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L Re: Powers of the High Court under Section 482 of Cr.P,C.,tis-a-

vis., quashing of the FlR/criminal proceeit,ings on the bosis of

compromise

(i) In a judgment titled as Gian Singh vs. State of Punjab and

another, 2012 (10) SCC 30i a three Judge Bench of the H.on'ble Supreme

Court has held as under:-

"48. The question is with regard to the inheren,t power of the High Court

in quashing the criminal proceedings against an offender who has settled

his dispute with the victim of the crime but the crime in which he is

allegedly involved is not compoundable under S'zction :)20 of the Code.

"\J.r xxx xxx xxx

_LL\- xxx xxx xxx

;7. The position that emerges from the obove ,Ciscussion can be

suntmarised thus: the power of the High Court in quashing a criminal

proceeding or FIR or complaint in exercise of its inlterent iurisdiction is

distirtct and different from the power given to a criminal court for
cotttpounding the offences under Section 320 of the C'ode. Inherent power

is oJ'tvide plenitude with no statutory limitation but it has to be exercised

in accord with the guideline engrafted in such power viz; (i) to secure the

ettds o.f justice or (ii) to prevent abuse of the proces\ of any Court. In

x,ltat cases power to quash the criminal proceecling or comploint or F.I.R

rrtcry be exercised where the offender and victim have settled their dispute

vould depend on the facts and circumstances of each case and no

corcgory can be prescribed. However, before es:ercise o.f such power, the

Higlt Court must have due regard to the nature and ,gravity of tlte crime.

Heinous and serious offences of mental depravity or offences like murder,

rape, dacoity, etc. cannot be fiUingly quashed wen though the victim or

victim's family and the offinder have settled t,ke dispute, Such offences

are not private in nature and have serious imp,act on society. Similarly,

any compromise between the victim and off,:nder ,tn relation to the

oJfences utzder special statutes like Prevention of Cotruption Act or the

offences committed by public seryants while working h that capacity etc;

carmot provide for any basis for quashing crimi,nal proceedings involving

suclt offences. But tlze criminal cases haying cvenuhelmingly and pre-

dominatingly civil flavour stand on different footing Jor the purposes of

quashing, particular$t the offences arising from commercial, ftnancial,

mercantile, civil, partnership or such like transactions or the offences

trising out of matrimony relating to dowry, etc. or the family disputes

*,ltere the wrong is basically private or persond' in natiffe and the parties

6of22
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have resolved their entire dispute. In this category of cases. Higtt Court

may quash criminal proceedings if in its view, because of the cornpronise

between the offender and victim, the possibilitlt of conv,it:tiort is retnote

and bleak and continuation of criminal case would put a<:cused to Sreot

oppression and preiudice and extreme injustice would be caused to hitn

by not quashing the criminal case despite full and cornc,lete se,ttlenrcri

and compromise with the victim. In other vvords, the Higlt Cotu't rttust

consider whether it would be unfair or contrary to the interest of j ustice to

continue with the criminal proceeding or cotttirtuation rtf the crintirtal

proceeding would tantamount to abuse of process of law despite

settlement and compronise between the victittr ancl wrottgcloer attcl

whether to secure the ends of justice, it is appropriate thet ct'irnittal cuse

is put to an end and if the answer to the abot,e questiort(s) is irr

ffirmative, the High Court shall be well within its ,iurisdictiott io clucrslt

the criminal proceeding.

(ii) In a judgment titled as Narinder Singh vs. State of Punjab,

2014(6) SCC 466; the Hon'ble Supreme Court lias held as under:-

"31. In view of the aforesaid discussion, we san up and iut' riorvn lhe

following principles by which the High Court v,ould be guttied ui g1r'1/1s

adequate treatment to the settlement bettveen the parties atrd exercrsrrtg

its power under Section 482 of tlrc Code v,hile acceptin;, tlte' settlentetti

and quashing the proceedings or refusing to uccept the seltlentent \vitlt

direction to continue witlt the critninal proceedings:

(I) Power conferred under Section 482 o.[ tlte Corie ls to be

distinguishedfrom the power which lies irt tlte Court to cr-tn1pp11771l

the offences under Sectiort 320 of the Code. Ntt rloultt. under

Section 482 of the Code, the Higlt Court has inherett pover to

quash the criminal proceedings even in those cases wltich .are not

compoundable, where the parties have settled tlte nntter benteert

themselves. However, tltis pot,er is to be exerciserl spuritryll' rntrl

with caution.

(II)When the parties have reached tlrc settlenteri ortd ort tint busis

petitionfor quashing the criminal proceedings is fiied, the guiditrg

factor in such cases would be to secure:

(i) ends ofjustice, or

(ii) to prevent abuse of the process o-f ary Cottrt 11;lt!le e;:erctsirtg

the power the High Cotu't is to fornt on opittrott cttr ettlrcr o.l'tlte

afo r es ai d tw o o bj e ctiv e s.

(III) Such a power is not be exercised in tlrcse pro:;ecttttoils rr'.rrtciz

irlolve heinous and sertous offences of nrcnkLl daprat'it1' or

offences like murder, rape, dacoiD', etc. Such c'ffertces are llo:

1 of22
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not to be

between the victim

and the offender.

(N) On the other, those criminal cases having overwhelmingly

and pre-dominantly civil character, particularly those arising out

of commercial transactions or aristng oLLt of matrimoniol

relationship or family disputes should be quaslted when the parties

have resolved their entire disputes among them:;elves.

U) While exercising its powers, the Higtit Coun is to examine as to

whether the possibility of conviction ,ls retnote and bleak and

contirutation of criminal cases would put the accused to great

oppressiott and prejudice and extreme .;njustice would be caused

to him by not quashing the criminal cases.

(VI) Offences tmder Section 307 IPC wc'uld fal,l in the category of

heinous and serious olfences and therefore is to be generally

treated as crime against the society and not against the individual

alone. However, the High Court would rlot rest its decision merely

because there is a mention of Section 307IPC' in the FIR or the

charge is framed under this provision. It wotild be open to the

High Court to examine as to whether incorltoration of Sectiott

307 IPC is there for the soke of it or the prosecution has collected

stfficient evidence, which if proved, would lead to proving the

clnrge under Section 307 IPC. For this ,aurpost?, it would be open

to the High Court to go by the nature oJ injur.v sustained, whether

sttch injury is inJlicted on the vital/detegate parts of the body,

nature of weapons used etc. Medical report in respect of it{uries

suffered by the victim can generally be the guiding factor. On the

basis of this prima facie analysis, the Htgh Court can examine as

to whether there is a strong possibilily of conviction or the

chances of conviction are remote and bleak. In the former case it

can refuse to accept the settlement afld quash the criminal

proceedtngs whereas in the later case it would be permissible .for

the High Court to occept the plea compc'unding the offence based

on complete settlement between the purties. .4t this stage, the

Court can also be swayed by the fact thtt the ::ettlement between

the parties is going to result in harmony between them which may

i mp r ov e their future re I ationship.

$Il While deciding whether to exercise' its power under Section

482 of the Code or not, timings of settlement play a crucial role.

8of22
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Those cases where the settlenrcnt is arrived at imnrcciiateis' o.fter

the alleged commission of olfence and the ntatter is still uncler

investigation, the High Court nny be liberat in acceptirtg the

settlement to quash the criminal proceedings/itn'e'stigation. lt is

because of the reason that at this stage tlte int,estigation is stilt on

and even the charge sheet has rtot been-filed. Likey'ise . thctse c.ases

where the charge is framed but the evidence is yet to sturt or tlte

evidence rs s/i// at infancy stage, the Higlt Cotul cori sho,:.

benevolence in exercising its powers favourabl.t', Ltut ,tfter printcr

facie assessment o.f tlte c ircunstanc es/mate rtal me n ti ort e tl ct b ot e.

On the other hand, where the proseuttion et,idertce is oltnost

complete or after the conclusion of the evidence tlte nailer L-r ai.

the stage of argument, normalll' the High CoLtrt should re.ti'arn

from exercising its power utder Sectiott 482 o.f the Cocle, a.c ir!

such cases the trial court would be in a positiort to decicle rire, -rlsr

finally on merits and to come o conclltsion os to \'lrctl,er tl:.

offence wder Section 30V IPC is committed or not. S'r'ri/cr,..'r. ii:

those cases where the convictiott is already recortlecl b.,, tle :tit,.'

court and the matter is at the appellate stoge itcl'or'::lia I{iti:
Court, mere compromise behveett the parties wotrlc' noa jrc i,

ground to accept the same resulting in acquittctl n.l i is 6tt.',,r1r,'

who has ah'eady been convicted b1, tlrc trial cout't. Het e clitt'ge i:

proved unrler Section 307 IPC and cotrt,ictiort ts uireut'.. ,eco,'dc,,;

of a heinous crime and, tlterefore, there is no cltesttott 6rf .57111r'rr1g L,

convictfound guilty ofsuch a critne. "

(iii) In a judgment titled as Parbatbhai Aahir :-a Pubarltltoi

Bhimsinhbhai Rarmur and Ors. Vs. State of Gujaral and anr. ..1,1R 2017

SUPREME COURT 4843, a three Judge Bench of the Hon'bie Su:renre

Court has held as under:-

"15 The broad principles wltich ernerge from the precedents ot: ti:e

subject, may be summarised in the following propositiorts .

(i) Section 482 preserves the inherent pawers o.f the Higlt Coui'i tr

prevent an abuse of tlrc process of any court or lo sect're tltr' t:rtcis

of justice. The provision does not confer ,1e1t i)(711'.'r's lt atii'

recognises and preserves powers wlticlt irtlrcre itt tlte [7tgii Cout't.

(ii) The invocation of the jurisdiction of the High Cottr': to c,'uusl'o

First htformation Report or a crintinal proceedirtg ttn tlrc trtturtcl

that a settlement has been arrivecl ctt betv,eett tlta offencler otrd tltt'

victim is not the same as the invocatiott of iurisdictiott .ltt'. !1i,

9of22
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purpose of contpounding an offence. While compounding on

offence, the power of the court is governed by the provisions

of Section 320of the Code of Criminal Pro,:edure, 197i. The

power to quash under Section 482 is attracted even d the offence

is non-compoundable.

(iii) In forming an opinion whether u criminal proceeding or

complaint should be quashed in exercise of its jurisdiction under

Section 482, the High Court must evaiuate whether the ends of

justice would justify the exercise of the htherent power;

(iv) Wile the inherent power of the Hig.h Court has a wide ambit

and plenitude it has to be exercised; (i) to :;ecure the ends of

justice or (ii) to prevent an abuse ofthe process ofany court;

(v) The decision as to whether a comp.laint or First Information

Report should be quashed on the ground that the offender and

victim have settled the dispute, revolves ,iltimately on the facts and

circumstances of each cuse and no e'xhaust,ive elaboration of

principles can be formulated;

(vi) In the exercise of the power under Secilon 482 and while

deoling with a pleo that the dispute has been settled, the High

Court must have due regard to the nature ttnd gravity of the

olfence. Heinous and serious olfences involvm.g mental depravity

or offences suclt os murder, rape and dacoity cannot

appropriately be quashed though the v,;ctim ct, the family of the

victint have settled the dispute. Such ofibnces o.re, truly speaking,

not private in nature but have a serious impaci upon society. The

decision to continue with the trial in such case,; is founded on the

overriding element of public interest ,in punishing persons for
serious offences;

(vii) As distinguishedfrom serious offinces, there may be criminal

cases which have an overwhelming or predominant element of a

civil dispute. They stand on a distinct footing, in so far as the

exercise of the inherent power to quash i.s concerned;

(viii) Criminal cases involving offe;zces vfiich arise from

commercial, fi.nancial, mercantile, .oartnership or similar

transoctions with an essentially civil flcwour may in appropriate

situationsfallfor quashingwhere parties have settled the dispute;

(ix) In suclt a case, the High Court may quash the criminal

proceeding if in view of the compromise beh4)een the disputants,

the possibiliU of a conviction is remote and the continuation o.f a

crininal proceeding would cause oppres.;ion and prejudice; and

(x) There is yet an exception to the principle set out in
propositions (viii) and (ix) above. Econo,nic offences involving the
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financial and economic well-being of the state ha\,,e implicatiotts

which lie beyond the domain o.f a mere dispute benveen prr.,ete

disputants. The High Court would be justtfied in declirtinq to

quash where the offender is it:olved in an ecttvtn akrn :o ci

financial or economic fraud or misdenteanour. The cottseque,ices

of the act complained of upon tlrc.finoncial or ec'ortotrtic s'r-i/e//r

will weigh in the balance."

(iv) In a judgment titled as State of Madhya Pradesh vs. Lrunti

Narayan ond others AIR 2019 SUPREME COURT 1296, a three Juclge

Bench of the Hon'ble Supreme Court has held as under:-

"1i. Cowidering the law on the point ond the otlrcr de'cisiotrs o.l- rltis

Court on the point, refered to hereinabole, it is obser^;t:rl artd liei:i ts

under:

i) that tlte power conferred under Sectiott 182 of tlte Coae k.,

quash the criminal proceedings .for the tton-contpourtLiu!.ti.

olfences under Section j20 af the Code catt be e.\./'drr.r(i /,r;, iir.:

overwhelmingly and predontinantly the ar i/ cltur,;:ier

particularly tlrcse qrising out q[ conunercnl trortsaciioti': ot'

arisittg out of matrimonial relationship or l'unil.r cri,lrrier r;'.;

when the porties have resolt'ed the e tttire chsptit"' (r/,'rr,./,{.,

themselves;

ii) suchpower is not to be exercisecl irt tltose pro-\ccit:tun-s',',;i.'

iwolved heinous and serious offences o.f mentol deprovtt .,j'

ffinces like murder, rape, tlacoiy', etc. Such o.lfenc'es ur'.' /:,1'

private in nature and have a serious intpact ott socit?t\';

iii) similarly, such power is not to be exercised for tlrc otler.ce,

under the special statutes like Prevention o.f Corrupttoti Act o" il;.'

otfences committed by public setnatils *'ltilt ir r.r,'i.ir: j ;'.

thotcapacity are not to be quashed ntereb' ot: Tlts l;ns;.c L,'

compromise bettueen the victinr and tlte aflencier:

iv) offences under Sectiott 307 IPC and tlte Arrns.Act etc. ''trtttlci

fall in the category of heinous and serions o.ffences ancl thert'iore

are to be treated as crinrc ogainsl tlrc socier,v- antl rrcl agotttst tltc

individual alone, and therefore, the criminal proceeclittgs .for tlre

offence under Section 307 IPC and/or the Arnts .\ct erc. .r.hicl:

have a serious inryact on tlrc societ,v canttot be quo:hed 1rl r'.Yc 
.d..!c'

of powers under Sectiott 482 of the Cctcle, on tlrc lyotutd tltot tltt'

parties have resolved their entire dispttte antot!:,ist I/lcit1.';,tdr

However, the High Court would not rest its clecsron tn(t.ci\

because tlrcre is a mention o.f Sectiott 307 IPC itt tlte FIR c tl:,
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charge is .framed under this provisiott. It would be open to the

High examine as to whether incorporation of Section

collected

proved, lead to framing the

open

to to go by the nature sustained, whether

such injury is inflicted on the vital/d,zlegate parts of the body,

nature of weapons used etc. Howevet', such an exercise by the

High Court would be permissible only ofter the evidence is

collected after investigqtion and the churge sheet isfiled/charge is

franrcd and/or during the trial. Such exercist: is not permissible

when the matter is still under investigati'on. Therefore, the ultimate

conclusion in paragraphs 29.6 and 29.7 of ,:he decision of this

Court in the case of Narinder Sing)t(suprtt) should be read

harntoniously and to be read as a whole and in the circumstances

stared hereinabove:

v) while exercising the power under Section 482 of the Code to

quash the criminal proceedings in respect of non-compoundable

qffences, which ure private in nature und da not have a serious

itnpart on society, on the ground that there ls o

settlernent/compromise between the victim and the offender, the

High Court is required to consider the cnteced,znts of the accused;

the conduct of the accused, namely, whethe," the qccused was

absconding and why he was abscondi,tg, how he had managed

with the complainant to enter into a comprornise etc."

IL Re: Powers ofthe High Courtunder Section 482 of Cr.P.C. to

(luash FlRwherein the FlR-complainantis apublic servanL

A Division Bench of this Court titled as Vinod @ Boila and

others vs. State of Haryana and another, 2017(l) RCR (Criminal) 571has

held as under:-

"8. We have perused the reference made by ,the learned Single Judge

and are of the view that there is an tnadvertent rnistake informulating the

re-ference, so we refratne the questton to be answered b.v us which reads

as under:-

"Wtether the offences under Sections 353, 186 and jj2 of the Indian

Penal Code against the occused-petitioners can be quashed on the basis

ctJ' c o m p r o mi s e wi tlt th e c o mpl aitrunt-p ub I i c s erv ant ?

_LY-Y xxx xxx xxx

L2
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14. The doubt has been expressed by the learned Singte Juclge

whether in exercise of inherent power wtder Sectiort 482 Cr.P.C criminal

proceedings on the basis of compromise entered between tlie perfies

where the offence is against the public seruant can be quashed or not by'

the High Court is the issue before us.

xxx xxx IUr .L\-\

16. In the present case, merely because tlrc contplainunt \tes .r ot'kittg

as a teacher and tnjuries were caused to him wlile he was oil clttt.t' ctt

School, learned Single Judge has treated it to be a case o-f ctt ,t-fiettcc

agaihst the 'society' observing tlrut public servont has been 1t,'olibirctl

from performing his duties, the proceedings co?utot be quuslrcd. tl,lterce-<.

i.n the facts and circumstances of tlrc case, the dispute r,us pr',nta.tircrc

between the parties in their individual and private capaciq', Thertt'orc

even on merit, the present ts a fit case where tlte erds o.f iustica clentatrri

quashing of proceedings as the dispute has been settled atnicohlt' t.rttl tltis

would bring harmon), between the parties.

xxx xxx .Y-\'"Y .\.\'.i.'

18. For the reasons stated abo,',e, it is lteld tltat irt vieu' o.f se tt!s6 i12ii. ,rr

discussed above, the povers o.f High Court uncler Scctiort lS2 C, P C ,-;, .

wide enouglt, thouglt to be exercised sparirtgll' artd "iudicioir.s/r'. tlrr,' riris

Court can quash criminal proceedings in tlte peculiar .locts o.t I/rt' .o s.'

e\ten where offence is against public sentant. "

Analvsis (re law)

10. The conventional outlook, in vierv of the statuton' tiameu'ork.

was that criminal offence(s) could be seuled only b1' \\'a)' of comfrounding.

as per the provisions of Section 320 of the Cr.P.C.. 7973 (nou' Section 359

of BNSS, 2023). In ordinary parlance, "cotttpottttdirtg'' 1s kr.o'r'tt a.i

"Cotnpromise" Or "Settlemenl". This explession is ordinarilr' rlnderstooci a:

condoning a felony in exchange for repatriation received bv the .,'ictiti't-

complainant from the felon. In other words, no compoundingi compromise

of a criminal offence could be permitted by the Court, except for an oftence

which met with the rigours of Section 320 of Cr.P.C. J'heretb:e. the

question arose whether the High Court, by exercising its plenary inherent

jurisdiction, under Section 482 of Cr,P.C., could quash ongoing
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Flfucriminal proceedings on the basis of compronrise/settlement having

been arrived at between the rival parties.

10.1. Before proceeding further, it would be germane to delve into

the nature, scope and ambit of powers of the High Ccurt under Section 482

of Cr.P.C.. 1973.

10.2, Inherent powers of the High Court are porvers which are

incidental replete powers, which if did not so exist, the Court would be

obiiged to sit still and helplessly see the process of law and Courts being

abused for the purposes of injustice. In other words; srtch power(s) is

intrinsic to the High Court, it is its very life-blood. its very essence, its

immanent at:.ribute. Without such power(s), the HigtL Court would have a

tbrm but iack the substance. These powers of the High Court, hence,

deserve to be construed with the widest possible amplitude. These inherent

powers are in consonance with the nature of the High Court which ought to

be. and has in fact been, invested with power(s) to maintain its authority to

prevent the process of lawiCourts being obstructed c,r abused. It is a trite

posit of jurisprudence that though the laws attempt to cleal with all cases that

may arise, the infinite variety of circumstances which shape' events and the

imperfections of language make it impossible to [ay down provisions

capable of governing every case, which, in fact, arise. The High Court

u,hich exists for the furtherance of justice in an indefatigable manner,

should thereibre, have unfettered power(s) to deal urith situations which,

though not expressly provided for by the law, need to be dealt with, to

prevent injust.ice or the abuse of the process of law an<l Courts. The maxim,

namely, "quando lex aliquid alicui concedir, conced'ere viilefitr et id sine

quo res ipsa, esse non potest" (when the law gives anything to anyone, it

also gives all those things without which the thing itself cannot exist) also
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signifies that the inherent powers of the High Court are all such po\\iers

which are necessary to do the right and to undo a wrong in the course of

administration of justice. Further, the maxim "ex d,ebito justitiae" stipulates

that such powers are given to do real and substantial justice. for u'hich

purpose alone, the High Court exists. Hence, the powers under Section -182

of Cr.P.C., are aimed at preserving the inherent po\vers of a High Ccurt to

prevent abuse of the process of any Court or to secure the ends of justice.

The juridical basis of these plenary power(s) is the authoritr:l in fact the

seminal duty and responsibility of the High Court; to uphold. to prote':t and

to fulfil the judicial function of administering justice. in accordance u'ith the

law, in a regular, orderly and effective manner. In other s'ords: Section -1S2

of Cr.P.C. reflects peerless powers, which a High Court mat' (irarr.' upon i:

necessary, whenever it is just and equitable to do so; in particular. to ensure

the observance of the due process of larv. to prerrent vexation or opp'rression.

to do justice nay substantial justice betrveen the parties and to secure tl-rc

ends ofjustice.

10.3 The above principle(s), in context of provisions of Sectic,n J.Sl

of Cr.P.C, 1973, would apply with complete vigour. to the pror isions cf

Section 528 of BNSS of 2023 as well, since there is no alterration tn the

wording of these two provisions.

11. The Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Gian Singlr isupra

has enunciated that the powers of the High Court for quashing ot criminal

proceedings on the basis of settlement are materiall1.- different tiont

compounding of offence in terms of Section 320 of Cr.P.C.. (No'r' Sectiorr

359 of BNSS, 2AB) as a Court while exercising po\\,er under Section 320

of Cr.P.C. (Now Section 359 of BNSS, 2023) is circumscribed bv tlre

provision but the High Court may proceed to quash a crinrirrai
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offencercrinrinal proceedings if the ends of justice justify exercise of such

power. It w:rs thus held that the criminal cases having overwhelmingly and

predominantly civil flavour, offences arising out of matrimonial dispute,

offences arising out of family dispute as also offences which are basically

private or personal in nature could be quashed by the High Coun in case the

parties have resolved their entire dispute(s). Further, the Hon'ble Supreme

Court in the case of Nainder Singh (supra) has helcl that the possibility of

conrriction being remote and bleak, whereas continrration of the criminal

case putting the accused to oppression and prejudice ,k the parties being put

to general inconvenience, as also prejudice could ;llso be considered as

factors b), th.e High Court, while examining a plea for quashing of criminal

proceedings on the basis of settlement/compromise. Flowever a caution was

made that cases involving heinous and serious offences of'mental depravity

or offences like murder, rape, dacoity; offences unCer the Prevention of

Comrption l\ct committed by public servants etc., ought not to be quashed

rvhile exercising such plenary jurisdiction. To the sarr:e effect is the dicta of

the judgment of three Judge Bench of the Hon'ble lSuprerne Court in the

case of Parbatbhai Aahir case (supra). Further, a thr,:e Judge Bench of the

Hon'ble Supreme Court in a judgment of Lanni lYarayan case (supra)

reiterated the principles laid-down in cases of Gian Singh (supra), Narinder

Singh (supra) and Parb atbhai Aahir (supra).

i 1.1 [t is, thus, unequivocal that the plenary pcwers rrested in a High

Court, by virtue of its very constitution, are tcr be exercised with

circumspection and in a manner befitting judicial propriety. The invocation

of inherent .iurisdiction must serve the ends of justice, necessitating a

holistic evaluation of all the attendant circumstances. The criminal justice

system is not merely a forum for resolving interpersonal disputes; it
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embodies the sovereign obligation of the State to safeguard the fundamental

rights of its citizens, including the protection of life, libert1,. and propertr'. In

adjudicating petitions seeking quashing of criminal proceedings on the basis

of a purported compromise between the parties, the court must transcend the

immediate assertions of harmony. While the absence of current grievances

between parties may be a material consideration. it cannot be the

determinative criterion. The court is duty-bound to scrutinize the gravitr- of

the allegations, the nature of the offences, and their ramifications on the

public order and societal welfare. This judicial responsibilitv is accentuated

in cases involving heinous or egregious offences, where the broader societal

interest outweighs private settlements. Compromising such r:ases orj the

ground of mutual accord risks undermining the public confidence in the

justice delivery system and jeopardizing the larger interest of lau

enforcement.

11.2. The aureate enunciation of lau,, in above judgments. essentiallr

points out that the prime factors for consideration of quashing oi

Flfucriminal proceedings on the basis of compromiseisettlement is that the

dispute/offence is essentially private in nature; continuation of crinrinal

proceeding would be an exercise in futility as its -fate-accornpit ts knou'n:

pendency of such proceedings would be an undesirable burden on the

police/prosecution as also the Courts, lvho are alreadl' strugglinq hard to

manage the ever increasing and unmanageable docket andror such quashtng

would ensurethe ends ofjustice.

L2. A criminal offence against a public servant rvhile on clutv is in

stark contrast to an offence against a private individuai - 11'hgn e.ramineci

in the realm of a quashing petition based on compromise betu'een i'ir ai

parties. Between two individuals the causative factor(s) invoir;e largel',' tu o
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private parties and even ,:after 1S

effected bet,x,een these two parties, bilaterally, it may be acceptable in the

eyes of the law and FIR could be quashed; subject to all other attending

factors being conducive in accordance with principler; laid down, inter alia,

in judgnrents of Gian Singh (supra), Narinder Singh (supra), Parbatbhui

Aahir (supra) and Lax'nti Narayan (supra). However, when a person

commits an offence against a public seryant - on - duty, it becomes a

tripartite matter, even in the realm of compromise quashing jurisdiction. A

public ser\rant works not just as a representative but epitomises the State

n'hile on - ciuty. His official status is not contingr:nt but indispensable,

nonelective and sine qua non. The State is also responsible for fostering

public orcler and any official functioning on behalf of the State is also an

instrument of maintaing this order. A Division Bench of this Court in the

case titled as Vnod @ Boila (supra) has held that the FIR (as also the

proceedings arising therefiom) can be quashecl on the basis of

compromisersettlement having been arrived at between the rival parties,

even when offence is against a public servant, where the dispute is prima

.facie betr.r,een the parties in their individual and private capacity. Ergo, it is

pellucid that where the FlR-complainant/victim/aggrieved person is a public

sen ant, but the dispute essentially partakes the colour of an offence against

a public servant, in discharge of his official duties, than such an FIR (as also

the proceedings emanating therefrom) ought not to be quashed on the basis

of compromise.

'Io determine as to whether offence(s) in question pertain to an

individual/private in his capacity or official capacity, the Court is essentially

required to look into entire factual milieu of the particular case in hand. No

exhaustive set of guideline(s) to govern, the exercise of this aspect by the
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High Court, can possibly be laid down, however illecebrous this asp:ct ma1'

be. It is neither fathomable nor desirable to lay dornn any straig:rtjack:t

formula in this regard. To do so would be to crystallize rnto a rig-d

definition, a judicial discretion, which for best of all reasons clesen'e to be

left undetermined. Any attempt in this regard would be. to sav the leasr. a

utopian endeavour. Circumstantial flexibility, one additional or differert

fact, may make a sea of difference between conclusions of ts,o casei. Such

exercise would thus, indubitably, be dependent upon the factr.ral matrix ,tf

the particular case which the High Courl is in sei.sin of, since even- case has

its own peculiar factual conspectus.

12.1. Another aspect nay vital aspect of the /is in hand cra\'rs

attention.

More often than not, plea(s) seeking quashing oi tire FIR et:

solely based on compromise between rival parties. are filed belore tLi.

Court, wherein the FIR - complainant/aggrieved personrr,ictirn is a pubiic

servant but no requisite permission for compromise has been sought ticrr

the concemed govemment authority muchless granted. A public Serr'?ni.

once having got registered an FIR etc. in his capacitl' of ;r solemi-n€ni

official, cannot elect to settle a dispute rvith an individual. on his or', n

without requisite permission from the concemed Government a.rthori,\.

because the causative.factors also involve infringement of State's dut;'' arci

permission of ccmcemetl

competent administrative authority to settle a disputeioffence arisirrg ot-it of

a sifuation when he was on duty. This permission is needed to sati-sfi'. li.c'r.

alta, that the State concurs with such settlement. If such a public sen'ant

seeks and takes steps to settle such a dispute rvithout the permission of 1l-re

concerned competent administrative authority. then such a public sen'alll
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ought to be saddled status

cannot be allowed to be treated as mere tokenism and be,dih.rted.

i3. As a sequitur of the above rumination, the following postulates

emerge:

I. A petition seeking quashing of FIR (as alsc, a proceedings

emanating therefrom) on the basis of compromise involving a public servant

as FlR/complainant/victim may be granted wherein the dispute between the

parties rs primarily privatelindividual in nature. In other words, where the

offence is against a public servant, inherently in disch;rrge of his/her official

duty, such compromise quashing petition deserves to be rejected.

Ii. [n case a public servant endeavours to settle/compromise a

criminal offence, essentially involving discharge of hi;s/her official duty and

not being in his/her private/individual r:apacity & such

settiement/compromise sons the approval rlf competent

governmenvadministrative authority, appropriate action(s) including, but

not limited to departmental proceedings, ought to t,e undertaken against

such public servant.

Iil. (i) 'lhe litmus test, as to whether the dispute/offence(s) is of

private/indivjdual capacity or of public/government function would

essentially depend upon the analysis of factual milieu of a particular case

receiving consideration at the hands of the Court.

(iD No exhaustive guidelines can possibly be laid-down for

exercise of albresaid judicial discretion by a Court as every r:ase has its own

unique factual conspectus. There is no gainsaying that an order passed by

the court, while exercising such discretion, must be a r;peaking order clearly

giving out reasons therein & must be in consonance with the basic canons of

Justice, good conscience and equity.
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Analysis (re facts of the present case)

L4. The petition in hand has been filed for quashrng of the

impugned FIR as also the proceeding emanating therefi'om on the basis of

compromise deed(s) dated 07.08.2025 (Annexures P-2, P-4 and P-6) From

the factual milieu of the case in hand, it cannot be said that tl-re offence(s)

alleged to have been committed is in the nature of a private dispute bettveen

the panies or the dispute(s) between the accused side anc the FIR-

complainanVvictim(s) partake the colour of an individual dispute. The

petitioners are alleged to have committed offence(s) against go\.einment

official(s) during the discharge of their official dr.rty. Ergo, the petitiott itt

hand ought not to be granted and deserves rejection.

Further, the FlR-complainant and the victim(s). though have

earlier said that the offence(s) have been committed b,v the arcused - side

during the course of their performing official dut1,, but nothrng has been

brought to the fore to indicate that before entering intc

compromise/settlement any approval was taken by them from the concerned

competent authority(s). It thus appears that the concerned public sen'ant(s)

in present case have chosen to settle a criminal case, perlaining tr discharge

of their official duty, without the permission of the concerned adrninistrative

competent authority.

Decision

15. In view of the prevenient ratiocination, it is ordained thus:

(i) The petition; seeking quashing of FIR No.234 dated

22.08.2024 registered under Sections 121(1), 732, 227, 324(6) of BNS at

Police Station Beri, Jhajjar, Haryana, as also the proceedings subsequent

thereto, on the basis of a compromise deed(s) dated 07.08.2025 r,Annexures

P-2,P-4 and P-6); is dismissed.

2l of 22

:: Downloaded on - 02-01-2026 10:41:09



CRM-M-46800-2025 22

(ii) The Administrative Secretary of the D€lpartment [wherein the

FIR-complainant-r,ictim(s) were serving at the,time of alleged commission

of offence(s)] is directed to look into the matter regarding

settlement/compromise entered into by them sans requisite administrative

approvaUpe;mission & take appropriate action(s) fir accordance with the

extant rules.

(iii) Any observations made and/or submissions noted hereinabove

shall not have any effect on the merits of the case and the trial Court/police

shall proceed fufiher, in accordance with law, withoul being influenced with

this order.

(iv) No disposition as to costs, for the nonce.

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

16. The concerned Administrative Secretary, Government of

Haryana is rnandated to file a compliance affidavit, in terms of directions

rnade hereinabove, within three months from today with the Registrar

General of this Court failure wherein may invite punitive consequences (as

per law) for the officer concerned as also other concerned functionaries.

(sulrEET GOEL)
JUDGE

October 09,2025
,4ju.v

Whether speaking/reasoned:

Whether reportable:
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