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voo OMP S[P G\P5Z)&qZ_ZZGF SFD[ VF\S ! C[9/ C]SD vo

s!f VFZM5L  lJ~WGM  VF  S[;  J\RF6[  ,[JFDF\  VFJ[  TM4  VFZM5L  lJ~W

EFZTLI N\0 ;\lCTFGL S,D !((4 Z&)4 Z*_ D]HAGF U]GFGL V[OP VF.P VFZP

GM\WJFDF\ VFJ[,L VG[ 5M,L;[ T5F;GF V\T[ VFZM5L lJ~W EFZTLI N\0 ;\lCTFGL

S,D  !((4  Z&)4  Z*_  D]HAGF  U]GFG]\  RFH"XL8  SZJFDF\  VFJ[,]\  K[P  OMHNFZL

SFI"ZLTL  ;\lCTFGL  S,D !)5GL  HMUJF. wIFG[  ,[JFDF\  VFJ[  TM4  EFZTLI N\0

;\lCTFGL S,D !*Z YL !(( D]HA lX1FF5FT|  U]GFVMDF\  SM8"DF\  ,[lBT OZLIFN

VF5JFDF\ VFJ[ GCL\ tIF\ ;]WL VNF,T VF U]GFG]\ ;\7FG ,. XS[ GCL\P

sZf GFDNFZ ;JM"rR VNF,T[ V[P VF.P VFZP !)&Z V[;P;LP4 !Z_&

p5Z  5|l;wW  YI[,  ccNM,TZFD  lJ~W  :8[8  VMO  5\HFAccGF  R}SFNFDF\  VFJF

U]GFVMDF\  HM  VFZM5L  lJ~W ,[lBT OZLIFN  NFB, SZJFDF\  VFJ[,L  GF  CMI  TM

OMHNFZL SFI"ZLTL ;\lCTFGL S,D !)5GM AFN G0TM CMJFG]\ 9ZFJ[, K[P 

s#f GFDNFZ J0L VNF,T[ !))) lS|P ,MP HP !Z$$ p5Z 5|l;wW YI[,

ccZFDHL  ELBF  SM,L  lJ~W  :8[8  VMO  U]HZFTcc  GF  R}SFNFDF\  56  OMHNFZL

SFI"ZLTL ;\lCTFGL S,D !)5DF\ H6FJ[, U]GFVMGL ,[lBT OZLIFN SZJL VFJxIS

CMJFG]\ 9ZFJ[, K[P

s$f VFD4 OMHNFZL  SFI"ZLTL  ;\lCTFGL  S,D !)5GL HMUJF. HMJFDF\
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VFJ[  TM4  EFZTLI  N\0  ;\lCTFGL  S,D !(( D]HAGF  lX1FF5FT|  U]GFGL  ,[lBT

OZLIFN SM8"DF\ SZJFDF\ VFJ[ GCL\ tIF\ ;]WL VF 5|SFZGF U]GFG]\ VNF,T ;\7FG ,.

XS[ GCL\ VG[ 5M,L; RFH"XL8GF VFWFZ[ VNF,T U]GFG]\ ;\7FG ,. SFI"JFCL SZL

XS[  GCLP  CF,GF  S[;DF\  5M,L; wJFZF  RFH"XL8  OF., SZJFDF\  VFJ[, K[4  5Z\T]

SM.  ,[lBT OZLIFN  SZJFDF\  VFJ[,L  GYL4  H[YL  VFZM5LVM  lJ~WGF  U]GFG]\  VF

RFH"XL8GF VFWFZ[ ;\7FG ,. XSFI GCLP 

s5f JW]DF\ EFZTLI N\0 ;\lCTFGL S,D !(( VG[ EFZTLI N\0 ;\lCTFGL

S,D  Z&)4  Z*_G[  lJEFHLT  SZJFGM  5|`G  K[4  T[  V\U[  RRF"  SZLV[  TM

Govardhankumar  Thakoredas  Asrani  V.  State  of  Gujarat,  Sp.  Cri.

Appli. No.2544/2015, D.13/04/2017 wIFG[ ,.V[ TM T[DF\ H6FJ[, K[ T[ D]HA4

40.2) In the case of State of Karnataka vs. Hemareddy, AIR 1981 SC
1417, the Supreme Court held that in thecases where in the course of the
same transaction,  an  offence,  for  which,  no  complaint  by  a  court  is
necessary under section 195(1)(b) of  the Cr.P.C.,  and an offence,  for
which, a complaint of a Court is necessary under that sub-section are
committed,it is not possible to split up and hold that the prosecution of
the accused for the offences not mentioned in section 195(1)(b), Cr.P.C.,
should be upheld.

S&F In  Merubhai Mandanbhai Chandera V. State of Gujarat  The Hon'ble  
Gujarat High Court in Cr.M.A. No.17286/ 2017, It is held in para-6 that, 
"Mr. Dave, the learned counsel would submit that the chargesheet is
also filed  for  the  offence  punishable  under  Section  504 of  the  I.P.C.
Section 504 of the I.P.C. is not to be found in Section 195 of the Cr.P.C.,
and   therefore,   it    would   be   within   the   powers   of   the
Magistrate  concerned  to  take  cognizance  of  the  offence  punishable
under Section 504 of the I.P.C.  I am afraid  it is not permissible for this
Court  to  accept  the  settlement.  This  aspect  has  also  been  well
considered by me in the decision referred to above. In the facts of this
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case, it is not possible to separate the offence punishable under Section
186 with Section 504 of the I.P.C. Both the offences could be said to
have  been  committed  in  the  course  of  one  transaction.  If  it  is  not
permissible for this Court to split the offences, then the bar of Section
195 of Cr.P.C. would apply even those  offences  of  the  I.P.C. which are
not falling  within  the  ambit of Section 195 of the Cr.P.C."

s*f VFD4  p5ZMST  R}SFNFVMDF\  SZ[,  RRF"  wIFG[  ,.V[  TM4  OZLIFN

51FGF S[; D]HA VFZM5LVM ;FD[ 5a,LS V[FlO;ZGF C]SDGF E\U VgJI[GM U]GM

K[4 H[ EFZTLI N\0 ;\lCTFGL S,D !(( D]HA K[ VG[ SMJL0v!)GL R[5L U\ELZ

ALDFZL  O[,FJJF  ;\NE"[   ,F5ZJFCLEI"]  SFD  SZ[,  CMI4  H[YL  jIlSTGF

HLJGG[ BTZM CMJF V\U[ EFZTLI N\0 ;\lCTFGL S,D Z&) D]HA K[ T[DH R[5LZMU

HLJ,[6 ZLT[  O[,FJJF  V\U[  EFZTLI N\0  ;\lCTFGL  S,D Z*_ D]HA K[P  VFD4

HFC[Z ;[JSGF C]SDGF E\UGF 5U,[ VFZM5LVM wJFZF S'tI SZJFDF\ VFJ[, K[4 T[GM

VY" V[ K[ S[4 VF S'tIM V[SALHFYL V,U SZL XSFTF GYL4 T[YL  U]GFVM lJEFHLT

Y. XSTF GYLP 

s(f         JW]DF\ CF,DF\ TFPZ!q_)qZ_Z_GF ZMH   HLA SHWE VS. STATE OF

MAHARASHTRA, Cr.Appln. No.453-2020, the Hon'ble High Court of Bombay

Nagpur Bench [DB] GF R}SFNFDF\  56 EFZTLI N\0 ;\lCTFGL S,D Z&)4 Z*_

VG[ 0LP V[DP V[S8GL S,D 5! VG[ V[5L0[DLS 0L;LH V[S8GL S,D #4 OMZ[G

V[S8GL  S,D  !$G\]  VFZM5LVM  ;FD[G\]  RFH"XL8  lS|P  5|MP  SM0GL  S,D  !)5GL

HMUJF. 5Z VFWFZ ZFBL ZN= SZ[, K[P

s)f VFD p5ZMST RRF" SIF" D]HA K. Prabhakar Rao v/s. State of A.

P.,  decided  on  25/11/2014 by  the  Hon’ble  Apex  Court  GF  R}SFNFG[  wIFGDF\

ZFBLG[ OMHNFZL S[;DF lS|P 5|MP SM0GL S,D Z5( VgJI[ GLR[ D]HAGM VFBZL C]SD

SZJFDF\ VFJ[ K[P
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voo VF B ZL  C] S D oov

CF,GF SFDG\]  5|M;L0L\U lS|P  5|MP  SM0GL S,D Z5( D]HA VFHZMH

A\W  SZJFDF\  VFJ[  K[  VG[  VFZM5LVMG[  ;NZC\]  S[;DF\YL  KM0L  D]SJFGM  sD]ST

SZJFG[Ff C]SD SZJFDF\ VFJ[ K[P 

C]SD VFHZMH TFZLB o !Z  DFC[[o GJ[dAZ  Z_ZZ GF ;CL SZL G[XG, ,[FS

VNF,T ;FY[GF :5[xI, ;L8L\UDF\ HFC[Z SIM"P

H}GFU-
TFP!Zq!!qZ_ZZ                                         slDlCZN[Jl;\C H[P hF,Ff

                    RLO HI]0LxI,  D[HL:8|[84
                     H]GFU-

   HLH[ __(_)


