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               2026:CGHC:17805-DB

           NAFR 

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH AT BILASPUR

CRMP No. 652 of 2026

1 - Aman Sahu S/o Sanjay Sahu Aged About 26 Years, R/o House No.

146, Near Shanti  Nikatam College, Govindgarh, Near Mahek Colony,

Kamptee Road, Uppalwadi, Nagpur, Maharashtra

2 - Sanjay Sahu S/o Late Kammulal Sahu, Aged About 55 Years, R/o

House No. 146, Near Shanti Nikatam College, Govindgarh, Near Mahek

Colony, Kamptee Road, Uppalwadi, Nagpur, Maharashtra

                  ... Petitioners
versus

1 -  State of Chhattisgarh Through- The Station House Officer, Mahila

Thana, Bilaspur, District- Bilaspur (C.G.)

2 - Varsha  Sahu W/o  Aman Sahu,  Aged About  25  Years,  Presently

Residing  At-  C/o  Deepak  Sahu,  Ward  No.  43,  Near  Kali  Mandir,

Ramayana Chowk, Chantidih, Police Station Sarkanda, District Bilaspur,

Chhattisgarh (Complainant In The Instant Crime)

              ... Respondents
(Cause title taken from Case Information System)

For Petitioners : Mr. Shashwat Gupta, Advocate.

For State : Mr. Shailendra Sharma, Panel Lawyer.
   Division Bench:

   Hon'ble Shri Ramesh Sinha, Chief Justice
Hon’ble Ravindra Kumar Agrawal, Judge

Order on Board 

Per Ramesh Sinha, Chief Justice
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20-  04-2026  

1. This petition under  Section 528 of  Bharatiya Nagarik  Suraksha

Sanhita, 2023 (in short B.N.S.S.) has been preferred by the petitioners

with the following prayer:-

“It is, therefore, prayed that this Hon’ble Court may kindly be

pleased  to  allow  the  instant  petition  and  consequently

quash the F.I.R. no. 56/2025 registered at the Police Station

Mahila  Thana,  Bilaspur,  District  -  Bilaspur  (C.G.)  by  the

Respondent  No.  2  on  01.11.2025  for  offence  punishable

under  Sections  85,  115(2),  and  3(5)  of  the  Bharatiya

Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita, 2023 (B.N.S.), and further quash

and all consequential proceedings (if any) arising out of the

said crime number in the interest of justice.

And/or  any  other  relief/  relief’s  which  this  Hon’ble

Court  may  think  fit  and  proper  in  the  facts  and

circumstances of the case may please be also granted to

the petitioners in the interest of justice.”

2. The  brief  facts  of  the  case  are  that,  the  marriage  between

petitioner No. 1 and respondent No. 2 was solemnized on 23.01.2025

in  accordance  with  Hindu  rites  and  customs.  After  some  time  of

marriage matrimonial disputes arose between the parties. Thereafter,

the complainant/respondent No.2 made a written complaint  to police

against the petitioners who are her husband and father-in-law. In her

complaint  she made allegations regarding demand of  dowry,  mental
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and physical cruelty as well as physical assault, against the petitioners.

On  such  complaint  made  by  the  respondent  No.2  the  police  has

registered FIR bearing Crime No.56/2025 on 01.11.2025 against  the

petitioners for the offence punishable under Sections 85, 115(2) and

3(5)  of  Bharatiya  Nyaya  Sanhita,  2023  (in  short  ‘B.N.S.’)  at  Police

Station Mahila Thana, Bilaspur, District Bilaspur (C.G.).

3. This Court vide its order dated 18.03.2026 directed the parties to

explore the possibility to settle their dispute by way of mediation and

enter into the compromise. Thereafter, on 16.04.2026, they make their

presence before the mediation center and have settled the dispute on

the terms and conditions of compromise. 

4. Learned counsel for the petitioners submits that the parties have

settled their dispute and entered into compromise before the Mediation

Center on 16.04.2026. He also submits that the charge sheet has been

filed in the present matter. 

5. Learned counsel for the State, in turn, submits that the State has

no objection in case if the matter is disposed of by quashing the FIR

(Crime  No.56/2025)  registered  at  Police  Station-  Mahila  Thana,

Bilaspur  (C.G.)  and all  the subsequent  proceeding arising therefrom

against  the  petitioners,  as  the  parties  have  already  entered  into

compromise.

6. The  conditions  of  compromise,  as  per  settlement  agreement

between the parties dated 16.04.2026, is necessary to reproduce here

for consideration which is as below:- 
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“1-  ;g fd vihykFkhZ  Jh  veu lkgw  ,oa  mRrjoknh  Jhefr  o"kkZ  lkgw  ds  e/; jkf'k

3]50]000@& ¼rhu yk[k ipkl gtkj :i;s½ :i;s esa vkilh lgefr ls rykd ds fy,

lgefr gqbZ] mDr 3]50]000@& ¼rhu yk[k ipkl gtkj :i;s½ esa ls  1]00]000@& ¼,d

yk[k :i;s½ fnukad 06-04-2026 dks udn e/;LFkrk dsaæ gkbZdksVZ fcykliqj ls mRrjoknh

Jhefr o"kkZ lkgw dks çkIr gks x;s gS] 'ks"k jkf'k 2]50]000@& ¼nks yk[k ipkl gtkj :i;s½

15  twu  2026  rd Mh-  Mh-  ds  ek/;e ls  vFkok  ;wihvkbZ@vkjVhth,l ds  ek/;e ls

vihykFkhZ Jh vuu lkgw mRrjoknh Jhefr o"kkZ lkgw dks Hkqxrku djsxkA

2- ;g fd mRrjoknh Jhefr o"kkZ lkgw dks fookg ds le; mlds ekrk firk] ifjokjtu ,oa

bZ"Vfe=ksa }kjk migkj esa fn;s x;s migkj ,oa ?kjsyw leku tks Hkh vihykFkhZ Jh veu lkgw

ds ikl vkt ftl fLFkfr esa gks iwjk leku vihykFkhZ Jh veu lkgw }kjk mRrjoknh Jhefr

o"kkZ lkgw dks 15 twu 2026 ds igys Hkkjrh; jsYos esa cqd djkdj fcykliqj Hkstok;sxkA

mHk;i{kksa ds }kjk ,d nwljs dks lekuks dh ,d fyLV nh xbZ gS] ftldh miyCèkrk ds

vkèkkj ij mHk; i{k ,d nwljs dks leku dk vnku çnku djsaxs ,oa tkudkjh mRrjoknh

Jhefr o"kkZ lkgw dks iwoZ esa nsxk mDr leku fcykliqj igqapus ds ckn lEiw.kZ ftEesnkjh

mRrjoknh Jhefr o"kkZ lkgw dh gksxhA

3- ;g fd mijksDr dafMdk 2 ds leku ds fy, mRrjoknh Jhefr o"kkZ  lkgw dks Lo;a

mifLFkr gksdj ys tkus dks dgk x;k ftl ij lgefr cuh dh vihykFkhZ Jh veu lkgw

Lo;a Hkstok nsA

4- ;g fd mHk;i{k vkt frfFk ds ckn ,d nwljs ds fo#) py jgs U;k;ky;hu ekeys dks

Lo;a ekuuh; U;k;ky; esa vkosnu ns dj fujLr djk;sxs ,oa Hkfo"; esa ,d nwljs ds çfr

dksbZ Hkh ekeyk fdlh Hkh U;k;ky; esa çLrqr ugha djsaxsA

5- ;g fd mHk;i{kksa dk ,d nqljs dh laifRr ij vkt fnukad ls dksbZ gd o vf/kdkj ugha

gksxk lkFk gh nksuks ,d nwljs ds thou esa dksbZ n[ky ugha nsaxsA

6- mHk;i{k 'krZ dafMdk ,d ds vuqlkj 2]50]000@& ¼nks yk[k ipkl gtkj :i;s½ çkIr

dj çkfIr fnukad dks vFkok vodk'k gksus ij vxyh frfFk ij vkilh lgefr ls l{ke

U;k;ky; rykd gsrq vkosnu çLrqrdj fof/koRk~ rykd dh fMdh çkIr djsaxs
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7- ;g fd] mijksDRk 'krksZa dk ikyu ugha fd;s tkus dh fLFkfr esa mHk; i{kdkj fof/kd

dk;Zokgh fd;s tkus ds fy;s Lora= jgsaxsA

mHk;i{k bl le>kSrk i= dh 'krksa ls lger gSa ,oa ikyu ds fy, dfVc) gSa

le>kSrk i= esa nh xbZ 'krksZa dks mUgksaus viuh Lo;a dh LosPNkiwoZd lgefr ,oa fcuk fdlh

ncko] Hk; ,oa ykyp ds Lohdkj fd;k x;k gSA mHk;i{k us bl le>kSrk i= dh 'krksZa dks

i<+us o le>us ds i'pkRk viuh Lora= lgefr ls ijLij ,d&nwljs  dh mifLFkfr esa

gLrk{kj dj fu"ikfnr fd;kA

le>kSrsukes dh Nk;kçfr mHk;i{k dks çnku dh xbZ gSA”

7. In  view  of  the  conditions  of  compromise  made  between  the

parties, this Court is of the opinion that once when the complainant and

the  accused  have  settled  their  matter  and  buried  the  dispute  and

differences, it would be an important consideration for the High Court

while exercising the powers under Section 482 CrPC/ 528 of BNSS to

compound the offence. The opinion of this Court stands fortified from

the judgment of the Supreme Court in the case of Gian Singh v. State

of Punjab & Another [2012 (10) SCC 303) and also in the case of

Narinder Singh & Others v. State of Punjab & Another [2014 (6)

SCC 466]

8. In the case of Gian Singh (supra) Apex Court held as under:- 

57.  The  position  that  emerges  from  the  above
discussion can be summarised thus: the power of the
High Court in quashing a criminal proceeding or FIR or
complaint  in  exercise  of  its  inherent  jurisdiction  is
distinct and different from the power given to a criminal
court for compounding the offences under Section 320
of the Code. Inherent power is of wide 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 ends of justice or (ii) to prevent abuse
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of the process of any Court. In what cases power to
quash the  criminal  proceeding or  complaint  or  F.I.R
may be exercised where the offender and victim have
settled their  dispute would  depend on the facts and
circumstances of each case and no category can be
prescribed. However, before exercise of such power,
the High Court must have due regard to the nature and
gravity of the crime. Heinous and serious offences of
mental depravity or offences like murder, rape, dacoity,
etc. cannot be fittingly quashed even though the victim
or  victim’s  family  and  the  offender  have  settled  the
dispute. Such offences are not private in nature and
have  serious  impact  on  society.  Similarly,  any
compromise  between  the  victim  and  offender  in
relation  to  the  offences  under  special  statutes  like
Prevention of Corruption Act or the offences committed
by public servants while working in that capacity etc;
cannot  provide  for  any  basis  for  quashing  criminal
proceedings involving such offences. But the criminal
cases  having  overwhelmingly  and  pre-dominatingly
civil flavour stand on different footing for the purposes
of  quashing,  particularly  the  offences  arising  from
commercial,  financial, mercantile, civil,  partnership or
such  like  transactions or  the offences arising  out  of
matrimony relating to dowry, etc. or the family disputes
where  the  wrong  is  basically  private  or  personal  in
nature  and  the  parties  have  resolved  their  entire
dispute.  In  this  category  of  cases,  High  Court  may
quash criminal proceedings if in its view, because of
the compromise between the offender and victim, the
possibility  of  conviction  is  remote  and  bleak  and
continuation  of  criminal  case  would  put  accused  to
great oppression and prejudice and extreme injustice
would be caused to him by not quashing the criminal
case  despite  full  and  complete  settlement  and
compromise with the victim. In other words, the High
Court  must  consider  whether  it  would  be  unfair  or
contrary to the interest of justice to continue with the
criminal  proceeding  or  continuation  of  the  criminal
proceeding would tantamount to abuse of process of
law despite settlement and compromise between the
victim and wrongdoer and whether to secure the ends
of justice, it is appropriate that criminal case is put to
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an end and if the answer to the above question(s) is in
affirmative,  the  High  Court  shall  be  well  within  its
jurisdiction to quash the criminal proceeding.

9. The Hon’ble Supreme Court  in  the case of  Narinder Singh &

Ors. v. State of Punjab & Another [2014 (6) SCC 466], has held as

under;-

“29.7  While  deciding  whether  to  exercise  its  power
under  Section  482  of  the  Code  or  not,  timings  of
settlement play a crucial role. Those cases where the
settlement  is  arrived at  immediately  after  the alleged
commission  of  offence  and  the  matter  is  still  under
investigation,  the  High  Court  may  be  liberal  in
acceptiong  the  settlement  to  quash  the  criminal
proceedings/ investigation..…”

10. Another aspect which has to be borne in mind is that the parties

to the dispute having entered into a settlement and compromised the

matter, there is a minimal chance of the complainant coming forward in

support of the prosecution case and the chances of conviction therefore

appear to be very remote and it would not be justified to drag these

proceedings unnecessarily knowing fully well the final outcome.

11. In  view  of  the  statement  made  by  the  complainant  and  the

accused persons and also keeping in view the law laid down by the

Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of  B.  S.  Joshi  &  others  v.  State  of

Haryana  & Another (2003 (4)  SCC 675)  and  in  the  case  of  Gian

Singh (supra) and Narinder Singh (supra), this Court is of the opinion

that it is a fit case where the parties can be permitted to compound the

offence.
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12. Accordingly, the present petition under Section 582 of B.N.S.S. is

allowed. In view of the compromise arrived at between the parties, the

First Information Report bearing Crime No. 56/2025 registered at Police

Station Mahila Thana, Bilaspur, District Bilaspur (C.G.) for the offence

punishable under section 85, 115(2), 3(5) of Bharatiya Nyaya Sanhita,

2023  on  01.11.2025,  the  charge  sheet  filed  in  connection  with  the

aforesaid  crime  number  and  all  consequential  proceedings  arising

therefrom  against  the  petitioners  are  hereby  quashed  subject  to

fulfillment  of  terms  and  conditions  of  the  compromise  entered  into

between the parties on 16.04.2026.

13. The present petition under Section 528 of B.N.S.S. is allowed to

the extent indicated hereinabove.

      Sd/-         Sd/-

(Ravindra Kumar Agrawal)                 (Ramesh Sinha)
     Judge                      Chief Justice

     
  

  Aadil
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