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HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH AT BILASPUR
CRMP No. 1058 of 2026

1 - Swapnil Mittal S/o Suresh Mittal Aged About 39 Years Partner Of Ms S M
Shop R/o D 6 Sector-2, Agroha Society, Raipur Thana D D Nagar, District
Raipur Chhattisgarh

2 - Smt. Garima Sharma W/o Swapnil Mittal Aged About 39 Years Partner Of
Ms S M Shop R/o D 6 Sector-2, Agroha Society, Raipur Thana D D Nagar,
District Raipur Chhattisgarh

3 - Suresh Kumar Mittal S/o Late Prahalad Chand Mittal Aged About 67 Years
Partner Of Ms S M Shop R/o D 6 Sector-2, Agroha Society, Raipur Thana D
D Nagar, District Raipur Chhattisgarh

4 - Piyush Rathi S/o Suresh Kumar Rathi Aged About 39 Years R/o G-2
Sadan, Agroha Society Raipur, Thana Dd Nagar, Raipur Chhattisgarh

5 - Vikram Singh S/o Ramashray Singh Aged About 37 Years R/o E 1-2,
Celebrity Home, Kabir Nagar, Thana - Kabir Nagar, District Raipur
Chhattisgarh

... Petitioner(s)

versus

1 - State Of Chhattisgarh Through The Station House Officer, Police Station
Azad Chowk, Raipur Chhattisgarh

2 - M/s Amar Steel Through Its Proprietor Mr. Shreyansh Kumar Jain R/o Link
Road No. 2, Gondwara Raipur District Raipur Chhattisgarh

... Respondent(s)

For Petitioner(s) : Mr. Niraj Baghel, Advocate
For State : Ms Vaishali Mahilong, Dy. G.A.

For Respondent No. 2 : Mr. Prashant Sahu, Advocate
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Division Bench:
Hon'ble Shri Ramesh Sinha, Chief Justice

Hon’ble Ravindra Kumar Agrawal, Judge
Order on Board

Per Ramesh Sinha, Chief Justice
15.04.2026

1. Heard Mr. Niraj Baghel, learned counsel for the petitioners. Also heard
Ms. Vaishali Mahilong, Dy. Govt. Advocate for the State as well as Mr.
Prashant Sahu, learned counsel for Respondent No. 2.

2. The present petition under Section 528 of B.N.S.S. 2023 filed by the

petitioners with the following reliefs:-

“1. Quash and set aside Charge-Sheet bearing No. 339
of 2023, submitted by Police Station Azad Chowk,
District Raipur in FIR No. 168 of 2022 registered under
Sections 120B & 420 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860,
and all consequential proceedings arising therefrom on
the ground of compromise.

2. Quash and set aside the order dated 22.12.2023
passed by the learned Judicial Magistrate First Class
Raipur, whereby cognizance was taken against the
petitioners for the offences under Sections 120B & 420 of
the Indian Penal Code, 1860.

3. Quash and set aside the order dated 11.02.2026
passed in criminal case No. 22561 of 2023, passed by
the learned learned Judicial Magistrate First Class
Raipur, District Raipur whereby charges under Sections
120B & 420 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860 have been
framed against the petitioners.

4. Quash the entire proceedings of Criminal Case No.
22561 of 2023, for the offence punishable under
Sections 120B & 420 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860
pending before learned Judicial Magistrate First Class
Raipur, District Raipur, as continuation of the said trial
would amount to abuse of the process of Court in light of
the amicable settlement between the parties.
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5. Pass such further or other orders as this Hon'ble Court
may deem fit and proper in the interest of justice.”

3. That the present matter arises out of FIR No. 168/2022 dated
09.06.2022 registered at Police Station Azad Chowk, Raipur, for
alleged offences under Sections 120B and 420 IPC, based on a
complaint filed by Respondent No. 2. The allegations pertain to non-
payment for supply of approximately 90 tons of TMT steel bars despite
prior business dealings between the parties, which had been
conducted smoothly with regular payments. The petitioners submit that
the goods were further sold in the ordinary course of business to third
parties; however, due to non-receipt of payment from such buyers, they
were unable to clear the dues of the complainant, for which a legal
notice dated 05.06.2022 was also issued. It is contended that the
dispute is purely commercial in nature with no element of criminal
intent, despite which multiple FIRs of similar nature were lodged
against the petitioners in a short span, allegedly to exert pressure. After
investigation, although no material indicating dishonest intention or
misappropriation was found, a charge-sheet came to be filed and
cognizance was taken by the learned Magistrate. During the pendency
of proceedings, the parties amicably settled the dispute on 04.12.2025,
agreeing to a full and final settlement amount, and the complainant
undertook to cooperate in quashing the proceedings. However, the trial
court rejected the compounding application on account of Section
120B IPC being non-compoundable, compelling the petitioners to
approach this Court. The petitioners assert that continuation of criminal

proceedings in light of settlement and absence of criminality amounts
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to abuse of process of law and seek quashing of the impugned FIR

and consequential proceedings.

Learned counsel for the petitioners would submit that after registration
of the FIR against the present petitioners, the parties have entered
into a compromise and a settlement agreement has also been
executed between the parties on 09.12.2025 which is filed in the
present petition. Since the dispute has been resolved and the matter
has been compromised between the parties, there is no ultimate
chance of their conviction and therefore, the impugned FIR as well as
the criminal proceeding against the petitioners may be quashed on the

basis of the compromise between the parties.

Learned counsel appearing on behalf of respondent No. 2/ complainant
has not disputed the fact that they have entered into the compromise
and settled their dispute, as also the contents of the settlement
agreement executed between the parties on 09/12/2025. In view of the
settlement agreement dated 09/12/2025, the complainant is having no
objection in quashing of the FIR No. 168 of 2022, registered for the
offence punishable under Section 120-B and 420 of IPC as well as the
Criminal proceeding of the criminal case No. 22561 of 2023, pending

before the learned Judicial Magistrate First Class, Raipur.

6. We have considered the submissions made by learned counsel for the

respective parties and have perused the document annexed with the
petition by either side as well as the settlement agreement dated

09/12/2025.
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7. The terms of settlement between the parties as reflected in the
settlement agreement dated 09/12/2025 is reproduced hereinbelow for

the sake of convenience:-

1. Ug h! UThRR hHich 1 3T 31T feTich dh ht Jenrr A 7T =TT 3ug

47,96,219/- fSI¥ehl U&ThR shHich 2 ¥ UTW AT § Ikl JUi &Y d MU
HHSIAT IER AT Hd g chael GHSICT A 3UY 2,39,600/- i Fruf
WA e Y H o hl Tg¥ FU & ol @ Ud Yol U & WIhR d |

2. g fh UTPR hHieh 2 U&TahRR thiich 1 gRT TS feieh deh URATiAd SehrT
fA <ret afgd FHEhdT AR dhadt AfA 2,39,600/- A A & g
gt gof Tgafa ga I UeH &ed g

3. Ig foh 39 SRIAMT GRT U&HR shHfH 2 dl 3R I ot TR A<t ueipR
thiich 1 ol SUASGd gHSIET A 39T 2,39,600/-ICICI Bank, Devendra

Nagar Branch, Raipur & d @Hiee 000200 deh i 04/12/2025 &

HqregH 9 Ul 0 8 ST T g O UsehR shAfeh 1 gRT U fehar
fSiach a1 SM SHOP Ud 39 IR UifieR] & It et Iur gt Siref|

4. g foh UsTehR shiieh 1 §9 SIRRATT ERT WehR ehed & foh U&TehR shiHich 2

GRT SRS Ieh o HIEIH & I 814 o IURId UeThR shAich 2 & fohelt oft
ae & i oft AfA 7 A T |

5. Ig foh &R hHih 1 AY ®U 4 WihR dl & o UelerR shiish 2 &

fadeg et TepTan AT oh YT o fIg hlg ff st @ 31 UehR &Y ehrfarg!
T8l | uethR i 1 T8 off TR @=d § ok onet ferias @ gd ueteR

ShHich 1 & UTH U&TehR ShHich 2 &1 Afe ohis i deh Yramms wm garm o1 39 59

SRIRATHT h AR U&IhRR shHich 1 U&ThR chiich 2 ohl aTUH e ST

6. Ig foh UHPR shAfR1 T8 t TR ol & ok afe et femien @ gd uerepR
chlich 2 & [d%g hIg TAeh ITERUT ¥ Helfdd Uepeor foredt oft =marera 7 uwdd
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R 2 4t a8 3R Ao 3 A A Fne oft g o SR AR & aEh &
Tafd @i A uegd & 1 ghfY at 58 aRRAT & fsured @ 98 = v
ST {TT ST 3R AT &) UsTehR shfeh 1 & UTY IfE ahlg deh USThR shich
2 1 SueE g @t 9@ RS § Suded A & age 2 A of s
uferhar # IJuAhT 8T S

7. g foh 39 SHIRAT™I & AT IURId ST U&ThR TE &Y ¥ iehR ehid &
foh ST At Teh-gaR I 31161 & &1¢ chls Y T o1 &4 & AW 78T I Sem 3R
1 81 ohlS SRIHT ATHAT dfad @ 3R 7 Y SRR A 3R 7 g1 &Il Usl Ueh-gIR &
fvg widsa # Iutert Wi & Hdier A hlg AT UehRoT UFdd Tal et

8. ug foh, UetehR shHieh-1 gRT <l T3 AR & MUR R Yferd U1 Azad
Chowk, Raipur & T®.31TS.31R. it 168/2022 &<i &l TS &, duT fad=mr

SURIA Jekd Teh<UT URTTeeh YehvUl shiich 22561/2023 o U H Usileig glex
A AT GEfaRt Uam Soft, I[QR, S QR (S<iTg) & e
% gH& difdd g1 UYH UShR I ddd Sdi/edl & fh Sudad uenvur ot
TSHAMHT/AHSS o SMYR W FHIW oA g SHaTehdfar gty Ifa
Frfargl Y fh Tafdad simded URgd @eAl, SO AT SN hAT/RIT |

JAGhdT TS+ TR U TR 31 fohddl off =maTera Srerar S1fdeniur & o8
SufRdfa da, fomr forelt feaforarge ar fidia &, Ueor ot TSh=mT & STUR
TR U0l o A STfAgeral o f&emh sruxifdies Uemur shfich 22561/2023
AT A g It SHTaTeh GgaNT UGH w3/t

9. gg foh ustehR shHich 1 ag ff TR aedr € foh 39 SepRaT™ T & fAsurea
IURId Ig U&ThIR shiich 2 T A FehT A ht HATh ShdT & Td sy & s
A hT Yt ¥ &I P Sami U ISR Gohed URd gl B

. Hon'ble Supreme court in the matter of BS Joshi and others Vs State
of Haryana and another reported in (2003) 4 SCC 675, held as

under:-
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"If for the purpose of securing the ends of justice, quashing of
FIR becomes necessary, Section 320 would not be a bar to the
exercise of power of quashing. it is, however, a different matter
depending upon the facts and circumstances of each case
whether to exercise or not such a power.

Thus, the High Court on exercise of its inherent power can
quash criminal proceedings or FIR or complaint and section 320
of the Code does not limit or affect the powers under Section
482 of the Code."

9. Further, in the matter of Gian Singh Vs State of Punjab and another

reported in (2012) 10 SCC 303, Honble Supreme court has held:-

"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 of the process of any Court. In
what cases power to quash the criminal proceeding or complaint
or F.I.LR 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
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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 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."

10.Further, in the matter of Narinder Singh and others Vs State of
Punjab reported in (2014) 6, SCC 466, Hon'ble Supreme court has
held that:

"29.4 On the other hand, those criminal cases having
overwhelmingly and pre-dominantly civil character, particularly
those arising out of commercial transactions or arising out of

matrimonial relationship or family disputes should be quashed



9

when the parties have resolved their entire disputes among

themselves.

29.5 While exercising its powers, the High Court is to examine
as to whether the possibility of conviction is remote and bleak
and continuation of criminal cases would put the accused to
great oppression and prejudice and extreme injustice would be

caused to him by not quashing the criminal cases."

11.In view of the aforesaid pronouncement of the Hon'ble Supreme Court

and also in the facts and circumstances of the case, particularly, the
compromise arrived at between the parties and execution of settlement
deed in between them. Accordingly, the present petition deserves to be
allowed and the proceedings of Criminal Case No. 22561 of 2023
pending before the learned Judicial Magistrate First Class, Raipur for
the offence under Section 120-B and 420 of IPC, arising out of the
Crime No. 168/2022 registered at Police Station Azad Chowk, Raipur,
charge-sheet No. 339/2023 submitted by Azad Police Station, Raipur
for the offence under section 120-B and 420 of IPC, order taking
cognizance dated 22.12.2023 by the learned Judicial Magistrate First
Class, Raipur in Criminal Case No. 22561/2023 and further the
charges framed thereunder are hereby quashed against the petitioner
No.1 Swapnil Mittal, No. 2 Smt. Garima Sharma, No. 3 Suresh Mittal,
No. 4 Piyush Rathi and No.5 Vikram Singh, subject to the fulfillment of

the conditions of compromise.

12.Accordingly, the instant CRMP is allowed.

sagrika

Sd/- Sd/-
(Ravindra Kumar Agrawal) (Ramesh Sinha)
Judge Chief Justice
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