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IN THE HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA AT BENGALURY

DATED THIS THE 215" DAY OF OCTOBER, 2022
BEFORE '

THE HON'BLE MR JUSTICE SURAJ GOVINDARAZ
CRIMINAL PETITION NOQO. 1133 GF 2019
BETWEEN:

PRATHAP KUMAR.G
S/O YELE GOVINDAPPA
AGED ABOUT 21 YEARS
# 83, 4™ CROSS, 2\° MAIN
KHBS LAYOUT, KURUEARAHALLT
BENGALURU - 560086
...PETITIONER
(BY SRI. M. SHASHIDHARA, ADVOCATE)

AND:

1. STATE OF KARNATAKA
BY VIJAYANAGAR TRAFFIC P.S.
REPRESENTED BY SPP
HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA
BENGALURU - 560001

2. Di{IRAJ RAKHEJA
S/0 SUEHASH RAKHEJA
AGED ABOAT 40 YEARS
R/AT NC 2, 3R MAIN
1°T STAGE, K.H.B.S. LAYOUT
NEAR FIPELINE ROAD
KURUBARAHALLI LAND MARK
RAJKUMAR STATUE
SENGALURU - 560086

... RESPONDENTS
(BY SRI. MAHESH SHETTY, HCGP FOR R1;
SMT. P. ANU CHENGAPPA, ADVOCATE FOR R2)

THIS CRIMINAL PETITION IS FILED UNDER SECTION 482 OF
CR.P.C, PRAYING TO QUASH THE PROCEEDINGS IN CR.NO.21/2018
OF RESPONDENT VIJAYANAGAR POLICE REGISTERED ON THE BASIS
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OF OFFENCES PUNISHABLE UNDER SECTION 134(A & B) AND 187 GF
MOTOR VEHICLES ACT AND SECTION 279, 428 ANC 422 OF IFC,
WHICH IS PENDING ON THE FILE OF HON’BLE METRGPOLITAN
MAGISTRATE TRAFFIC COURT-II, AT BENGALURU IN
C.C.NO.5016/2018.

THIS CRIMINAL PETITION COMING ON FOR HEARING AND
HAVING BEEN RESERVED FOR ORDERS ON 22.08.2522, THIS DAY,
THE COURT PRONOUNCED THE FOLLOWING:

ORDE

1. The petitioner is before tnis Court seeking for the

following reliefs:

"Whereior2, the above named petitioner most
respecifully prays this Hon'ble court be pleased to
quash - the proceedings in Crime No.21/2018 of
responrderit Vijavanagar Police registered on the basis
of offences puirishable under section 134(A & B) and
187 or Motor Vehiicies Act and Section 279, 428 and
429 of IPC, which is pending on the file of Hon’ble
Metropolitan Magistrate Traffic Court-II, at Bengaluru
in ¢.c.no.5016/2018, in the ends of justice”.

N

On 24.02.2018, when the complainant’'s mother had
taken her pets for a walk as per her routine, a
Fortuner SUV vehicle hit one of the pet dogs. The
complainant’s brother-in-law and sister took the pet
dog - Memphi to a Veterinary Clinic. But the pet dog
was declared dead. The incident having occurred

between 8.15 to 9.00 p.m. on 24t February 2018,
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the complainant upon hearing the same frcm his
mother, had called the police helpline wno sent two
policemen to the spot who verified what had
happened and thereafter the compiainant reaistered
a complaint with the Vijayanagara Pclice Station in
Crime No0.21/2018 agairist the driver of the Fortuner
car bearing Registration No0.KA-02-MJ-5669 for
offences punishable under Cection 134(A & B) and
187 of Motor Venicles Act, 1688 (for short, M.V.Act)

and Sections 279, 428, 429 of IPC.

The investigating officer conducted the investigation
and filed a cnarge sheet against the petitioner for
offences under Section 134(A & B) and 187 of
M.V.Act, and Sections 279, 428, 429 of IPC. It is
aggrieved by the same that the petitioner is before

this Court seeking for the aforesaid reliefs.

The learned counsel for the petitioner would submit

that:
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The petitioner is innocent of any crimina!
offence. There is no mens rea on part of the
petitioner to cause injury or harm to the pet
dog. The said dog being on the road while the
petitioner was driving has resulted in the

accident.

The offence under Secticn 425 of IPC could be
made out oniy in those cases where there is a
Geliberate attempt by an accused committing
mischief whicih requires an animus to do
scmething. In the present case, the petitioner
having ric intention or animus of either killing,
maiming or rendering useless the pet dog, no
offence under Section 429 of IPC can be said to

be made out.

the petitioner and owner of the pet are not
known to each other. The petitioner and the pet
dog were not known to each other. Therefore,

there was no enmity or any reason for the
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petitioner to have caused harm to the said pet

dog.

The accident has taken place in a public road.
The complainant haz not averred or aliaged any
particular grudge on part of the petitioner with
the owner of the dog. Hence, Section 428A of

IPC wouid also not be applicable.

As recards. the offence under Section 279 of
IPC, he submits that the same would apply only
in the case of an accident involving a human
being and does not apply to an accident
involving any animal, including a pet dog. As
such, no offence under Section 279 of IPC is

made out.

Similar is the submission in respect of the
offence under Section 134 of the Motor Vehicles
Act, which is not applicable to an animal. As

such, the charge sheet laid as regards the
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W

offences under the aforesaid previsions

contrary to the applicable law.

4.7. In this regard, he relies upon the decision of
Allahabad High Court in the case of Pawan
Kumar Sharma vs. State of U.P! more
particularly Para 11 whicn is reproduced

hereunder fcr easy reference:

211, Cni e reading of the impugned judgment and
the (other documents on record it is apparent
that it was only accidental that the truck of the
applicant Lit the bhuilock cart of the deceased as
a resuit of whiich the buffalo and the driver of the
builock cart died. Another person, Pooran Singh,
who was sitting in the bullock cart also sustained
injuries. It was not the allegation in the first
information report that the accused had grudge
against him and that he intended to cause
wrongful loss or damage or likely to cause them
to the deceased or any person and there was no
such allegation either in the charge-sheet or was
this ingredient brought out in the statements of
the persons examined as eye-witnesses. The
conviction of the applicant for an offence under
Section 429 IPC cannot be sustained. The courts
below have committed manifest error of law in
convicting and sentencing the applicant under
Section 429 IPC for accident where the mens rea
of causing the loss is absent. Therefore, the
conviction of the applicant under Section 429 IPC

11996 Crl.L.J 369
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is not sustainable in the eye of law and is hereby
set aside.

4.8. Another decision of the Hon'ble Allahahad High
Court in the case of Majid Ali vs. State? more
particularly Para 6, which is reproduced

hereunder for easy reference:

6. Section 429 will oaly app!y in those cases
wheie there is a deliberate atterript on behalf of
the accused tc commit & mischief. Commission
cf a mischief involves an animus to do
sorinething. Heie the applicant had no intention
of either killing, pcisoning, maiming or rendering
useless the mule. Therefore Sec. 429 either will
not apply.

4.9. The decision of Rajasthan High Court in the
case of Siate of Rajasthan vs. Nauratan
Mal? More particularly Paras 13 and 14 thereof

which are reproduced hereunder for easy

reference:

13. So far as offence under Section 429, I.P.C. is
concerned, the intention is gist of the offence.
Section 429 will only apply in those cases where
there is deliberate attempt on behalf of the
accused to commit mischief. The commission of

2 Laws (All) 1956 1234
32002 Crl.L.J. 348
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mischief involves animus to do scmethirig.
Where the accused has no intentior: of either
killing or poisoning maiming or rendering useless
any of the animus mentioned in that secticri, this
section will not apply.

14. Since it is accident case and there is
nothing on record that the accused respondent
had any enmity with P.W. 1 Dagla Ram and if
the accident has {aken place then it cannot be
said that any mischief vias committed by the
accused respondent. It may. further be stated
here that merely an accident has taken place on
public -high.way would not be sufficient to prove
the charge for offence under 5ection 429, I.P.C.
unless the  eviaance has been led that the
accused driving the vehicle had any grudge
against . the - complainant or had required
intention or knowledge in causing the accident.
Since it is a simple case of accident, therefore,
mens raa of causing the accident is absent and
In these circurnstances, the findings of acquittal
for offence under Section 429, I.P.C. recorded by
the learned trial Magistrate are liable to be
confirmed one. For the reasons mentioned
above, the present State appeal is dismissed
after confirming the judgment and order dated
29-10-85 passed by the learned Civil Judge and
Addl. Chief Judicial Magistrate, Parbatsar in Cr.
Case No. 285/1985. Appeal dismissed.

4.10.The decision of Hon’ble Saurashtra High Court
in the case of Bhagwan Rana vs. State4 more
particularly Para 2, which is reproduced

hereunder for easy reference:

41953 Crl.L.J. 1350



VERDICTUM.IN
-9-
CRL.P No. 1133 of 2019

2. The offence of mischief under Section 425 is
committed if the offender commits rnischief by
killing, poisoning, maiming or rendeiring useless
any buffalo etc. Under Section 425, I.P.C. a
person is said to commit mischi=f with intent to
cause, or knowing that he is likely to causes,
wrongful loss to @ person causes thc destruction
of any A property. The existence of the requisite
intention or knowledge is therefore an essential
ingredient to the offeirce and the accused cannot
be convicted vnder Section 429, I.P.C. unless it
is shown that the act of killing atc., was with the
requisite intentiocn or knowledge.

in this case, the buffalo was actually in the
appiicart's field when he thirew the stone at it. It
is true that his daughter was driving it away and
it weild riave been better if he had allowed her
to do 50. But the applicant had a right to assist
his daughter and in throwing the stone at the
buffale his intention was to protect hi3 property
from trespass rather than to cause any harm to
the ariimal. The stone which hit the buffalo has
not been produced and it is therefore impossible
to say that the applicant selected a particularly
heavy stone out of all proportion to the needs of
the occasion from which an inference of guilty
intent or knowledge can be made.

The learned Magistrate has quoted from the
decision in - Mahadeo v. Emperor AIR 1916 Nag
14 (A), in support of his order. The quotation
shows that the accused in that case had thrown
a stone at a cow maiming it 'after' he had driven
it out of his master's field. The learned Sessions
Judge has pointed out that in this case the
buffalo was actually in the field when the
applicant threw the stone and this fact
distinguishes it from the decision relied upon by
the learned Magistrate. We do not mean to say
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that a person can intentionally kill or maim an
animal trespassing upon his property. But he has
a right to use reasonable force tu protect his
property against trespass so iang as the trespass
continues, and it is not proved in this case that
the applicant used force in excess or the nieeds
of the occasion. Ve regret the unfcitunate loss
of the buffalo bui we agree with the l!earned
Sessions Judge's opinion that the offence under
Section 429 has not beern established against the
applicant. The reference is therefore accepted
and the appiicarit's conviction is set aside. The
fine, if paid, is ordered to be refunded to the
applicant.

4.11.The decision of Rajastan High Court in the case
of Jokii vs. State® more particularly Paras 4
and 5, which are reproduced hereunder for

easy reference:

4. Section 429, I. P. C., necessitates three
things: (1) intention or knowledge of likelihood
to cause wrongful loss or damage to the public
or to any person, (2) causing the destruction of
some property or any change in it or in its
situation, and (3) such change must destroy or
diminish the property mentioned in the section
itself. In this case, evidence shows that the calf
died as a result of the stone falling upon it
accidentally. The question remains whether it
should be inferred from the circumstances of the
case that the accused had had the intention or
knowledge of likelihood of causing wrongful loss

SAIR 1970 RAJ 203
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or damage to the public or to any person. There
is not an iota of evidence on the record from
which such an intention or knowledge can be
gathered. The only evidz=nce is that the accused
wanted to throw stone towzrds Ratna and riot
towards the calf with a view to caus2 wrongiul
loss or damage te Ratna. Since the first and the
most important ingredient of ‘the offence under
Section 429, 1.P.C., i1s totally absent, the Court
below went wrong iri ‘holdinig that Secticn 429,
I.P.C., was applicable to this caze.

5. In Arjun Singh v. The 5tate. 1957 Raj LW
642 = (AIR 1958 Raj 347), it has been
vbserved by this Court:

"In order to prove &n offence of mischief, it is
necessary for the prosecution to establish that
the accused had an intention or knowledge of
likelihood te cause wrongful loss or damage to
the public cr tc ary person.”

It has further been observed in this case that if
ah animal is killed accidentally, whatever may be
the resnonisibility of the accused to compensate
its owner for the loss of property caused to him
i a Civil Court, it cannot be said with any
justification that he committed a criminal offence
under Section 429, 1. P. C. A Division Bench of
the Saurashtra High Court consisting of Shah, C.
J. and Baxi, J., reported as Bhagwan v. State,
AIR 1953 Sau 158, has held that the offence of
mischief under Section 429, I. P. C., is
committed if the offender commits mischief by
killing, poisoning, maiming or rendering useless
any buffalo, etc. Under Section 425, 1. P. C., a
person is said to commit mischief with intent to
cause or knowing that he is likely to cause
wrongful loss to a person causes the destruction
of any property. The existence of the requisite
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intention or knowledge is, therefore, an essential
-ingredient to the offence and the accused
cannot be convicted under Sectiori 429, I.P.C.,
unless it is established thai the act of killing,
etc., was with the requisite ‘intention or
knowledge.

There is another  relevant - citation fcund in
Criminal Revision Case No. 434 ¢f 19G1 = 1 Weir
502, in the matter of Obammal, accused. In that
case the arcused Obamrnal was convicted under
Section 429, I.F.C., anc sentenced to pay a fine
of Rs. 20 or, in defeult, to undzrgo rigorous
imorisonment for 20 days.  The mischief
consisted in throwing a stone at a young buffalo
and thereby causing its death. The stone was
thrown to drive the animal out of the backyard
and the animal after running some distance fell
down anda died. The prosecution witnesses stated
thar the accused tihrew a brick at the buffalo and
caused its death. There was, however, nothing
to snhow that the accused had in throwing the
stone, any intention to cause injury to the
animal or reasonable cause to suppose that loss
or damage was likely to be caused. The Madras
High Court held that in these circumstances the
conviction was wrong.

5. Per contra, Smt.Anu Chengappa, learned counsel for

the respondent would submit that:

5.1. The petitioner ought to know that the action
would have resulted in an accident which could

have grave consequence since the petitioner
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has driven the vehicle in a rash and negiigent

manner.

The accident took place in a residential area
where it is a normal practice for people to go
for a walk along with their pets and if anyone
were driving a vehicle, they should be cautious
and careful and maintain a minimum speed so
as to be able tc apply the brakes on the vehicle
ir necessairy. The petitioner ought to know that
in residential areas senior citizens would go for
a walk in the evening. They have slow reflexes,
no persch should drive a vehicle at a fast

speed.

The mother of the complainant was aged 60
years at the time of the incident and was
walking with two dogs on the left side of the
road. The road being 30 feet wide, the
petitioner drove the vehicle at 60 kmph beyond

the stipulated speed limit, which resulted in the
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accident. If the petitioner was driving within the
speed limit and not over speeding, the accident
could have been avoided. The very fact that th=s
petitioner was driving beyond the permissible
speed limit would reflect the animus of the
petitioner to cause offence under Section 429 of

IPC.

The petitioner’s mother nairowly escaped being
kit by thie vehicle. The pet dog by name
Memphi was not just a pet dog but was a
mamber orf the complainant’s family and a
constant ccimpanion and gave a lot of solace to
the mother of the complainant. She being like a
parent to the pet, merely because the deceased
was a pet, the rule should not be different. If at
all, it was a human being who was hit by the
vehicle, which was over speeding, the Court

would take it differently.
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5.5. She submits that even animals have rigits and
as such, the petitioner who has killed the pet

ought to be punished.

5.6. The investigation has taken into account the
statement of the witnesses and as such, the
same cannot be stated to be tainted. The
charge sheet having been laid, the petitioner is
requiired to stand trial. In tnis regard, she relies

upon the follcwing decisions:

5.7. Anima! Welfaire Board of India v. A. Nagaraja®
moie particularly Paras 55, 66, 68 and 72
which are reproduced hereunder for easy

reference:

55. As early as 1500-600 BC in Isha-Upanishads,
it is professed as follows:

"The universe along with its creatures belongs to
the land. No creature is superior to any other.
Human beings should not be above nature. Let no
one species encroach over the rights and
privileges of other species.”

6(2014) 7 SCC 547
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In our view, this is the culture and tradition of the
country, particularly the States of Tamil Nadu and
Maharashtra.

66. Rights guaranteed :o the  ariimals under
Sections 3, 11, etc. are only statutory rights. Tie
same have to be elevated to the status or
fundamental rights, as has bheen done by few
countries around the world, so as te secure their
honour and dignity.  Rights &nd freedoms
guaranteed to the animais under Sections 3 and
11 have to be read along witti Articles 51-A(g)
and (h) of the Constitution, wnich is the magna
carta of animal rights.

Humanism

68. Article 51-A(h) says that it shall be the duty
of every citizen to davelop the scientific temper,
tiumarnism and the spirit of inquiry and reform.
Particular -emphasis figs been made to the
expression "humanism” which has a number of
meanings, but iricreasingly designates as an
inclusive sensibility for our species. Humanism
also  means, to understand benevolence,
compassion, rmercy, etc. Citizens should,
therefore, develop a spirit of compassion and
humanism which is reflected in the Preamble of
the PCA Act as well as in Sections 3 and 11 of the
Act. To look after the welfare and well-being of
the animals and the duty to prevent the infliction
of pain or suffering on animals highlights the
principles of humanism in Article 51-A(h). Both
Articles 51-A(g) and (h) have to be read into the
PCA Act, especially into Section 3 and Section 11
of the PCA Act and be applied and enforced.

Right to life

72. Every species has a right to life and security,
subject to the law of the land, which includes
depriving its life, out of human necessity. Article
21 of the Constitution, while safeguarding the
rights of humans, protects life and the word "“life”
has been given an expanded definition and any
disturbance from the basic environment which
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includes all forms of life, including animal iife,
which are necessary for human life, fall within the
meaning of Article 21 of the Constitution. So far
as animals are concerned,-in our view, “life”
means something more than mere survival or
existence or instrumental vaiue Tor human
beings, but to lead a life with some intrinsic
worth, honour and dignity. Anirnals' weli-being
and welfare have bDeen statutoriiy recognised
under Sections 3 and 1i of the Act and the rights
framed under the Act. Right fo live ini-a healthy
and clean atmosphere and right to get protection
from human beings aga‘nst infiicting unnecessary
pain or suffering is & right guaranteed to the
animals under Sections 5 and 11 oi the PCA Act
read with Article 5i-A(g) or tiie Constitution.
Right %o get food, sheiter is also a guaranteed
right unhder Sections 3.and 11 of the PCA Act and
the -Rules framed thereunder, especially when
they are domesticatad. The right to dignity and
fair treatrnent 'is, therefore, not confined to
hurnan beings aione. but to animals as well. The
right, not to be  beaten, kicked, overridden,
overloaded is alsc a right recognised by Section
11 read with Section 3 of the PCA Act. Animals
aiso have a right against human beings not to be
tortured and against infliction of unnecessary pain
or suffering. Penalty for violation of those rights
are insignificant, since laws are made by humans.
Punishment prescribed in Section 11(1) is not
commensurate with the gravity of the offence,
hence being violated with impunity defeating the
very object and purpose of the Act, hence the
necessity of taking disciplinary action against
those officers who fail to discharge their duties to
safeguard the statutory rights of animals under
the PCA Act.
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5.8. State of Punjab v. Balwinder Singh’, moi=
particularly Paras 11, 12, 13 and i4 which ara

reproduced hereunder fer easy reference:

11. Even a decade ago, considering the gailoping
trend in road accidents in India and its
devastating consequences, this Court. in [Calbir
Singh v. State of Haryane [(2000) 5 SCC 82 :
2004 SCC (Cri) 12081 heid that, while considering
the quantum of sentence to be imposed for the
offence of cal!sing deatn by rash or negligent
driving of automotiles, - one " of the prime
coasidz=rations  should- be deterrence. A
niofessional driver should not take a chance
thinking that even if he is convicted, he would be
dealt with leniently bv the court.

12. The foilowing priaciples laid down in that
decisicn are very .reievant: (Dalbir Singh case
[(2000) 5 SCC 82 : 2004 SCC (Cri) 1208] , scCC
pp. 84-85 & 87, paras 1 & 13)

"1. When automobiles have become death traps
any leniency shown to drivers who are found
Gguilty of rash driving would be at the risk of
further escalation of road accidents. All those who
are ‘manning the steering of automobiles,
particularly professional drivers, must be kept
under constant reminders of their duty to adopt
utmost care and also of the consequences
befalling them in cases of dereliction. One of the
most effective ways of keeping such drivers under
mental vigil is to maintain a deterrent element in
the sentencing sphere. Any latitude shown to
them in that sphere would tempt them to make
driving frivolous and a frolic.

Xk k

7(2012) 2 SCC 182
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13. Bearing in mind the galloping trend in road
accidents in India and the devastating
consequences visiting the victims and their
families, criminal courts cannot treat the nature
of the offence under Section 304-A IPC as
attracting the benevolent provisions of Section 4
of the Probation of Oiffenders Acc. While
considering the quantum of senterce o be
imposed for the offerice of causing death by rash
or negligent driving of automobiles, one of the
prime considerations should  be deterrence. A
professional ‘driver pedals the agccelerator of the
automobile almast tnroughout his working hours.
He must constantly inform himsesif that he cannot
afford to have a single moment of laxity or
inattentiveness when his leg is 0. the pedal of a
venicle iin locomotion. He cannot and should not
tske a chance thinking that a rash driving need
not necessarily cause any accident; or even if any
accident occurs it need not necessarily result in
the deatii of any human being; or even if such
death. ensues he might not be convicted of the
ofiance; and lastly, that even if he is convicted he
would be dealt with leniently by the court. He
must always keep in his mind the fear psyche
that if he is convicted of the offence for causing
death of a human being due to his callous driving
of the wvehicle he cannot escape from a jail
sentence. This is the role which the courts can
play,. particularly at the level of trial courts, for
iassening the high rate of motor accidents due to
cailous driving of automobiles.”

The same principles have been reiterated in B.
Nagabhushanam v. State of Karnataka [(2008) 5
SCC 730 : (2008) 3 SCC (Cri) 61] .

13. It is settled law that sentencing must have a
policy of correction. If anyone has to become a
good driver, must have a better training in traffic
laws and moral responsibility with special
reference to the potential injury to human life and
limb. Considering the increased number of road
accidents, this Court, on several occasions, has
reminded the criminal courts dealing with the
offences relating to motor accidents that they
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cannot treat the nature of the offence uridei
Section 304-A IPC as attracting the benevolent
provisions of Section 4 of the Probation of
Offenders Act, 1958. We fully endcrse the view
expressed by this Court in Dalbir Singh [ (2000} 5
SCC 82 : 2004 SCC (Cri) 1208] .

14. While considering the quantuin of centence to
be imposed for the offence of causing -death or
injury by rash and negligent daiiving of
automobiles, one of the pirime corisiderations
should be deterrence. The parsens driving motor
vehicles cannot and should not take a chance
thinking that even if he is convicted he would be
dealt with leniently by the court.

5.9. Ravi Kapur v. State of Rajasthan®, more
particularly Paras i2, 13, 14, 15, 20 and 21
which are reproduced hereunder for easy

reference:

(A) Rash and negligent driving

12. Rash and negligent driving has to be
examined in the light of the facts and
circumstances of a given case. It is a fact
incapable of being construed or seen in isolation.
It must be examined in light of the attendant
circumstances. A person who drives a vehicle on
the road is liable to be held responsible for the
act as well as for the result. It may not be always
possible to determine with reference to the speed
of a vehicle whether a person was driving rashly
and negligently. Both these acts presuppose an
abnormal conduct. Even when one is driving a
vehicle at a slow speed but recklessly and
negligently, it would amount to “rash and
negligent driving” within the meaning of the
language of Section 279 IPC. That is why the

$(2012) 9 SCC 284
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legislature in its wisdom has used the words
"manner so rash or negligent as to =2ndanger
human life”. The preliminary conditions. thus, are
that (a) it is the manner in-which the vehicle is
driven; (b) it be driven either rashly ar
negligently; and (c) such rash or negligent driving
should be such as to endanger human iife. Once
these ingredients -‘are satisfied, the penalty
contemplated under Section 279 IPC is attracted.

13. "Negligence” means omission to do
something wtiich a reasonable and prudent
person guided by the considerations which
ordinarily regulaie human afiairs would do or
doing something whicih a prudent and reasonable
perscn guided by similar considerations would not
do. Negligence i not an absclute term but is a
rclative one; it is rather a cornparative term. It is
difficult fo state with precision any
rmathematically — exact formula by  which
necligence orlack of it can be infallibly measured
in & givein case. Whetner there exists negligence
per sc or the ccurse of conduct amounts to
negligence - will -normally depend upon the
attending and surrounding facts and
circumstances which have to be taken into
consideration by the court. In a given case, even
not doing ~what one was ought to do can
constitute negligence.

14, The court has to adopt another parameter i.e.
“reasonable care” in determining the question of
negligence or contributory negligence. The
doctrine of reasonable care imposes an obligation
or a duty upon a person (for example a driver) to
care for the pedestrian on the road and this duty
attains a higher degree when the pedestrians
happen to be children of tender years. It is
axiomatic to say that while driving a vehicle on a
public way, there is an implicit duty cast on the
drivers to see that their driving does not
endanger the life of the right users of the road,
may be either vehicular users or pedestrians.
They are expected to take sufficient care to avoid
danger to others.
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15. The other principle that is pressed in aid by
the courts in such cases is the doctrine c¢f res insa
loquitur. This doctrine serves two purpnses — one
that an accident may by -its nature be more
consistent with its being caused by negligence ior
which the opposite party is respensible than by
any other causes and that in such a case, the
mere fact of the accident is prima faciz evidence
of such negligence. Secondly, it is to avoid
hardship in cases where tihe claimant is able to
prove the accident but cannot prove how the
accident occurred. The courts rnave also applied
the principle of res ipsa loquitur in cases where
no direct evidence was brought on record. The
Act itself contains a prevision which concerns with
the consequences of driving dangzarously alike the
provisicn in IPC that the vericle is driven in a
mianner dangerous to public life. Where a person
does such 3n coffence ne is punished as per the
provisions of Section 184 of the Act. The courts
have alsu. teken the concept of ‘“culpable
rashness” and- “cuipable negligence” into
consideration in - cases of road accidents.
“"Culpable - razhness” is acting with the
consciousness that mischievous and illegal
censeguences may follow but with the hope that
they will not and often with the belief that the
actor has taken sufficient precautions to prevent
their happening. The imputability arises from
acting despite consciousness (luxuria). “Culpable
negligence” is acting without the consciousness
thet the illegal and mischievous effect will follow,
vut in circumstances which show that the actor
has not exercised the caution incumbent upon
him and that if he had, he would have had the
consciousness. The imputability arises from the
neglect of civic duty of circumspection. In such a
case the mere fact of accident is prima facie
evidence of such negligence. This maxim
suggests that on the circumstances of a given
case the res speaks and is eloquent because the
facts stand unexplained, with the result that the
natural and reasonable inference from the facts,
not a conjectural inference, shows that the act is
attributable to some person's negligent conduct.
[Ref. Justice Rajesh Tandon's An Exhaustive
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Commentary on Motor Vehicles Act, 1938 (1st
Edn., 2010).]

(B) Attendant circumstances arnd inferance
of rash and negligent driving

20 [Ed.: Para 20 corrected vide Officiai
Corrigendum No. F.2/Ed.B.1./53/2C12 dated
5-9-2012.] . In light ol the abcve, now we have
to examine if negligence in the case of an
accident can be gathered from the attendant
circumstances. We have aiready held that the
doctrine of res ipsa loguitur is equally applicable
to the cases of accident -and not merely to the
civil jurisprudence. Thus, these principles can
equally be extenaed to ciiminal cases provided
the attendant circiumstances and basic facts are
nroved, It may also be noticed that either the
acciaent rnust be proved by proper and cogent
evider:ce or it sheuld be an admitted fact before
this principle can be applied. This doctrine comes
to aid at a subsequent stage where it is not clear
as to how . and due to whose negligence the
accident occurred. The factum of accident having
been established, the court with the aid of proper
evidence may take assistance of the attendant
circtumstances and apply the doctrine of res ipsa
loquitur. The mere fact of occurrence of an
accident does not necessarily imply that it must
he owed to someone's negligence. In cases where
neagligence is the primary cause, it may not
always be that direct evidence to prove it exists.
In such cases, the circumstantial evidence may
be adduced to prove negligence. Circumstantial
evidence consists of facts that necessarily point to
negligence as a logical conclusion rather than
providing an outright demonstration thereof.
Elements of this doctrine may be stated as:

e The event would not have occurred but for
someone's negligence.

e The evidence on record rules out the possibility
that actions of the victim or some third party
could be the reason behind the event.
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e The accused was negligent and owed a duty of
care towards the victim.

21. In Thakur Singh v. Staie cf Punjab [(2003) 9
SCC 208 : 2004 SCC (Cri) 1183} the petitioner
drove a bus rashly and negligently with 41
passengers and while crossing a bridge, the bus
fell into the nearby cainal resulting .in death of all
the passengers. The Court applied the doctrine of
res ipsa loquitur since admittedly the petitioner
was driving the bus zt the relevant time and it
was going over the bridge wihen it fell down. The
Court held as under: /SCC p. 209, para 4)

“4. It is admitted that the petitiorier himself was
driving the vehicle at the relevani cime. It is also
admittzd that bus was driven over a bridge and
then it fell into canai. In such a situation the
doctrine of res ipza ioquitur comes into play and
the burden shifts c¢cn to the man who was in
cor.trol ¢r the automobiie to establish that the
accident did  not happen on account of any
negligence on his part. He did not succeed in
showing that the accident happened due to
causes other than negligence on his part.”

5.10. Prafulla Kumar Rout v. State of Orissa®,
more particularly Para 7, which is reproduced

hereunder for easy reference:

7. High speed is a relative term. A vehicle which
is driven in a congested road even at a speed of
30 k.ms., may constitute high speed, but driving
a vehicle at a speed higher than 30 k.ms. in on
open road may not be considered driving at high
speed. It would depend upon nature and situation
of road, concentration of pedestrians and
vehicular traffic on it and many such other
relevant factors. In the case at hand, vehicle
which was being driven on the National Highway,

91995 CRI. L.J. 1277
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caused accident in front of a school. Il is
expected for a driver to be cautious and slow
down the vehicle, when nearing on educational
institution. Unshaken evidence of eye witnesses
shows that the vehicle was: driven at a high speed
though no exact speed was indicated by them. A
responsible Revenue Officer (p.vv. 13) is supposea
to know what is high speed compared to riormal
speed. On consideration of evidence, courts below
have held that the veliicle was being driven at
very high speed. Added to the above, ireappraisal
of evidence while exercising revisional power is
uncalled for, u:less conclusions of the courts
below are perverse. unireasonacle or of such
nature that no reasonable person cgi reach such
concfusion That does not eppear to be the case
here. ‘The courts below. heave rightly found the
accused quilty.

5.11. Shiv 2ani Singh v. State of Bihar!°, more
particularly Para 7, which is reproduced

hereunder for easy reference:

7. Apparentiy. PW-1, FW-2 and PW-6 are the
eye-witnesses and they are consistent in
depasing that the appellant assaulted Subodhan
Hembirom (de ceased) with lathi who was driving
the cart only because he could not stopped the
cert on the order of the appellant and then the
deceased fell down from the cart at that time.
Post mortem report clearly goes to indicate that
the deceased Subodhan Hembrom sustained
serious injuries on the right chest causing
fracture of 4th and 5th ribs with rupture on right
lung. Even if Subodhan Hembrom fell down and
came under the wheel of the said cart, which was
carrying rice, that was because of the assaulted
by the appellant.

102004 Cri LJ 338
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5.12. Mohd. Aynuddin alias Miyam vs. Siaie of
A.P11,, more particularly Paras ¢ aind 10, which

are reproduced hereunder for easy refererice:

9. The principle of res ipsa loquitur is only a ruie
of evidence to determine the onus of proof in
actions relating to negligence. The said principle
has applicatiorr. only when - the nature of the
accident and the attending circumstances would
reasonably lead to the pelief thai in the absence
of negligence the accident wouid not have
occurred and that trie thing which caused injury is
showri to have been under the management and
centroi.of the alleged wrongdoer.

10. A rash act is primarily an overhasty act. It is
opp-osed lo a deliberate act. Still a rash act can
be a deliberate act in the sense that it was done
without due care and caution. Culpable rashness
lies in running the risk of doing an act with
reckleszness -and with indifference as to the
conseaguences. Criminal negligence is the failure
to exercise duty with reasonable and proper care
and precaittion guarding against injury to the
public generally or to any individual in particular.
It is the imperative duty of the driver of a vehicle
to aaopt such reasonable and proper care and
brecaution.

5.13. State of Karnataka v. M. Devendrappa'?,
more particularly Paras 6, 8 and 9 which are

reproduced hereunder for easy reference:

6. Exercise of power under Section 482 of the
Code in a case of this nature is the exception and

11 2000 CRI.L.J 3508
2 (2002) 3 SCC 89
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not the rule. The section does not confer any new
powers on the High Court. It only saves the
inherent power which the Court possessed before
the enactment of the Code. It envisages three
circumstances under which ~ the - inherent
jurisdiction may be exercised, namely, (i) to give
effect to an order under the Code, (ii) to prevent
abuse of the process of court. and (iii) to
otherwise secure the ends of justice. It is naither
possible nor desirable to lav down any inflexible
rule which would govern the exercise of inherent
jurisdiction. Vo legis‘ative enactment dealing with
procedure can provide for ali. cases that may
possibly arise. Courts, therefore, have inherent
powers apart. from express provicions of law
which are necessary fer- proper discharge of
furnicticns and duties imposed unon them by law.
That is the doctrine which finds expression in the
secrtion wkich mereiy recognizes and preserves
inherent powers of the High Courts. All courts,
whather civil or criminai possess, in the absence
of any express pravision, as inherent in their
constitution, ali such powers as are necessary to
do the right and to undo a wrong in course of
administration or justice on the principle quando
lex aliquid alicui concedit, concedere videtur et id
sine quo res ipsae esse non potest (when the law
gives a parson anything it gives him that without
which it cannot exist). While exercising powers
under the section, the court does not function as
a court of appeal or revision. Inherent jurisdiction
under the section though wide has to be
exercised sparingly, carefully and with caution
and only when such exercise is justified by the
tests specifically laid down in the section itself. It
is to be exercised ex debito justitiae to do real
and substantial justice for the administration of
which alone courts exist. Authority of the court
exists for advancement of justice and if any
attempt is made to abuse that authority so as to
produce injustice, the court has power to prevent
abuse. It would be an abuse of process of the
court to allow any action which would result in
injustice and prevent promotion of justice. In
exercise of the powers court would be justified to
quash any proceeding if it finds that
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initiation/continuance of it amounts to abuse of
the process of court or quashing of these
proceedings would otherwise serve the ends of
justice. When no offence -is disclosed by  the
complaint, the court may examine the question of
fact. When a complaint is sough¢ o be quashed,
it is permissible to look into the matcerials to
assess what the complainant has alieged and
whether any offence is made out even if the
allegations are accepted in toto.

8. In dealing with the lasti rase, it is important to
bear in mind the dis:inicticn befween a case
where there is nc lega! cvidence cr where there is
evidence which s clearly inconsistent with the
accusations made, and a case where there is
lecal evidence which, on appreciation, may or
may not support -tne accusations. When
exercising iurisdiction under Section 482 of the
Code, the High Ccurt woulc not ordinarily embark
upcn an £nquiry whether the evidence in question
is ieliable or not or whether on a reasonable
appreciatiorr of it accusation would not be
sustained. That is the function of the trial Judge.
Judiciai process should not be an instrument of
oppression, or, needless harassment. Court
should be circumspect and judicious in exercising
discretion and should take all relevant facts and
circumstances into consideration before issuing
process, lest it would be an instrument in the
hands of a private complainant to unleash
venaetta to harass any person needlessly. At the
seme time the section is not an instrument
nanded over to an accused to short-circuit a
prosecution and bring about its sudden death.
The scope of exercise of power under Section 482
of the Code and the categories of cases where the
High Court may exercise its power under it
relating to cognizable offences to prevent abuse
of process of any court or otherwise to secure the
ends of justice were set out in some detail by this
Court in State of Haryana v. Bhajan Lal [1992
Supp (1) SCC 335 : 1992 SCC (Cri) 426 : AIR
1992 SC 604] . A note of caution was, however,
added that the power should be exercised
sparingly and that too in rarest of rare cases. The
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illustrative categories indicated by this Court are
as follows : (SCC pp. 378-79, para 102)

"(1) Where the allegations. made in the firct
information report or the complaint, evern if they
are taken at their face value ard accerted in their
entirety do not prima facie constitute any offence
or make out a case against the accusec.

(2) Where the allegations in the rirst iiiformation
report and other materiais, i any, accomparying
the FIR do not disclose &a. ccgnizable offence,
justifying an investigatiori by police officers under
Section 156(1) of the Code except under an order
of a Magistrate within the purview of Section
155(2) of the Code.

(3, Where the uncontreverted allegations made in
the FIR or compiaint-and the evidence collected in
suppert of the same do not disclose the
commissicn of any offence and make out a case
against the accused.

(4) Where the allegations in the FIR do not
constitite a cogrizable offence but constitute only
& non-cogrizabie offence, no investigation is
permitted by a police officer without an order of a
Magistrate as contemplated under Section 155(2)
of the Code.

(%) Where the allegations made in the FIR or
complaint are so absurd and inherently
improbable on the basis of which no prudent
person can ever reach a just conclusion that there
is sufficient ground for proceeding against the
accused.

(6) Where there is an express legal bar engrafted
in any of the provisions of the Code or the Act
concerned (under which a criminal proceeding is
instituted) to the institution and continuance of
the proceedings and/or where there is a specific
provision in the Code or the Act concerned,
providing efficacious redress for the grievance of
the aggrieved party.
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(7) Where a criminal proceeding is menifestiy
attended with mala fide and/or where the
proceeding is maliciously instituted with an
ulterior motive for wreaking vengeance orr the
accused and with a view to spite him due to
private and personal grudge.”

9. As noted above, ttie powers possessed by the
High Court under Section 482 of the Code are
very wide and the very plenitude of ihe power
requires great caution in its exercise. Court must
be careful to see that its decision in exercise of
this power is btased c¢n sound principles. The
inherent power should not be exercised to stifle a
legitimate prosecution. Tne High Court being the
highest court of a Siate shouid normally refrain
frem giving a prima facie decision in a case where
the entire facts are incornplete and hazy, more so
when the eviderice has riot been collected and
produced before the Ccurt and the issues
involved, whether factual or legal, are of
magnitude and cahnct be seen in their true
perspeciive witirout sufficient material. Of course,
no hard-and-fast risie can be laid down in regard
to cases iri whici? the High Court will exercise its
extraordinary jurisdiction of quashing the
proceeding at any stage. (See : Janata Dal v.
H.S. Chewdhary [(1992) 4 SCC 305 : 1993 SCC
(Cri) 36 : AIR 1993 SC 892], and Raghubir Saran
{Dr) v. State of Bihar [AIR 1964 SC 1 : (1964) 1
Cri Ly 1] .) It would not be proper for the High
Court to analyse the case of the complainant in
the light of all probabilities in order to determine
whether a conviction would be sustainable and on
such premises arrive at a conclusion that the
proceedings are to be quashed. It would be
erroneous to assess the material before it and
conclude that the complaint cannot be proceeded
with. In a proceeding instituted on complaint,
exercise of the inherent powers to quash the
proceedings is called for only in a case where the
complaint does not disclose any offence or is
frivolous, vexatious or oppressive. If the
allegations set out in the complaint do not
constitute the offence of which cognizance has
been taken by the Magistrate, it is open to the



VERDICTUM.IN
-31-
CRL.P No. 1133 of 2019

High Court to quash the same in exercise of the
inherent powers under Section 482 of the Cede.
It is not, however, necessary that there should be
meticulous analysis of the case before the trial to
find out whether the case would end in conviction
or acquittal. The complaint hés to be read as a
whole. If it appears that on consideraticn cf the
allegations in the licht of the statemer:t rnade on
oath of the complainant that tire ingredients of
the offence or offences are disclosed and there is
no material to show that the complaint is nala
fide, frivololis or vexatious, -in ‘that event there
would be no justification for .interference by the
High Court. When an inrormation is lcdged at the
police station 2nd an offence is registered, then
the maia fices of the informarit would be of
secondary imporiance. It is the material collected
during the investigaticn and evidence led in court
which decides the fate of the accused person. The
allegations of mala fides against the informant
are of nc consaquence and cannot by themselves
be tfie basis for guashing the proceedings. (See :
Drianalakshmi v. R. Prasanna Kumar [1990 Supp
SCC 686 : 1591 SCC (Cri) 142 : AIR 1990 SC
494] , State of Bihar v. P.P. Sharma [1992 Supp
(1) SCC 222 : 1992 SCC (Cri) 192] , Rupan Deol
Bajaj v. Kanvsar Pal Singh Gill [(1995) 6 SCC 194
;1995 SCC(Cri) 1059] , State of Kerala v. O.C.
Kuttan [(1999) 2 SCC 651 : 1999 SCC (Cri) 304]
, State of U.P. v. O.P. Sharma [(1996) 7 SCC 705
11995 SCC (Cri) 497] , Rashmi Kumar v. Mahesh
Kumar Bhada [(1997) 2 SCC 397 : 1997 SCC
{('Cri) 415] , Satvinder Kaur v. State (Govt. of NCT
of Delhi) [(1999) 8 SCC 728 : 1999 SCC (Cri)
1503] and Rajesh Bajaj v. State NCT

5.14. Minu Kumari v. State of Bihar'? more
particularly Paras 19 and 20 which are

reproduced hereunder for easy reference:

13 (2006) 4 SCC 359
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19. The section does not confer any new powei
on the High Court. It only saves the inherent
power which the Court possessed bhefore the
enactment of the Code. It envisages three
circumstances under which ~ the - inherent
jurisdiction may be exercised, namely, (i) to give
effect to an order under the Code, (ii) to prevent
abuse of the process of court. and (iii) to
otherwise secure the ends of justice. It is naither
possible nor desirable to lav down any inflexible
rule which would govern the exercise of inherent
jurisdiction. Wo legis‘ative enactment dealing with
procedure can provide for ali. cases that may
possibly arise. Courts, therefore, have inherent
powers apart. from express provicions of law
which are necessary fer- proper discharge of
furnicticns and duties imposed unon them by law.
That is the doctrine which finds expression in the
secrtion wkich mereiy recognises and preserves
inherent powers of the High Courts. All courts,
whether civil or criminai, possess, in the absence
of any express pravision, as inherent in their
constitution, ali such powers as are necessary to
do the right and to undo a wrong in course of
administration or justice on the principle quando
lex aliquid alicui concedit, concedere videtur id
sine quo res ipsa esse non potest (when the law
gives a parson anything it gives him that without
which it cannot exist). While exercising powers
under the section, the Court does not function as
a court of appeal or revision. Inherent jurisdiction
under the section though wide has to be
exercised sparingly, carefully and with caution
and only when such exercise is justified by the
tests specifically laid down in the section itself. It
is to be exercised ex debito justitiae to do real
and substantial justice for the administration of
which alone courts exist. Authority of the court
exists for advancement of justice and if any
attempt is made to abuse that authority so as to
produce injustice, the court has power to prevent
abuse. It would be an abuse of process of the
court to allow any action which would result in
injustice and prevent promotion of justice. In
exercise of the powers court would be justified to
quash any proceeding if it finds that
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initiation/continuance of it amounts to abuse of
the process of court or quashing of these
proceedings would otherwise serve the ends of
Justice.

20. As noted above, the pcwers pcssessed by the
High Court under Section 482 of the Code are
very wide and the very plenitude of the power
requires great caution iri its exercise. Court must
be careful to see that its decision in exercise of
this power is based on sound principles. The
inherent power shouid not he exercised to stifle a
legitimate prosecuticn. The High Court being the
highest court of a State shouid normally refrain
from giving a prima facie decision in 3 case where
the entire facts are incornplete arid hazy, more so
whken he evidence has not been collected and
nroduced befecre - the Court and the issues
invilved, ~whether - factual or legal, are of
riragnritude and cannot be seen in their true
perspective witheut sufficient material. Of course,
no hard-ana-fast rule can be laid down in regard
to cases in which the High Court will exercise its
extraordinary . jurisdiction of quashing the
proceeding at any stage. [See Janata Dal v. H.S.
Chowdhary [(1592) 4 SCC 305 : 1993 SCC (Cri)
36/ and Raghubir Saran (Dr.) v. State of Bihar
[(1964) 2 SCR 336 : AIR 1964 SC 1 : (1964) 1
Crill1].]

5.15. State of A.P. v. Golconda Linga Swamy'?,
more particularly Paras 5, 8 and 10 which are

reproduced hereunder for easy reference:

5. Exercise of power under Section 482 of the
Code in a case of this nature is the exception and
not the rule. The section does not confer any new
powers on the High Court. It only saves the
inherent power which the Court possessed before
the enactment of the Code. It envisages three

14(2004) 6 SCC 522
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circumstances under which the inherent
jurisdiction may be exercised, namely : (i) to give
effect to an order under the Code, (ii) to prevent
abuse of the process of court, and (iii} to
otherwise secure the ends of justice. It is neither
possible nor desirable to lay cowri anyv inflexibie
rule which would govern the exercise of inherent
jurisdiction. No legisiative enactment G=aling with
procedure can provide for all cases that may
possibly arise. Courts, therefore, have inherent
powers apart from exoress  provisions of law
which are necessary for proper discharge of
functions and duties imposed. upor: them by law.
That is the doctrine wich finds expression in the
section which merely recognises and preserves
inherent powers of the High Couits. All courts,
whether civil or criminal, possess in the absence
of any. expres:z provision, as inherent in their
constitution, ali such npowers as are necessary to
do the right and to undo a wrong in course of
adrainistration of justice on the principle quando
lex &liauid alique concedit, conceditur et id sine
guo res ipsa esse rinn potest (when the law gives
a person anything, it gives him that without
which it cannot exist). While exercising powers
under the section, the Court does not function as
a court of appeal or revision. Inherent jurisdiction
under the - section though wide has to be
exercised sparingly, carefully and with caution
and only when such exercise is justified by the
tests specifically laid down in the section itself. It
is to be exercised ex debito justitiae to do real
and substantial justice for the administration of
which alone courts exist. Authority of the court
exists for advancement of justice and if any
attempt is made to abuse that authority so as to
produce injustice, the court has power to prevent
such abuse. It would be an abuse of the process
of the court to allow any action which would
result in injustice and prevent promotion of
Justice. In exercise of the powers court would be
Justified to quash any proceeding if it finds that
initiation or continuance of it amounts to abuse of
the process of court or quashing of these
proceedings would otherwise serve the ends of
justice. When no offence is disclosed by the
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complaint, the court may examine the question of
fact. When a complaint is sought to be quashed,
it is permissible to look into the materials to
assess what the complairant has alleged and
whether any offence is made cut even if the
allegations are accepted in toto.

8. As noted above, tfie powers possessed bv the
High Court under Section 482 of the Code are
very wide and the very plenitude of ihe power
requires great caution in its exercise. Court must
be careful to see that its decision in exercise of
this power is btased c¢n sound principles. The
inherent power should not be exercised to stifle a
legitimate prosecution. High Ccuit being the
highest court of a Siate shouid normally refrain
frem giving a prima facie decision in a case where
the entire facts are incornplete and hazy, more so
when the eviderice has riot been collected and
produced before the Ccurt and the issues
involved, whether factual or legal, are of
magnitude and cahnct be seen in their true
perspeciive witirout sufficient material. Of course,
no hard-and-fast risie can be laid down in regard
to cases iri whici? the High Court will exercise its
extraordinary jurisdiction of quashing the
proceeding ait any stage. [See Janata Dal v. H.S.
Chowdhary [(1992) 4 SCC 305 : 1993 SCC (Cri)
35 : AIR 1993 SC 892] and Raghubir Saran (Dr.)
v. State of Bihar [AIR 1964 SC 1 : (1964) 1 Cri LJ
17 ] it would not be proper for the High Court to
analyse the case of the complainant in the light of
all probabilities in order to determine whether a
conviction would be sustainable and on such
premises, arrive at a conclusion that the
proceedings are to be quashed. It would be
erroneous to assess the material before it and
conclude that the complaint cannot be proceeded
with. In a proceeding instituted on complaint,
exercise of the inherent powers to quash the
proceedings is called for only in a case where the
complaint does not disclose any offence or is
frivolous, vexatious or oppressive. If the
allegations set out in the complaint do not
constitute the offence of which cognisance has
been taken by the Magistrate, it is open to the
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High Court to quash the same in exercise of the
inherent powers under Section 482 of the Cede.
It is not, however, necessary that there should be
meticulous analysis of the case before the trial to
find out whether the case would end in conviction
or acquittal. The complaint/FIR has to be read as
a whole. If it appears that on consideration of the
allegations in the licht of the statemer:t rnade on
oath of the complainant or disclosed in the FIR
that the ingredients of the offence cr ofiences are
disclosed and there is no material to show that
the complaint/FIR ‘is mela fide, frivolous or
vexatious, in- that event there would be no
Justification for interference by the High Court.
When an information is lodged gt the police
staticn and an offerice is registered, then the
mala - fides of the informant would be of
secondary impcertance. It is the material collected
during the investigation arid evidence led in court
which decides the fate of the accused person. The
allegatior's of mala fides against the informant
are f no consequence and cannot by themselves
be the basics for quashing the proceeding. [See
Dhanalakstimi v. R. Prasanna Kumar [1990 Supp
SCC 686 : 1991 SCC (Cri) 142 : AIR 1990 SC
494] , Siate of Bihar v. P.P. Sharma [1992 Supp
(1) 5CC 222 : 1992 SCC (Cri) 192] , Rupan Deol
Bajaj v. Kz2nwar Pal Singh Gill [(1995) 6 SCC 194
;11995 SCC (Cri) 1059] , State of Kerala v. O.C.
“uttan [(1999) 2 SCC 651 : 1999 SCC (Cri) 304]
, State of U.P. v. O.P. Sharma [(1996) 7 SCC 705
1 1996 SCC (Cri) 497] , Rashmi Kumar v. Mahesh
Kumar Bhada [(1997) 2 SCC 397 : 1997 SCC
(Cri) 415] , Satvinder Kaur v. State (Govt. of NCT
of Delhi) [(1999) 8 SCC 728 : 1999 SCC (Cri)
1503] , Rajesh Bajaj v. State NCT of Delhi
[(1999) 3 SCC 259 : 1999 SCC (Cri) 401 : AIR
1999 SC 1216] and State of Karnataka v. M.
Devendrappa [(2002) 3 SCC 89 : 2002 SCC (Cri)
539].]

10. In all these cases there were either
statements of witnesses or seizure of illicit
distilled liguor which factors cannot be said to be
without relevance. Whether the material already
in existence or to be collected during
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investigation would be sufficient for holding the
accused persons concerned guilty has to be
considered at the time of trial. At the tme of
framing the charge it can be decided whether
prima facie case has bean made out showing
commission of an offence and invclvement of the
charged persons. At that stage also evidence
cannot be gone into meticulously. It is immaterial
whether the case is based  on direct or
circumstantial evidence. Charge can be iframed, if
there are materials showing possibility about the
commission ‘of the crime as &gainst certainty.
That being so, the interference. at the threshold
with the FIR is to be in wvery exceptional
circumstances as held in R.P. Kapur [AIR 1960 SC
866 : 1960 Cri LJ 1239] and Bhajan Lal [1992
Supp (1) SCC 335 1992 SCC {Cri) 426] cases.

5.16. Mary Angel v. State of T.N'®> more
paiticulasly Paras 11 and 12 which are

reproduced hereurder for easy reference:

11. Next, we would refer to the decision in
Raghubir Saran (Dr) v. State of Bihar [AIR 1964
SC 1 : (1964) 2 SCR 336] wherein this Court
conisidered the power of the High Court to
expurige remarks made against a medical
practitioner who submitted his opinion on the
health of the accused pending the proceedings
before the Magistrate. While considering the
scope of inherent powers under Section 561-A of
the Code, the Court succinctly analysed the
jurisdiction which could be exercised by the High
Court in the following words:

"When we speak of the inherent powers of the
High Court of a State we mean the powers which
must, by reason of its being the highest court in
the State having general jurisdiction over civil
and criminal courts in the States, inhere in that

5 AIR 1999 SCC 2245



VERDICTUM.IN
-38-
CRL.P No. 1133 of 2019

court. The powers in a sense are an inaliensbie
attribute of the position it holds with raspect to
the courts subordinate to it. These nowers are
partly administrative and partly judicial. They are
necessarily judicial when they are exercisable
with respect to a judicial order and for securing
the ends of justice. When we speak oi" erids of
justice we do not use the expiession t) comprise
within it any vague or nebulous concept of
justice, nor even justice in the philosophical sense
but justice according to law, the statite law and
the common law. - Again, -this power is not
exercisable every time the High Court finds that
there has been a miscarriage of justice. For, the
procedural laws of the State provide for
correction of most of the errors of subordinate
courts wnich may have iresulted in miscarriage of
justice.. These errors can be- corrected only by
resorting to the procedure prescribed by law and
not ctherwise. Inhei2ant powers are in the nature
of =xtracidinary powers available only where no
express power js-available to the High Court to do
a particular thing and where its express powers
do not riegative the existence of such inherent
power. The further condition for its exercise,
insofar as cases arising out of the exercise by the
subordinate courts of their criminal jurisdiction
are concerned, is that it must be necessary to
resort to it for giving effect to an order under the
Code of Criminal Procedure or for preventing an
abuse of the process of the court or for otherwise
securing the ends of justice.

The power to expunge remarks is no doubt an
extraordinary power but nevertheless it does
exist for redressing a kind of grievance for which
the statute provides no remedy in express terms.
The fact that the statute recognizes that the High
Courts are not confined to the exercise of powers
expressly conferred by it and may continue to
exercise their inherent powers makes three things
clear. One, that extraordinary situations may call
for the exercise of extraordinary powers. Second,
that the High Courts have inherent power to
secure the ends of justice. Third, that the express
provisions of the Code do not affect that power.
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The precise powers which inhere in the Hiah
Court are deliberately not defined by Section 561-
A for good reason. It is obviously not nossible to
attempt to define the variety of circumstances
which will call for their exercise. No doubt, this
section confers no new power but it does
recognize the general power to do that which is
necessary 'to give effect to any order under this
Code, or to prevent abuse of the pincess cf any
court or otherwise to securz the ends of justice’.
But then, the statute does not say that the
inherent power. recognized is cnly such as has
been exercised in the past either. What it says is
that the High Courts always fiad such inherent
power and that this power has not been taken
away. Whenever in a criminal matter a question
arises- for coensideration whether in particular
circumstances che High Court has power to make
a particular kind of order in the absence of
express provision in the Code or other statute the
tes: to be applied would be whether it is
necessary to do sc to give effect to an order
under the Conde. oi- to prevent the abuse of the
process of the court or otherwise to secure the
ends of justice,”

(emphasis added)

i2. From the aforesaid decisions, it is apparent
that if there is an express provision governing the
particular subject-matter then there is no scope
for invoking or exercising the inherent powers of
the Court because the Court is required to apply,
in the manner and mode prescribed, the
provisions of the statute which are made to
govern the particular subject-matter. But the
highest court in the State could exercise inherent
powers for doing justice according to law where
no express power is available to do a particular
thing and express powers do not negative the
existence of such power. It is true that under the
Criminal Procedure Code, specific provisions for
awarding costs are only those as stated above. At
the same time, there is no specific bar that in no
other case, costs could be awarded. Further, in
non-cognizable cases, Section 359 empowers the
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courts including the appellate court or the Hiahn
Court or the Court of Session while exeicising its
powers of revision to order the convicted azcused
to pay to the complainant, in-whole or in pari, the
cost incurred by him in the prosecution including
the expenses incurred in respect cf process fees,
witnesses and pleaders' fees which the Court may
consider reasonable. Hence, it may be inferred
that in a cognizable cace and ‘in an eppeal or
revision arising therefrom, the Higi» Court cannot
exercise its inherent nower for awarding costs
dehors the said provisions. But such an inference
is not possible in cases where the Court is
exercising powers unasr Section 482. It is to be
stated that in coagnizable cases also under Section
357 while awarding compensatiori out of the fine
imposed on the accused. inter aiia, the Court is
required to take - into consideration expenses
proserly incurrad in the prosecution. Hence,
exercise of such power would, on the contrary, be
in conforrriity and nct in conflict with the powers
conferred under Sections 148(3), 342 and 357 or
359 of the CrPC. It appropriate cases, where it is
necessary to pass such an order, the Court may
award costs for the purposes, namely, (i) to give
effect to any order passed under the Court, (ii) to
prevent abuse of the process of any court, and
(iii) to secuie the ends of justice as there is no
(a) negative provision for exercise of "“such
power”, and (b) inconsistency with the other
provisions.

Further, awarding of costs, as stated above, can
vbe for two purposes, one for meeting the
litigation expenses and, secondly, for preventing
the abuse of the process of court or to do justice
in a matter and in such circumstances, costs can
be exemplary. It is true that this jurisdiction is to
be exercised sparingly for the aforesaid purposes
in most appropriate cases and is not limitless but
is to be exercised judiciously.
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5.17. Zandu Pharmaceutical Works Ltd. v. Mchd.
Sharaful Haque'% more particuiarly Paras 8,
10 and 11 which are reproducad hereunder fcr

easy reference:

8. Exercise cof power under Section 462 cr the
Code in a case cf this nature is the exception and
not the rule. Trie sectiori does nct confer any new
powers on the High Ccurt. It conly saves the
inherent power which the Court possessed before
the enactment of the Coage. It envisages three
circumstances under ~ which the inherent
Jjurisdiccioni may be exercised, namely, (i) to give
effect to an order under the Code, (ii) to prevent
abuse of the process of court, and (iii) to
otherwise secure the ends of justice. It is neither
possit:le nor desirable to lay down any inflexible
rule wtiici» would govern the exercise of inherent
jurisdiction. No legislative enactment dealing with
nrocedure cari provide for all cases that may
possibiy - arise. Courts, therefore, have inherent
poweis apart from express provisions of law
which are necessary for proper discharge of
functions and duties imposed upon them by law.
That is the doctrine which finds expression in the
section which merely recognises and preserves
inharent powers of the High Courts. All courts,
whether civil or criminal, possess, in the absence
of any express provision, as inherent in their
constitution, all such powers as are necessary to
do the right and to undo a wrong in course of
administration of justice on the principle “quando
lex aliquid alicui concedit, concedere videtur et id
sine quo res ipsae esse non potest” (when the
law gives a person anything, it gives him that
without which it cannot exist). While exercising
powers under the section, the court does not
function as a court of appeal or revision. Inherent
jurisdiction under the section though wide has to

16 (2005) 1 SCC 122
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be exercised sparingly, carefully and with caution
and only when such exercise is justified by the
tests specifically laid down in the section itseif. it
is to be exercised ex debito justitiae to do real
and substantial justice fo- the administration of
which alone courts exist. Authority of the court
exists for advancement ofr justice and if any
attempt is made to abuse that authority ¢ as to
produce injustice, the court has power to prevent
abuse. It would be an abuse of process of the
court to allow any action which wouid result in
injustice and prevent promoticn of justice. In
exercise of the powers, court would be justified to
quash any pioceeding if - it finds that
initiation/continuance of it amournits to abuse of
the process of court or quashing of these
proceediings would otherwise serve the ends of
justice. When no offence is disclosed by the
complaint, the court may examine the question of
fact. -iWhen a compizint is sought to be quashed,
it 15 pertriissible to look into the materials to
assess what the complainant has alleged and
whether any offerice is made out even if the
allegations are accepted in toto.

if). in a=aling with the last case, it is important
to bear in mind the distinction between a case
where there is no legal evidence or where there is
evidence which is clearly inconsistent with the
accusations made, and a case where there is
legal evidence which, on appreciation, may or
mey not support the accusations. When
esercising jurisdiction under Section 482 of the
Code, the High Court would not ordinarily embark
upon an enquiry whether the evidence in question
is reliable or not or whether on a reasonable
appreciation of it accusation would not be
sustained. That is the function of the trial Judge.
Judicial process should not be an instrument of
oppression, or, needless harassment. Court
should be circumspect and judicious in exercising
discretion and should take all relevant facts and
circumstances into consideration before issuing
process, lest it would be an instrument in the
hands of a private complainant to unleash
vendetta to harass any person needlessly. At the



VERDICTUM.IN
-43 -
CRL.P No. 1133 of 2019

same time the section is not an instrumient
handed over to an accused to short-circiit a
prosecution and bring about its sudden death.

11. The scope of exercise of power under Section
482 of the Code and the categories of cases
where the High Court may exercise its power
under it relating to cognizable offences io prevent
abuse of process of ariy court-or otherwise o
secure the ends of justice were set oul in some
detail by this Court in State of Haryana v. Bhajan
Lal [1992 Supp (1) SCC 325 . 1992 SCC (Cri)
426] . A note of caution was, however, added
that the power shoula be exercised sparingly and
that too in rarest of rare cases. The illustrative
categories indicated by this Couri zre as follows :
(SCC pp. 378-79, para 102)

"102. (1) Where the aliegations made in the first
information report cr the complaint, even if they
are taker: at their face value and accepted in their
entirety do riot prima facie constitute any offence
or male out a case against the accused.

(2) Where the allegations in the first information
repoirt and other materials, if any, accompanying
the FIR do not disclose a cognizable offence,
justifyina an investigation by police officers under
Section 156(1) of the Code except under an order
of a Magistrate within the purview of Section
155(2) of the Code.

(3) Where the uncontroverted allegations made in
the FIR or complaint and the evidence collected in
support of the same do not disclose the
commission of any offence and make out a case
against the accused.

(4) Where, the allegations in the FIR do not
constitute a cognizable offence but constitute only
a non-cognizable offence, no investigation is
permitted by a police officer without an order of a
Magistrate as contemplated under Section 155(2)
of the Code.
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(5) Where the allegations made in the FIR oi
complaint are so absurd and inherently
improbable on the basis of which no prudent
person can ever reach a just conclus:on that there
is sufficient ground for proceeding-against the
accused.

(6) Where there is an express legal bar engrafted
in any of the provisions of the Code or the Act
concerned (under which a <riminal proceeding is
instituted) to the institution and continuance of
the proceedings and/or wheie there is a specific
provision in the Code or the Act concerned,
providing efficacious. redress for the grievance of
the aggrieved party.

(7 Where a criminal proceeding is manifestly
attendad with mala rides and/or where the
proceeding - is - maiiciousiy instituted with an
ultericr moive for wreaking vengeance on the
accusea ahd with a vicw to spite him due to
private and personal girudge.”

As noted above, the powers possessed by the
High Court under Section 482 of the Code are
very wice end the very plenitude of the power
reqgiuires great caution in its exercise. Court must
be careful tc see that its decision in exercise of
this power is based on sound principles. The
inherent power should not be exercised to stifle a
legitimate prosecution. The High Court being the
highest court of a State should normally refrain
from giving a prima facie decision in a case where
the entire facts are incomplete and hazy, more so
when the evidence has not been collected and
produced before the court and the issues
involved, whether factual or legal, are of
magnitude and cannot be seen in their true
perspective without sufficient material. Of course,
no hard-and-fast rule can be laid down in regard
to cases in which the High Court will exercise its
extraordinary jurisdiction of quashing the
proceeding at any stage. [See Janata Dal v. H.S.
Chowdhary [(1992) 4 SCC 305 : 1993 SCC (Cri)
36] and Raghubir Saran (Dr.) v. State of Bihar
[AIR 1964 SC 1 : (1964) 2 SCR 336 : (1964) 1
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Cri LJ 1] .] It would not be proper for the Hiah
Court to analyse the case of the comp/ainant i
the light of all probabilities in order to deiermine
whether a conviction would be susta:nable and on
such premises arrive at a concitsion that the
proceedings are to be quashed. It would Ebe
erroneous to assess the material before it éna
conclude that the complaint cannct be proceeded
with. In a proceeding instituted on complaint,
exercise of the inherent powers fo quash. the
proceedings is called for only in a case where the
complaint does. not disclese any offence or is
frivolous, vexacious 92r coppressive. If the
allegations set out i1 the cornplaint do not
constitute the offence of which cognizance has
been taken by the Magistrate, it is open to the
High Court to guash the same in exercise of the
inherent powers undei Section 482 of the Code.
It is riot, however, necessary that there should be
meticulous analysis of the case before the trial to
finc out whettier the case would end in conviction
or acquitial. The complaint has to be read as a
whole. 1f it appzars that on consideration of the
allegations in the light of the statement made on
oath or the complainant that the ingredients of
the offer:ce or offences are disclosed and there is
no material o show that the complaint is mala
fide, frivelous or vexatious, in that event there
would be no justification for interference by the
High Court. When an information is lodged at the
porice station and an offence is registered, then
the mala fides of the informant would be of
secondary importance. It is the material collected
during the investigation and evidence led in court
which decides the fate of the accused person. The
allegations of mala fides against the informant
are of no consequence and cannot by themselves
be the basis for quashing the proceedings. [See
Dhanalakshmi v. R. Prasanna Kumar [1990 Supp
SCC 686 : 1991 SCC (Cri) 142] , State of Bihar v.
P.P. Sharma [1992 Supp (1) SCC 222 : 1992 SCC
(Cri) 192 : AIR 1991 SC 1260] , Rupan Deol Bajaj
v. Kanwar Pal Singh Gill [(1995) 6 SCC 194 :
1995 SCC (Cri) 1059] , State of Kerala v. O.C.
Kuttan [(1999) 2 SCC 651 : 1999 SCC (Cri) 304 :
AIR 1999 SC 1044] , State of U.P. v. O.P. Sharma
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[(1996) 7 SCC 705 : 1996 SCC (Cri) 497] ,
Rashmi Kumar v. Mahesh Kumar Bhada [(1987) Z
SCC 397 : 1997 SCC (Cri) 415] , Satvinder Kaur
v. State (Govt. of NCT of Delhi) [(1999) 8 SCC
728 : 1999 SCC (Cri) 1503 : AIR 1999 SC 3596]
and Rajesh Bajaj v. State NCT of Delhi [(1999) 3
SCC 259 : 1999 SCC (Cri) 401] .1

Sri.Mahesh Shetty, learned HCGP would submit that
the charge sheet having been laid and the petitioner
being implicated in the matter, the petitioner would
have to stand trial and it should be left to the trial
Court to decide wnether the petitioner is guilty of the

offences or not.

Heard Sri.M.Shashidhara, learned counsel for the
petitioner, Sri.Mahesh Shetty, learned HCGP for
respondent No.1 and Ms.Anu Chengappa, learned

counsei for respondent No.2 and perused papers.

The points that would arise for determination are as

under:-

1) Whether an offence under Section 134 (A
& B) of the Motor Vehicles Act, 1988 would
get attracted in the event of an accident
involving a pet animal?
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2) Whether an offence under Section 187 of
the Motor Vehicles Act, 1988 would get
attracted in the event of an acciderit
involving a pet animai?

3) Whether an offence under Seciion 279 of
Indian Penal Core, 1860 can Le glleged ir
an injury is caused to an animal while
driving the vehicle?

4) For an offence to e alleged under
Sections 428 and 429 of Indian Penal
Code, 1860, there is an animus and/or
intenticn which is reauired to be
estabiizshed?

5) Whetier there is a requirement of this
Court to exercise its powers under Section
482 of Code of Criminal Procedure to
gquash the proceedings?

6) What crdear?

S. I answer the above points as under:-

1C. Answer to Point No.1: Whether an offence
under Section 134 (A & B) of the Motor Vehicles
Act; 1988 would get attracted in the event of an
accident involving a pet animal?

10.1. Section 134 (a) and (b) of Motor Vehicles
Act, 1988 is reproduced hereunder for easy

reference:
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134. Duty of driver in case of accident
and injury to a person.—When any person
is injured or any property of a lhird party ‘is
damaged, as a result of an accident in wkich a
motor vehicle is involved, the driver of the
vehicle or other person in chaige of tihe
vehicle shall—

(a) unlesz it is not piacticable to do so on
account of mcb fury or any other reason
beyond his cornitrei, fake &ll reasonable steps
to secure medica! attention for the injured
person, 3[by conveying him to the nearest
medical practitioner or niospital, and it shall be
the duty of every registered medical
practitioner or the doctor on the duty in the
hospital immediately to attend to the injured
perscn and -render medical aid or treatment
without waiting for any  procedural
formalities], unless the injured person or his
guardien, - in case he is a minor, desires
otherwise;

{(b) give on demand by a police officer any
information required by him, or, if no police
officer is present, report the circumstances of
the occurrence, including the circumstances, if
any, for not taking reasonable steps to secure
medical attention as required under clause
(a), at the nearest police station as soon as
possible, and in any case within twenty-four
hours of the occurrence;

1[(c) give the following information in writing
to the insurer, who has issued the certificates
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of insurance, about the occurrence of ilhe
accident, namely:—

(i) insurance policy ni:mber and perica of its
validity;

(ii) date, time arid piace of accideant;

(iii) particulars of thie persons injured or killed
in the accident;

(i) namme of the ariver and the particulars of
iis driving licence.

Explanation.—For the purposes of this section
the exnressicn "“driver” includes the owner of
the vehicle. |

10.2. The heading indicates that the ‘duty of a
driver in case of an accident and injury to a
person’ and the Section deals with when any
person is injured or driver of the vehicle
causing the accident or any person incharge
of the vehicle is required to secure the
medical attention to the injured person as

also to give on demand by a police officer
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any information required including the
circumstances if any for not taking any
reasonable steps for medical assistance.

Section 134 of M.V.Act aeais with a situation
when any person is injured or any property
of a third party i1s damaged. But Section 134
(a) and (b) of M.V.Act do not make any
provision for a preperty being damaged.
Section 134 {a) and (b) of M.V.Act only
speak of securing medical attention for the
injurad person. In the present case, if the
pet/animeal is regarded to be a property of a
third party, there is no offence as such made
cut in terms of Section 134 (a) or (b) of
M.V.Act as regards the damage to such
property of a third party. In view of the
above, I am of the considered opinion that
the said provision relates only to injury to a

person, a dog/animal not being a person
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would not come within the ambit of Section
134 (a) and (b) of M.V.Act.

10.4. Hence, I answer point Mc.1 by holding that
the provision cf Section 134 {(a) cr (b) of
M.V.Act would not g=t attracted in the event

of an accidert invoiving a pet/animal.

11. Answer to_ Point No.2: Whether an offence
under Section 187 of the Motor Vehicles Act,
1988 wecula get attiracted in the event of an
accident involving a pet animal?

12.1. Section 187 of the Motor Vehicles Act, 1988

reads as under:-

187. Punishment for offences relating to
accident.—Whoever fails to comply with the
provisions of clause (c) of sub-section (1) of
section 132 or of section 133 or section 134 shall
be punishable with imprisonment for a term
which may extend to [six months], or with fine
’[of five thousand rupees], or with both or, if
having been previously convicted of an offence
under this section, he is again convicted of an
offence under this section, with imprisonment for
a term which may extend to 3[one year], or with
fine 4[of ten thousand rupees], or with both.
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As could be seen Section 187 of M.V.Act
refers to non-compliance with provisions cf
Clause (a) of sub-section (1) cf Section 132

or of Section 133 or Section 134.

Clause (a) of sub-section (1) of Section 132
of Motor Vehicles Act, 1988 is reproduced

hereunder for easy reference:-

i[(a) when required to do so by any police officer
nct below the rark of a Sub-Inspector in
uniforr2, in ~the event of the vehicle being
invalved in the occurrence of an accident to a
person, animal or vehicle or of damage to
property, or]
In terms of Clause (a) of sub-section (1) of
Section 132, when a vehicle is involved in
the occurrence of the accident, the driver of
the motor vehicle would require to keep the
said vehicle stationary, if required to be so
done by any police officer not below the rank

of Sub-Inspector in uniform. In the present

case, there is no allegation as regards any
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such request made by a police officer not
below the rank of Sub-Inspector in uniforim
or any violation thereof. Hence, Clause (&)
of sub-section (1) of Section 132 of M.V.Act

is not attracted.

Section 133 of Mctor Venicies Act, 1988

reads as under:-

133. Duty or owner of motor vehicle to give
information.—The owner of a motor vehicle, the
driver ¢r conducior of which is accused of any
offence urnider this Act shall, on the demand of
any nclice officer authorised in this behalf by the
State Government, give all information regarding
the name and address of, and the licence held
by, the driver or conductor which is in his
possession or could by reasonable diligence be
ascertained by him.

An offence under Section 133 of M.V.Act is
made out if a driver does not provide
information on demand by any police officer
authorized in this behalf by the State

Government.
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A perusal of the complaint does not indicate
any demand made by any pclice officer
and/or refusal by the petiticner to give zuch
information. Thus, I am c¢f the considered
opinion that the provision of Sectior 133 of
M.V.Act is also not attracted to the given

factz situation.

Saction 134 of Motor Vehicles Act, 1988

reads as under:-

134. Duty of driver in case of accident and
injury to a person.—When any person is
Injured or any property of a third party is
damaged, as a result of an accident in which a
motor vehicle is involved, the driver of the
vehicle or other person in charge of the vehicle
shall—

(a) unless it is not practicable to do so on
account of mob fury or any other reason beyond
his control, take all reasonable steps to secure
medical attention for the injured person, 3[by
conveying him to the nearest medical
practitioner or hospital, and it shall be the duty
of every registered medical practitioner or the
doctor on the duty in the hospital immediately to
attend to the injured person and render medical
aid or treatment without waiting for any
procedural formalities], unless the injured person
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or his guardian, in case he is a minor, desircs
otherwise;

(b) give on demand bty a police officeir any
information required by him, or, I nc police
officer is present, repcrt the circumstances of the
occurrence, inciuding the circumstances, if any,
for not taking reascnable steps to secure medical
attention as required under clause (&), at the
nearest police statiori- as-soon as possitle, and in
any case . within twenty-four hours of the
occurrence;

“[(c) give the follewing irnformation in writing to
the insurer, who has issued the certificates of
insurance, about the occurrence of the accident,
nameiy:—

(i) insurance poiicy number and period of its
validity;

{(ii) date, time and place of accident;

(iii} particulars of the persons injured or killed in
the accident;

(iv) name of the driver and the particulars of his
driving licence.

Explanation.—For the purposes of this section the
expression ‘“driver” includes the owner of the
vehicle.]

11.9. The aspect of Section 134 (a) and (b) of
M.V.Act has been dealt with in answer to

point No.1 above.



VERDICTUM.IN
-56 -
CRL.P No. 1133 of 2019

11.10. In view of the above discussion and anaiysis,
I am of the considered opinion that it cannct
be said that there is anv non-complianca
with the provision of Clause (a) of Sub-
Section (1) of Sectiecn 132 or Section 133 or
Section 1324 requiring the applicability of

Section 187 of the M.V.Act.

11.11. Hence, I answer Point No.2 by holding that
irr the event of an accident involving a
pet/animal, Section 187 of M.V.Act would not

get attractec.

i2. Answei to Point No.3: Whether an offence
under Section 279 of Indian Penal Code, 1860
couid pe said to have occurred if the accident
invoived a pet dog and not a human being?

12.1. Section 279 of Indian Penal Code, 1860

reads as under:-

279. Rash driving or riding on a public
way.—Whoever drives any vehicle, or rides, on
any public way in a manner so rash or negligent
as to endanger human life, or to be likely to
cause hurt or injury to any other person, shall be
punished with imprisonment of either description
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for a term which may extend to six montfis, or
with fine which may extend to one thcusand
rupees, or with both.

A perusal of the above provisicn would
indicate that the driver of the venicle is to
endanger human life or likely to cause hurt
or injury to any other perzon. Though the
heading of the Section is rash driving or
riding cn a public way, the same is only a
heading. What is required to be seen is the
contents of the provision. The above
provision does not recognize and/or make an
offence any injury caused otherwise than to
human being. Thus, insofar as the injury or
death caused to the pet or animal is
concerned, the same would not amount to

an offence in terms of Section 279 of IPC.

Ms.Anu Chengappa, learned counsel for
respondent No.2 has contended by relying

upon the decision in A.Nagaraja’s® case
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that no creature is superior to any human
beings and animals are to be treated equaliv
and that even the animals have a right o
life. The observation ¢f the Hoin'ble Apex
Court in the said case was with reference to
Sections 2 and X1 c¢f the Prevention of
Cruelty to Animgals Act. The said
ohservation, in imy considered opinion,
cannot be made applicable to Section 279 of
IPC since an oifence being penal in nature
invoiving punishment unless the provision
makes a particular act an offence, an
interpretation cannot be rendered so as to
make an act which is not an offence to be an
offence under the said provision. So long as
Section 279 of IPC stands as it is, the same
cannot be extended to any injury or death
caused to an animal. If the submission of
Ms.Anu Chengappa is accepted and the word

person is interpreted to include an animal,
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then in the event of a death of a pet or
animal, the offence under Section 302 of IFC
would also be attracted which would not bs

the purport and intent of the IPC.

12.4. In the piresent circumstances, the penal
provision of Secticn 279 c¢f iPC if read and
understocd in its literal sense which is the
interpretation required to be given to all
p=snal provisions, endangering a pet or
causing hurt or injury to a pet/animal would
not be one, which is punishable under

Section 279 of IPC.

12.5. Hence, I answer Point No.3 by holding that
an accident involving a pet dog would not

attract an offence under Section 279 of IPC.

132. Answer to Point No.4: For an offence to be
alleged under Section 428 and 429 of Indian
Penal Code, 1860, there is an animus and/or
intention which is required to be established?
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13.1. The provision of Section 428 and 429 or IP{C
are found mentioned under Chapter XVII
relating to “Offences acainst the property”
and come under sub-neading relating to

“mischief”.

13.2. Section 425 of IPC defines mischief and

reads as under: -

425, Mischief.—Whoever with intent to cause,
or knowing that he is likely to cause, wrongful
/oss o damage to the public or to any person,
causes the cesiruction of any property, or any
such change. in any property or in the situation
thereof as destroys or diminishes its value or
utility, or affects it injuriously, commits
“mizchief”,

Explanation 1.—It is not essential to the offence
of mischief that the offender should intend to
cause loss or damage to the owner of the
property injured or destroyed. It is sufficient if
he intends to cause, or knows that he is likely to
cause, wrongful loss or damage to any person by
injuring any property, whether it belongs to that
person or not.

Explanation 2.—Mischief may be committed by
an act affecting property belonging to the person
who commits the act, or to that person and
others jointly.
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For Section 425 of IPC to be applicabie,
there has to be an intent tc cause or
knowledge that it is iikely to cause wrongfui
loss or damage to pubiic cr to any person
due to destruction of any property, change in
any property, which recults in destruction

and diminution of the value or utility.

Seaction 428 of IPC reads as under:-

A428. Mischief by kKilling or maiming animal
of the value of ten rupees.—Whoever commits
mischief - by killing, poisoning, maiming or
rendering uselass any animal or animals of the
value  of ten rupees or upwards, shall be
putiished viith imprisonment of either description
for a term which may extend to two years, or
with fine, or with both.

For an offence under Section 428 of IPC, a
person is to commit mischief by Killing,
poisoning, maiming or rendering useless any
animal or animals of the value of ten rupees
or upwards. Thus, destruction or diminution

in value or utility is to be caused by Kkilling,
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poisoning, maiming or rendering lLiseless any

animal.

13.6. Section 429 of IPC reads as under:-

429. Mischief by killing or maiming cattle,
etc., of any value or any animal of the value
of fifty rupees.—Whoeveir commits mischief by
killing, poisoiiing. maiming or rendering useless,
any elephant, camel, horse, mule, buffalo, bull,
cow or ox, whatever may be the value thereof,
or any other animal of the value of fifty rupees
or upwards, zhall be punished with imprisonment
of eaither description for a term which may
extend to five years, or with fine, or with both.

13.7. An offence under Section 429 of IPC results
wnen a person commits mischief by killing,
noisoning, maiming or rendering useless any
alephant, camel, horse, mule, buffalo, bull,
cow or ox whatever may be the value
thereof or any other animal of the value of

fifty rupees or upwards.

13.8. Thus, depending on the value of the animal

killed, two separate offences are made out.
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Under Section 428 of IPC, the value to be
Rs.10 or upwards and under Section 429 c¢f
IPC, the value to be Rs.5C or upwards or bs
any of the spe-ified animals viz., elephant,
camel, horse, mule, buffalo, bull, cow or ox.
Thus, apait from the said animals, if any
other animai has a value of more than Rs.50,
ther: it is Section 4292 of IPC, which would be

appiicabie ana not Section 428 of IPC.

The contention of Sri.M.Shashidhara, learned
counsz2l for the petitioner is that for an
offence under Section 428 or 429 of IPC said
to be caused, there has to be a deliberate
attempt by an accused of committing the act
dealt with Section 428 or 429 of IPC
requiring an animus on part of the offender.
In this regard, he relied upon the decisions
referred to above in support of his

contentions.
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Per contra Ms.Anu Chengappa, iearned
counsel for respondent No.2 rziying upon the
decisions referred to akbove submitted thet
there are growing number of accidents
across the country. Whenever such an
accident o¢ccurs, an c¢ffence is committed
either by iniury or «killing any person
including an enima!, strict action is required
to be taken and the offender should be
punizshed. The punishment should act as a
deterrent from anyone else committing such
an offence. There being negligent driving,

the same has to be strictly dealt with.

A perusal of the decisions relied upon by
Ms.Anu Chengappa, learned counsel for
respondent No.2 would indicate that all those
matters are those which are related to
human beings. None of those citations dealt

with any injury or death caused to a
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pet/animal nor do they deal with Section 422
or Section 429 of IPC. Henceg, I am of tha
considered opinion that those decisioris
would not be anplicable to the present case
and be applicable oniy when an injury or

death of a human being/percon occurs.

By relving on A. Nagaraja's case®, Ms.Anu
Chengappa contended that both human
beings arid animais are required to be
eaually protected and equally considered and
as such, the offences under the Indian Penal
Code and Motor Vehicles Act would be
equally applicable if an injury or death of an

znimal is caused.

There can be no two opinions as regards the
decision of the Hon’ble Apex Court in
A.Nagaraja's case®. However, that was a
decision rendered relating to Section 3 and

Section 11 of the Prevention of Cruelty to
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Animals act, 1960. Even if the said decisions
were to be applied to an oifence under
Section 428 or Section 429 of IPC, which
deals with mischiief to property more so
animals, there is no provision similar to
Section 304A of IPC available under Chapter
XVII more sc under the sub-chapter Mischief
relating to ceusing death of an animal by
negiigence. In the absence of such a
classification arnd/or such an offence being
categorized, T am of the considered opinion
that it is the general principles of criminal
iaw which would be applicable for any
cffence under IPC and for an offence under
Section 428 or Section 429 of IPC to be
committed there must be a mens rea which
is required to be established. Without such
means rea or when animus to commit an

offence is absent, it cannot be said that an
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offence under Section 428 or Section 429 of

IPC has occurred.

Though Ms.Anu Chengappa, learned counsel
for respondent N9.2 has contended that the
mother of the coniplainant couid aiso have
been injured, the fact rernains that the FIR is
not registered for any offence of injury to the
mother of the cornpiainant and as such, the
provision relating thereto would not get
attracted. An offender can be punished for
an offence which he commits and not for an
offence which could possibly have been

committed.

In the present case, the only offence if at all
is attributed is likely under Section 428 or
Section 429 of IPC. It is required that there
must be mens rea or animus for the accused
to have committed such an offence.

Admittedly, the petitioner is not known to
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the complainant and/or his family memibeia
nor that the petitioner has any enmity with
the deceased pet dog Meimnpni. Hence, thers
cannot be any @nimus said to be existence in
the petitioner to cause the death of the said

pet Memphi.

I am of the consideired cpinion that mere
knowirizi that there is likely to cause an
accident is net sufficient. There has to be an
intent to cause wrongful loss or damage.
The sarne not having been established
exfacie, 1 am of the considered opinion that
no offence under Section 428 and Section

429 of IPC can be said to be made out.

The interpretation to the said provisions is
required to be given as it exists and not on
the basis of the submission made by Ms.Anu

Chengappa that even as regards animus, the
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test of likely to cause wrongful icsc or

damage cannot be applied.

13.18. Hence, I answer Point No.4 by holding that
for an offence under Section 428 or Section
429 of IPC, it is required that a mens rea,
animus or intention is required to be

estabiished.

14. Answer tco Point No.5: Whether there is a
requirenrent of this Court 1o exercise its powers
under Section 482 of Code of Criminal
Procedure o quash the proceedings?

14.1. Section 482 of Code of Criminal Procedure

reads as under:-

48?. Saving of inherent powers of High Court.

Nothing in this Code shall be deemed to limit or
affect the inherent powers of the High Court to
make such orders as may be necessary to give
effect to any order under this Code, or to
prevent abuse of the process of any Court or
otherwise to secure the ends of justice.

14.2. The contention of Ms.Anu Chengappa by

relying upon the decision in
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Devendrappa’s’’ case, Minu Kumari’'s'?
case, Golconda Linga Swamy's'? case,
Mary Angel’s’> case oand = Zandii
Pharmaceutical Works Lid.'¢ case is that
this Court ought not tc quash the
proceedings. This Court ought to permit the
trial to go on for the ascertainment of the
truth, this Court can not appreciate the
avidence on record and as such, she submits
that the powers under Section 482 of Cr.P.C.
ought not tc be exercised by this Court in

the present circumstances.

The inherent powers under Section 482 of
Cr.P.C. are required to be exercised by this
Court in circumstances which require such
power to be exercised and not in all cases.
Once such circumstances exists, that is if no
offence is made out, the criminal

proceedings would have to be quashed, since
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the continuation of criminal rrosecution

would amount to travesty of justice.

14.4. Having come to a conclusion that tnere is no
offence made out under Section 134 (a) and
(b) of M.V.Act, Section 187 of M.V.Act,
Section 279 of IPC as also under Section 428
and 429 of IPC, I am cof the considered
opinion that the continuation of the criminal
proceedings wouia only be an abuse of
process or Court and would cause injustice to
the peztitioner to suffer the ignominy of a
crimiria! trial. Hence, I am of the considered
npinion that this is a fit and proper case for
exercise of powers under Section 482 of

Cr.P.C.

i5. Answer to Point No.6: What order?

15.1. In view of the findings to the above

questions, I pass the following:
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ORDER

The Criminal Petition is aliowed.

The proceedings in Crime N0.21/2018&
registered by Vijayanagar Police Station, for
the offences pinishable under Sections 134(a)
and (b) and 187 of Motor Venicles Act, 1988
and Sections 279, 428, 429 of Indian Penal
Code pending on the file of Metropolitan
Maaistrate  Traffic Court-II, Bengaluru in
C.C.N0.5016,/2018 and all orders passed

therein are hereby quashed.

Sd/-
JUDGE



