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1. Case was called out in revised list. No one put appearance on
behalf of opposite party no. 2 to oppose the present application despite
name of Shri Mohammad Alam, Advocate has been printed from the side
of opposite party. However, Sri Purnendu Chakravarty, learned Senior
Advocate, assisted by Ms. Aishwarya Saxena, appearing for the applicant
in Application U/s 482 Cr.P.C. N0.10838 of 2023, Sri Vikas Vikram
Singh, learned counsel for the applicant in the connected Application U/s
482 No0.2241 of 2024, and learned AGA for the State in both the
applications were present. Considering the pendency of the present
application since 2023, this Court proceeded to hear the application on the
basis of the material available on record and the submissions advanced by
the counsels present. After conclusion of argument, the judgment was
reserved on 31.07.2026.
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2. Since the common question of facts and law are involved in both
the applications, therefore, with the consent of the parties, they are being
heard and decided by a common judgement.

3. The applicant, Gautam Kumar @ Gautam Kumar Bose in
Application U/s 482 No. 10838 of 2023, and the applicant, Vinod Kumar
Singh in Application U/s 482 No. 2241 of 2024, have sought quashing of
the proceedings of Complaint Case No. 19897 of 2022 (Akhileshwar
Singh and Another vs. Vinod Kumar Singh and Another), under Section
500 IPC, Police Station Manak Nagar, District Lucknow, pending before
the Chief Judiciad Magistrate, Lucknow (for short, “Magistrate”),
including the summoning and cognizance order dated 14.10.2022.

4. Facts of the case, as culled out from both the applications and as
narrated by learned counsel for the applicants, are as follows.

1. On 18.09.2000, the applicant/Gautam Kumar lodged an FIR, based
upon an enquiry report of applicant/Vinod Kumar Singh, against
opposite party Nos. 2 and 3 at Police Station Manak Nagar, District
Lucknow, registered as Case Crime No. 22 of 2000 under Section
409 IPC.

Ii. The applicant/Gautam Kumar was then posted as District Public
Development Officer, and an inquiry was conducted by co-accused
Vinod Kumar Singh, Additional District Development Officer, who
found that in Navyug Vikas Vidyalaya, Mehndi Kheda, Manak
Nagar, Lucknow, the scholarship amount of Rs. 27,300/- for primary
students belonging to SC/ST of Classes | to V, sanctioned by the
Government for the year 1999-2000 for distribution among the
students, was not properly distributed. Only four students, i.e., two
students of Class IV and two students of Class Ill, received the
scholarship, and the scholarship amount was embezzled by opposite
party Nos. 2 and 3, who were then the Principal and Manager of the
school. After registration of the FIR, the police commenced
investigation and, during investigation, found that opposite party
Nos. 2 and 3 had also committed offences under Sections 420, 467,
468 and 471 IPC and Section 3(2)(6) of the Scheduled Castes and
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the Scheduled Tribes (Prevention of Atrocities) Act, 1989 along
with Section 409 IPC, and submitted a charge-sheet under the
aforesaid sections against opposite party Nos. 2 and 3.

lii. Thereafter, Criminal Case No. 1190 of 2013 (State vs. Akhileshwar
Singh and another) proceeded before the Additional Chief Judicial
Magistrate, Court N0.30, Lucknow (for short, “Trial Court”), and
the Tria Court, vide judgment and order dated 06.03.2014,
convicted opposite party Nos. 2 and 3 under Sections 409, 420, 467,
468 and 471 IPC and sentenced them to simple imprisonment for
seven years with afine of Rs. 2,000/- under Section 409 IPC, ssimple
imprisonment for five years with a fine of Rs. 5,000/- under Section
420 IPC, simple imprisonment for seven years with a fine of Rs.
10,000/- under Section 467 1PC, and simple imprisonment for seven
years with afine of Rs. 10,000/- under Section 471 IPC.

iv. Applicant/Vinod Kumar Singh, during the trial, deposed as PW-2,
wherein the learned Trial Court, in judgment dated 06.03.2014,
made certain observations in respect of the improper inquiry
conducted by PW-2/applicant. Opposite party Nos. 2 and 3 filed
Criminal Appeal No. 70 of 2014 against the judgment and order of
conviction dated 06.03.2014 before the Specia Judge, P.C. Act-
6/Additional Sessions Judge, Lucknow (for short, “ Appellate Court”
), wherein the Appellate Court, vide judgment and order dated
16.11.2021, alowed the appeal and acquitted and discharged
opposite party Nos. 2 and 3 from the aforesaid offences. It has
further been submitted that while reversing the order of conviction,
the Appellate Court quoted the findings of the Trial Courtin respect
of the improper inquiry conducted by PW-2/Vinod Kumar Singh.

v. On the basis of the findings given in the judgments and orders dated
06.03.2014 and 16.11.2021, the complainant preferred the present
complaint for prosecuting the applicant under Section 500 IPC, in
which the applicants have been summoned. Hence, instant
applications have been filed.

5. Sri Purnendu Chakravarty, learned Senior Advocate, assisted by
Ms. Aishwarya Saxena, appearing for the applicant in Application U/s
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482 Cr.P.C. N0.10838 of 2023 and Sri Vikas Vikram Singh, learned
counsel for the applicant in the connected Application U/s 482 No0.2241
of 2024 have submitted that the applicants have challenged the impugned
cognizance and summoning order as well as the entire proceedings of the
complaint case on the ground that, from the reading of the complaint, no
case is made out against the applicant, even if the contents of the
complaint are taken to be true on the face of it.

6. It has been further submitted that the proceedings are being
challenged on the ground that the basic ingredients for invoking the
offence under Section 500 IPC are missing, which is evident from the
bare reading of the complaint and the statements recorded under Sections
200 CrPC and 202 CrPC.

7. It has been further submitted that the Magistrate, in the
cognizance and summoning order, has not mentioned as to what
defamatory sentence or word, either in writing or spoken, has been made
by the applicants, which is the basic ingredient for invoking the
provisions of Section 500 IPC. There is no prima facie finding in the
cognizance order as to how the offence is made out.

8. It has been further submitted that mens rea and intention are the
sine qua non, and in the absence of pleadings to that effect, the complaint
itself is not maintainable. From a perusal of the impugned cognizance and
summoning order along with the complaint and the statements recorded
under Sections 200 CrPC and 202 CrPC, it is evident that mens rea is
missing. As such, the complaint deserves to be quashed.

9. It has been further submitted that the law of defamation seeks to
protect individual reputation. Defamation is of two kinds, namely, libel
and slander. It has been submitted that from the perusal of the impugned
cognizance and summoning order, there is neither any evidence,
discussion, nor even the slightest hint about libel or slander.

10. It has been further submitted that in order to constitute
defamation under Section 499 IPC, there must be an imputation, and such
Imputation must have been made with the intention of harming, or
knowing, or having reason to believe that it will harm the reputation of
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the person about whom it is made. It has been submitted that mere
publication of an imputation by itself may not constitute the offence of
defamation unless such imputation has been made with such intention,
knowledge, or belief.

11. It has been further submitted that in the present case, from a
perusal of the complaint, it is evident that no aleged defamatory
statement, either in writing or spoken, has been uttered or mentioned.
Therefore, the present applications deserve to be alowed and the
proceedings are liable to be quashed.

12. It has been further submitted that the applicant/Vinod Kumar
Singh, in the official discharge of his duties, conducted the inquiry and
thereafter submitted the report to the concerned officer/Gautam Kumar,
upon which he registered the FIR against the complainants, and thereafter
the Magistrate convicted the complainant vide judgment and order dated
06.03.2014.

13. In addition to above submissions, Shri Chakraborty, learned
Senior Advocate, assisted by Ms. Saxena, learned counsel for the
applicant has submitted that the allegations made in the complaint do not
congtitute the offence of defamation in view of the statutory provisions
contained in Section 499 |PC, particularly the Fifth and Tenth Exceptions
thereto. He has submitted that it is not defamation to expressin good faith
any opinion whatever respecting the merits of any case, civil or criminal,
which has been decided by a Court of Justice, or respecting the conduct of
any person as a party, witness or agent.

14. For the sake of convenience, Section 499 IPC is quoted herein-
below:-

“499. Defamation.— Whoever, by words either spoken or intended to be
read, or by signs or by visible representations, makes or publishes any
imputation concerning any person intending to harm, or knowing or
having reason to believe that such imputation will harm, the reputation
of such person, is said, except in the cases hereinafter excepted, to
defame that person.

Explanation 1.— It may amount to defamation to impute anything to a
deceased person, if the imputation would harm the reputation of that
person if living, and is intended to be hurtful to the feelings of his family
or other near relatives.
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Explanation 2— It may amount to defamation to make an imputation
concerning a company or an association or collection of persons as
such.

Explanation 3.— An imputation in the form of an alternative or
expressed ironically, may amount to defamation.

Explanation 4.— No imputation is said to harm a person’s reputation,
unless that imputation directly or indirectly, in the estimation of others,
lowers the moral or intellectual character of that person, or lowers the
character of that person in respect of his caste or of his calling, or
lowers the credit of that person, or causes it to be believed that the body
of that person is in a loathsome state, or in a state generally considered
as disgraceful.

Illustration (a)— A says—'Z is an honest man; he never stole B's
watch"; intending to cause it to be believed that Z did steal B's watch.
Thisis defamation, unlessit fall within one of the exceptions.

Illustration (b).— A is asked who stole B's watch. A points to Z,
intending to cause it to be believed that Z stole B's watch. This is
defamation unless it fall within one of the exceptions.

Illustration (c).— A draws a picture of Z running away with B's watch,
intending it to be believed that Z stole B's watch. This is defamation,
unlessit fall within one of the exceptions.

First Exception.— Imputation of truth which public good requires to
be made or published.— It is not defamation to impute anything which
IS true concerning any person, if it be for the public good that the
imputation should be made or published. Whether or not it is for the
public good is a question of fact.

Second Exception.— Public conduct of public servants— It is not
defamation to express in good faith any opinion whatever respecting the
conduct of a public servant in the discharge of his public functions, or
respecting his character, so far as his character appearsin that conduct,
and no further.

Third Exception.— Conduct of any person touching any public
question.— It is not defamation to express in good faith any opinion
whatever respecting the conduct of any person touching any public
guestion, and respecting his character, so far as his character appears
in that conduct, and no further.

Illustration.— It is not defamation in A to express in good faith any
opinion whatever respecting Z's conduct in petitioning Government on a
public question, in signing a requisition for a meeting on a public
guestion, in presiding or attending such meeting, in forming or joining
any society which invites the public support, in voting or canvassing for
a particular candidate for any situation in the efficient discharge of the
duties of which the public is interested.

Fourth Exception.— Publication of reports of proceedings of
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Courts— It is not defamation to publish substantially true report of the
proceedings of a Court of Justice, or of the result of any such
proceedings.

Explanation.— A Justice of the Peace or other officer holding an
inquiry in open Court preliminary to a trial in a Court of Justice, is a
Court within the meaning of the above section.

Fifth Exception.— Merits of case decided in Court or conduct of
witnesses and others concerned.— It is not defamation to express in
good faith any opinion whatever respecting the merits of any case, civil
or criminal, which has been decided by a Court of Justice, or respecting
the conduct of any person as a party, witness or agent, in any such case,
or_respecting the character of such person, so far as his character
appears in that conduct, and no further.

Illustration (a).— A says—'l think Z's evidence on that trial is so
contradictory that he must be stupid or dishonest”. A is within this
exception if he says this in good faith, inasmuch as the opinion which he
expresses respects Z's character as it appears in Z's conduct as a
witness, and no further.

Illustration (b).— But if A says—'l do not believe what Z asserted at
that trial because | know him to be a man without veracity”"; A is not
within this exception, inasmuch as the opinion which he expresses of Z's
character is an opinion not founded on Z's conduct as a witness.

Sixth Exception.— Merits of public performance— It is not
defamation to express in good faith any opinion respecting the merits of
any performance which its author has submitted to the judgment of the
public, or respecting the character of the author so far as his character
appears in such performance, and no further.

Explanation.— A performance may be submitted to the judgment of the
public expressly or by acts on the part of the author which imply such
submission to the judgment of the public.

Illustration (a).— A person who publishes a book, submits that book to
the judgment of the public.

Ilustration (b).— A person who makes a speech in public, submits that
speech to the judgment of the public.

Illustration (c).— An actor or singer who appears on a public stage,
submits his acting or singing to the judgment of the public.

Illustration (d).— A says of a book published by Z—"'Z’ s book is foolish;
Z must be a weak man. Z's book is indecent; Z must be a man of impure
mind." A is within the exception, if he says this in good faith, inasmuch
as the opinion which he expresses of Z respects Z's character only so far
asit appearsin Z's book, and no further.

Illustration (e).— But if A says—'l am not surprised that Z's book is
foolish and indecent, for he is a weak man and a libertine." A is not



A482 No. 10838 of 2023

within this exception, inasmuch as the opinion which he expresses of Z's
character is an opinion not founded on Z' s book.

Seventh Exception.— Censure passed in good faith by person having
lawful authority over another.— It is not defamation in a person having
over another any authority, either conferred by law or arising out of a
lawful contract made with that other, to pass in good faith any censure
on the conduct of that other in matters to which such lawful authority
relates.

I llustration.— A Judge censuring in good faith the conduct of a witness,
or of an officer of the Court; a head of a department censuring in good
faith those who are under his orders; a parent censuring in good faith a
child in the presence of other children; a school-master, whose authority
is derived from a parent, censuring in good faith a pupil in the presence
of other pupils; a master censuring a servant in good faith for
remissness in service; a banker censuring in good faith the cashier of his
bank for the conduct of such cashier as such cashier—are within this
exception.

Eighth Exception.— Accusation preferred in good faith to authorised
person.— It is not defamation to prefer in good faith an accusation
against any person to any of those who have lawful authority over that
person with respect to the subject-matter of accusation.

Illustration.— If A in good faith accuses Z before a Magistrate; if A in
good faith complains of the conduct of Z, a servant, to Z's master; if Ain
good faith complains of the conduct of Z, a child, to Z's father—A is
within this exception.

Ninth Exception.— Imputation made in good faith by person for
protection of his or other’s interests.— It is not defamation to make an
imputation on the character of another provided that the imputation be
made in good faith for the protection of the interests of the person
making it, or of any other person, or for the public good.

Illustration (a).— A, a shopkeeper, says to B, who manages his
business—"'Sell nothing to Z unless he pays you ready money, for | have
no opinion of his honesty." A is within the exception, if he has made this
imputation on Z in good faith for the protection of his own interests.

Illustration (b).— A, a Magistrate, in making a report to his own
superior officer, casts an imputation on the character of Z. Here, if the
imputation is made in good faith, and for the public good, A iswithin the
exception.

Tenth Exception.— Caution intended for good of person to whom
conveyed or for public good.— It is not defamation to convey a caution,
in good faith, to one person against another, provided that such caution
be intended for the good of the person to whom it is conveyed, or of
some person in whom that person is interested, or for the public good.”

15. He hasinvited the attention of the Court towards Section 199(2)
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CrPC and submitted that it provides that, notwithstanding anything
contained in the Code, where an offence is alleged to have been
committed by a constitutional functionary or a public servant in respect of
his conduct in the discharge of his public functions, cognizance can be
taken only by the Court of Session upon a written complaint made by the
Public Prosecutor.

16. He has submitted that, in the present case, the complaint has not
been filed by the Public Prosecutor but by respondent nos. 2 and 3, who
are private persons. Therefore, the bar contained in Section 199(2) CrPC
appliesin the present case, and the present complaint is not maintainable.

17. For the sake of convenience, Section 199 CrPC is quoted
herein-below:-

“Section 199 — Prosecution for Defamation

(1) No Court shall take cognizance of an offence punishable under
Chapter XXI of the Indian Penal Code (45 of 1860), except upon a
complaint made by some person aggrieved by the offence:

Provided that where such person is under the age of eighteen years, or is
an idiot or a lunatic or is from sickness or infirmity unable to make a
complaint, or is a woman who, according to the local customs and
manners, ought not to be compelled to appear in public, some other
person may, with the leave of the Court, make a complaint on his or her
behalf.

(2) Notwithstanding anything contained in this Code, when any offence
falling under Chapter XXI of the Indian Penal Code (45 of 1860) is
alleged to have been committed against a person who, at the time of
such commission, is the President of India, the Vice-President of India,
the Governor of a Sate, the Administrator of a Union Territory, or a
Minister of the Union or of a Sate, or any other public servant employed
in connection with the affairs of the Union or of a Sate in respect of his
conduct in the discharge of his public functions, a Court of Session may
take cognizance of such offence, without the case being committed to it,
upon a complaint in writing made by the Public Prosecutor.

(3) Every complaint referred to in sub-section (2) shall set forth the facts
which constitute the offence alleged, the nature of such offence and such
other particulars as are reasonably sufficient to give notice to the
accused of the offence alleged to have been committed by him.
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(4) No complaint under sub-section (2) shall be made by the Public
Prosecutor except with the previous sanction—

(a) of the Sate Government, in the case of a person who is or has been
the Governor of that Sate or a Minister of that Government;

(b) of the State Government, in the case of any other public servant
employed in connection with the affairs of the Sate;

(c) of the Central Government, in any other case.

(5) No Court of Session shall take cognizance of an offence under sub-
section (2) unless the complaint is made within six months from the date
on which the offence is alleged to have been committed.

(6) Nothing in this section shall affect the right of the person against
whom the offence is alleged to have been committed, to make a
complaint in respect of that offence before a Magistrate having
jurisdiction or the power of such Magistrate to take cognizance of the
offence upon such complaint.”

18. It is further submitted that the applicants have been falsely
implicated and, in view of sub-section (2) of Section 199 CrPC, the
complaint could not have been presented by the answering-respondents.
The same could have been presented only by the Public Prosecutor.

19. He has further submitted that the applicants, being government
employees, cannot be proceeded against on the complaint merely because
they reported that there was bungling in the distribution of scholarships
committed by the answering respondents.

20. It has been submitted that the FIR was lodged by one applicant
on the basis of enquiry conducted by another applicant. Thereafter, a
charge-sheet was filed against the answering respondents. The Tridl
Court, after adducing the evidence on record, convicted the answering
respondents.

21. It has been submitted that the Appellate Court reversed the
findings of the Trial Court only on the technical ground that the inquiry
was not conducted properly. Otherwise, the Trial Court had considered
the evidence of the witnesses, including the guardians of the children,
who had deposed that the scholarship amount had not been paid to them,
thereby proving the allegations of misappropriation.
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22. Sri Vikas Vikram Singh, learned counsel for the applicant has
submitted that the Trial Court proceeded in Case No. 1190 of 2013 and
passed a detailed judgment on 06.03.2014, whereby the answering
respondent nos. 2 and 3 were convicted for the offence under Sections
409, 420, 467, 471 1PC.

23. The relevant portion of the judgment of the Trial Court is
guoted herein-below.
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90/9 HFe TR, A3 I -TH Tl ¢, STafch Ith Ud UR Tl FHHT oAl STl et
e 78l el <6l &1 &t 90 AT H AT & HIAAR 16 FaR ¢, fohg wfd goaT |
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It 90/9 % STad HIE TE FaAT T A m g, ed g uRated g @ &
SATGHTOT Rl 3 91 Rl ST ot foh =t 90/9 F witar FaTY Tt SHT=ry Fare &
Fd 9, I Ul faeTer o BT URSie | Wil aelds O ot foha 7 &, forad aftar
GHRT AT ST T AT BT UfSiehT § St foham ST Eag & o H 1al &, ’Sad
SIS e ot aHe a2

Ul gsc] 5o ¥ H fastg gt Go1 sfiurel ol WRfard e 7 &, fore 1ot ge gee
H e foran ¢ o TR ek AIsT 9 famie, Tagu faemerd & el 4 9 efl 1§ Ugd &l
T TS ol BIST ol B el fHell ot | ufd gzt # Y 39 TaTg = 37U 7w =t
& el o1 Tre foR & e g T fakte e Ueld 8 et 8| SrEgh Ui &
gRefie & g €0 g foh sherm 17 o1 31 $HR 9t i 91 FAic 13 R &S ¢, o
fasrargAr at ot 1 fawman T B, fehq faie AR aaf & 1 & 31w fasia ar gt
1 geaier, Al fav FAR & Aed & A waer ¥ wea: 9 g, 9d ae
gfeefard gidr & fob famie HHR & fudr fasia $aR <l g&aier &e Fd €0 F 9= 711
2l

Ut Sc] 6 o ¥ H ST iR Y31 ShIHAT TETE ol WITETd herdl T &, foiegie S1a-t g
U1 H g HY AT ¢ foh 3T dgahl G, 1a g 9 faarer dedidet wHsh
TR H el 37 UgdT o, I8 ERST FHTS el ol BT el Heil o, IHh eh
T A TAH TR el & aUT Iqoh Higed d I8 T H IHch A7 6 HIg ARk 6l
TEdl &1 Ufd U=l | I Td1g 2 I8 9d ¢ fob fastg anf 39 ugid | w&d ¢, 39%
TSk ol USHIYH HR Tgch & TSHISH o 2 fa o 3ic¥ H g3t &1 I<h T1aTg o 91 qe
BT UfSTehT & e & g TUE ¢ foh o1 ToheliR & 1 ol 919 T St &, STeich 31
TeheTiR o 1 ol AT dTdideh €U § 3T 81 3 7116 g1 Ig T foharn 7 ¢ fob 3
1 Rl A=Y RIS Alth Ik Td | el W&l ¢, S @uea 721 fomar a1 81 7amg &
I & Tg uRerierd aidi ¢ fob gt uisien Rawt s Ieciod wed gu Aed 9 9
TR 1 Tt &, fSeehT areafderdr & whig TWiHR el 81"

24. Shri Vikas Vikram Singh has further submitted that a bare

perusal of the statements of P.W.2/Vinod Kumar Singh, P.W.3/Gautam
Kumar, P.W.4/Naveen Chandra, P.W.5/Vijay Verma and P.W.6/Rg
Kishore indicates that the prosecution case was established before the
Trial Court beyond reasonable doubt. The statements of P.W.4/Naveen
Chandra, P.W.5/Vijay Verma, P.W.6/Rg Kishore, who are the
guardians/fathers of the children whose scholarship under the SC/ST
Welfare Scheme was not disbursed and they aso deposed that no
scholarship amount was receilved by them. It is a case of clear
embezzlement wherein the Trial Court recorded its findings and convicted
the answering respondents.

25. He has further submitted that the judgment dated 16.11.2021
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passed by the Appellate Court in Criminal Appea No. 70 of 2014
indicates that the judgment of the Trial Court was reversed only on the
ground that the inquiry was faulty. As per the settled principle of law, a
person cannot be convicted if there is reasonable doubt. It appears that the
Appellate Court extended the benefit of doubt to the answering
respondents. Otherwise, the judgment of conviction passed by the Tria
Court is based on sound reasoning and the evidence available on record.

26. Heard learned counsel for the parties and perused the record.

27. A bare perusal of sub-section (2) of Section 199 CrPC clearly
indicates that no Court shall take cognizance of an offence under Chapter
XXI of the IPC (Referable to Defamation Case), including an offence of
defamation, alleged to have been committed against a constitutional
functionary or a public servant in respect of acts done in the discharge of
his official duties, except upon a written complaint made by the Public
Prosecutor before the Court of Session. Admittedly, in the present case,
the complaint has not been instituted by the Public Prosecutor but by
answering respondent nos. 2 and 3, who are private persons. Thus, the
statutory bar contained in Section 199(2) CrPC is clearly attracted.

28. The record further reveals that both the applicants were holding
responsible posts under the State. One of the applicants had lodged the
FIR, while the other had conducted the enquiry in his official capacity. In
such circumstances, the answering respondents could not have filed the
present complaint in respect of acts performed by the applicants in
discharge of their official duties and in good faith.

29. Similarly, the case of the applicants is supported by the Fifth
Exception to Section 499 IPC, which provides that it is not defamation to
express, in good faith, any opinion respecting the merits of any civil or
criminal case decided by a Court of justice or respecting the conduct of
any person as a party, witness or agent in such proceedings.

30. After going through the entire record and considering the
submissions advanced by learned counsel for the parties, this Court finds
that the applicants were discharging their official duties as public
servants. One of the applicants conducted the inquiry, while the other
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lodged the FIR regarding the alleged embezzlement of scholarship funds
for distribution to the guardians of SC/ST students. The acts complained
of were performed in the discharge of their official duties and in good
faith.

31. Though, in the appeal filed by the answering-respondents, the
judgment of the Trial Court was reversed on the technical ground that the
inquiry was not conducted in accordance with law. The applicants had
performed their duties in good faith under the law and they cannot be
proceeded against on the complaint filed by the answering respondents
merely because the Appellate Court had acquitted the answering
respondents.

32. In view of the aforesaid discussion, the applications deserve to
be allowed and are accordingly allowed.

33. The proceedings of Complaint Case No. 19897 of 2022 pending
before the Magistrate including the summoning and cognizance order
dated 14.10.2022 are hereby quashed and set-aside qua the applicants,
namely, Gautam Kumar @ Gautam Kumar Bose and Vinod Kumar
Singh.

(Brij Raj Singh,J.)
August 11, 2026

Mohit Singh/-

High Court of Judicature at Allahabad,

Lucknow Bench
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