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Whether approved for reporting ?*

For the Petitioner Mr Dinesh Bhanot, Advocate.

For respondents 1to3 Mr. M S Chandel, Advocate General,
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Deepak Gupta, J. (Oral)

The petitioner has approached this Court
under Article 226 of the Constitution of India
praying for the foll owm ng anongst other reliefs:

i) t hat t he respondent s may
kindly be directed not to
harass the petitioner un-
necessarily.

? Whether the reporters of Local Papers may be allowed to see the judgment ?



i1) That the respondent may kindly
be directed to allow the
petition to do his business
peaceful |y and allow the

petitioner to earn hi s
livelihood and not force the
petitioner to cl ose hi s

busi ness at Shal aghat ;

iii) That the respondent No.3 be
directed to take | egal action
and regi ster FIR agai nst
r espondent No. 4 for hi s
illegal act dated 27" and 28"
February, 2007 wher eby
threatening was given to the
petitioner and w ndscreen of
his vehicle was broken by
respondent No. 4.

The allegation of the petitioner is
that he is working as a scrap dealer and had
initially set up his Dbusiness at Kandaghat.
According to him in My/June, 2006, sone police
officials from the Police Station, Kandaghat,
District Solan cane to his shop, arrested him and
his son in relation to some wire theft case. The
petitioner has further alleged that the police
forced him to close his shop and threatened him
that they will rope himin false cases. According
to the petitioner he consequently closed his shop
and shifted to Naina Tikker. According to him

there also he was harassed by the police



authorities and finally he had to Ileave his
busi ness at Naina Tikker and he again shifted his
busi ness to Sal ogra near Kandaghat .

According to the petitioner, in
Cctober, 2006 sone police officials came to his
shop and forcibly asked him to shut his shop. The
petitioner further all eges that the entire
aforesaid action has been taken at the instance of
respondent No.4, who is Pradhan of G am Panchayat
Kawarag in District Solan. Oher than the bald
allegations in the wit petition, there is nothing
on the record to support the version of the
petitioner. The petitioner would have this Court
believe that all the police authorities and
officials acted at the behest of the Pradhan of the
Gram Panchayat and forced himto shut his business.
No nane of any police official or any other person
who allegedly asked him to shut his business has
been nentioned in the petition. Though we were not
satisfied with the avernments nade in the wit
petition but on the insistence of the |earned
counsel for the petitioner, on the last date of
hearing, we had asked the respondent-State to file
the reply-affidavit because we wanted to be
absolutely sure that no citizen of this Country is

undul y har assed.



Per usal of the reply reveals a
shocking state of affairs and clearly shows that
the petitioner has tried to mslead and hoodw nk
this Court. In the reply it has been nentioned that
ten FIRs have been registered against t he
petitioner and nost of them relate to theft or
receiving stolen property. No doubt in three of the
crimnal cases the petitioner has been acquitted
but the fact remains that seven cases are still
pendi ng against the petitioner. The petitioner in
the wit petition should have at |east nentioned
that so many crimnal cases are pending against
him He deliberately chose to withhold this vita
information fromthis Court.

The respondent-State along with the
reply has also filed statenents of certain
villagers to disprove the case of the petitioner
W are not going into the disputed questions of
fact raised therein but the fact remains that the
petitioner had deliberately concealed nmaterial
facts that he is involved in Ilarge nunber of
crimnal cases registered against him relating to
theft / receipt of stolen property. Therefore, the
petition is not entitled to any relief from this
Court.

Keepi ng in view the af oresai d

di scussion, there is no nerit in the wit petition,



whi ch IS accordi ngly di sm ssed. Si nce t he
petitioner has tried to hoodwink and mslead this
court and has not cone with clean hands he is
burdened with costs of Rs.10,000/-. He is directed
to deposit this amunt of Rs.10,000/- wthin four
weeks from today.

(Deepak Gupta), J.

March 30, 2007 (Surinder Singh),J.
(D






