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HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

THURSDAY,THE SEVENTH DAY OF MARCH
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FOUR

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE SMT. JUSTICE T.MADHAVI DEVI

CRIMINAL PETITION NO: 61'10 OF 2022
AND

CRIMINAL PETITION NO: 6074 OF 2022

CRLP.No. 61'lO of 2022

Between:

Dubbudu Ramakanth Reddy, S/o. Dubbudu Sanjeeva Reddy, Age.41 years,
Occ. Software Employee, Fi/o. H.No. 6-14/4, Buddha Nagar Colony,
Peezadiguda, Medchal Malkajgiri District, presently residing at 17 Compass
Circle, Boylston MA 01505.USA (A1 )

...Petitioner/Accused No.1

AND

1. The State of Telangana, through SHO., W.P.S. Saroornagar, Rachakonda
District, Rep. by its Public Prosecutor, High Court at Hyderabad.

...Respondent

2. Smt. Sindhura Reddy Vemula, D/o. Vemula Rama Chandra-Reddy, AS^9. 97
years, Occ. Softwar6 Engineer, Presently residing at 17' Compass Circle,
boylsion, MA 1505, USA; Rep. by her GPA Holder Vemula Rama Chandra
Re'OOy, Slo Gopal Reddy, Age . 

-6a 
Years' Occ . Retd. Bank Officer, Rio'

H.trto.t't-t+-tgO7t, Harifuri -Colony, Saroornagar, Rangareddy District,
Hyderabad.

...RespondenUDefacto Complainant

Petition under Section 482 of cr.P.c praying that in the circumstances
stated in the Memorandum of Grounds of criminal Petition, the High court may

be pleased to Quash the proceedings in c.c.No. 1873 of 2022 on the file of
Hon'ble lll Additional Junior Civil Judge - cum - lll Additional Metropolitan
Magistrate at Ranga Reddy, against the petitioner / Accused No. 1 in the interest

of justice.



l.A. NO: 2OF 2022

Petition under Section 482 of Cr.P .C praying that in the circumstances
stated in the Memorandum of Grounds of Criminal Petition, the High Court may
be pleased to grant interim stay of all further proceedings including appearance
of the petitioner/Accused No. 1 in C.C.No. '1873 of 2022 on the file of Hon'ble lll
Additional Junior Civil Judge - cum - lll Additional N4etropolitan Magistrate at
Ranga Reddy, in the interest of justice pending disposal of the criminal petition.

Court Name is amended as per court order dated 19.1O.2023, in l.A.No. 1 of
2023 in Crl.P. No. 61 10 ol 2022.

l.A. NO: 2OF 2023

Petition under Section 482 of Cr.P.C praying that in the circumstances
stated in the Memorandum of Grounds of Criminal Petition, the High Court may
be pleased to extend the interim order granted in l.A.No. O2 ol 2022 in Crl.P.No.
6110 of 2022, dated.19l1012023, which is in force till 1311212023 in the interest of
justice.

CRLP.No. 6O74 o't 2022

Between:

1

2

Dubbudu S4leeva Reddy, S/o. Late. Anantha Reddy, Age 67 years, Occ.
Agriculture- Fl/o. H.No. 6-'14l4, Buddha Nagar Cotony, Peezadiguda, Medchal
Malkajgiri District. (A.2)

Dubbudu Lakshmi, W/o Dubbudu Sanjeeva Reddy, Age. 60 years, Occ.
Household, Rl/o. H.No. 6-14l4, Buddha N-agar Colony, peJrzadiguda, Medchal
Itilalkajgiri District. - (A-3)

...Petitioners/Accused No. 2 & 3
AND

1. The State of Telangana, through SHO., W.p.S. Saroornagar, Rachakonda
District, Rep. by its iublii proseEutoi, Hiljn Court at Hyderabid.'

...Respondent

2. Smt. Sindhura Reddy Vemula, D/o. Vemula Rama Chandra Reddy, Age. 37years, Occ. Software Engineer, presen y residing at 17, Compdss bircte,
Boytston, MA 1S05, USA.; Rep. by her GPA Hotd6r Vemuta nami Cfrinora
Bq9Oy,_S/g G-opat Reddy, Age . ii8 years, Occ . Retd, Bank Ofticer. R/o.
H.No.11-14-180/1 , Haripuri Colony, Saroomagar, Ranga Reddy Distrtt,
Hyderabad.

...RespondenUDefacto Complainant

Petition under section 482 of cr.p.c praying that in the circumstances
stated in the Memorandum of Grounds of criminal petition, the High court may
be pleased to Quash the proceedings in c.c.No. 1873 of 2o2z on the fire of



Hon'ble lll Additional Junior Civil Judge - cum - lll Additionat Metropotitan
Magistrate at Ranga Reddy, against the Petitioners / Accused No. 2 and 3 in the
interest of justice.

l.A. NO: 1OF 2022

Petition under Section 482 of Cr.P .C praying that in the circumstances
stated in the Memorandum of Grounds of Criminal Petition,the High Court may
be pleased To grant interim stay of all further proceedings including appearance
of the petitioners/Accused No. 2 and 3 in C.C.No. 1873 of 2022 on the file of
Hon'ble lll Additional Junior Civil Judge - cum - lll Additional [\,4etropolitan
lvlagistrate at Ranga Reddy, in the interest of justice pending disposal of the
criminal petition.

l.A. NO: 2OF 2023

Petition under Section 482 oI Cr.P .C praying that in the circumstances
stated in the Memorandum of Grounds of Criminal Petition, the High Court may
be pleased to extend the interim order granted in l.A.No.01 of 2022 in
Crl.P.No.6074 of 2022, dated 1911012023, which is in force till 13/1212023 in the
interest of justice.

These Petitions coming on for hearing, upon perusing the Memorandum of
Grounds of Criminal Petition and upon hearing the arguments of Sri T.

Pradyumna Kumar Reddy representing
Sri S. Surender Reddy, Advocate for the Petitioners (in both) and the Public

Prosecutor on behalf of the Respondent No.1 and of Sri D. Prakash Reddy,

Senior Counsel representing Sri Ch. Ravinder, Advocate for the Respondent No.

2 (in both)

The Court made the following: COMMON ORDER



i&1.

THE HONOURABLE SM'T..'USTICE'I" MADHAVI DEVI

CRIMINAL PETITIoN NO.6 tto 0F 2022

AND

CRIMINAL PETITIoN NO.6074 0F 2022

COMMON ORDER

Jhese nvo Crirninal petitions are filed by accused Nos.1 to j in

c.C.No.l873 of 2022 on the flre o| the III Additionar Junior Civir

Judge-curr-lll Additional Metropolitan Magistrate, Ranga Reddy.

Accused No. 1 is the husband of the de facto complainant, i.e.,

respondent No.2 herein, while accused Nos.2 and 3 are the parents of

accused No. l. 'lhese petitions are filed under Section 4g2 olthe code of

Criminal Proceclur.e (Cr.p.C.) seeking quashing of the proceedings in

C.C No. 1873 o12022.

2. Brief fbcts as srared in the complaint leading to the filing of the

presenl quash petitions are that rhe de facro complainant and accused

No. I were both working in USA on employrnent Visa. On 03.10.2014.

in the presence of the parents of both the parties, their marriage was

perlbrrned ar New Jersey, USA as per tJindu customs. The authority,

otllccr cl'the Ilergan County, Nerv Jerscy has attended the marriagc and



Crl.P Nos 6110 & 6071 ol20ll
2

issued a marriage certificate on 07.10.2014 and thc marriage was

consummated at USA. Out of the wedlock, the couple was blessed witll

a son on 08.06.2016. Subsequently, the parents oF accused No.l, i.e.,

accused Nos.2 and 3, visited accused No.1 and the de J.acto complainant

at USA and stayed there for 5 months and they returned to lndia

thereafter. It is submitted that the de facto complainant came to India in

February, 2020 along with her brother and accused No. 1 to celebratc the

retirement function of her mother Smt. A.Bharathi. On thc date of her

retum from India, there was an altercation between the de .facto

complainant and accused No. t and thcreafter, the couple retumed to

USA on 2l .03.2020. Alleging that (i) accused Nos.l to 3 have

dernanded cash, gold and other articles towards dowry at the time of the

marriage; and that (ii) accused No.1 was consuming alcohol heavily and

used to pick up quarrels and beat her on 16.02.2016; and that (iii) during

their stay at USA, accused Nos.2 and 3 have demanded for additional

dowry; and that (iv) the complainant has given cash to accused No. l,

who promised to purchase some properlies in the name of the

complainant but the same were purchased in the name of the accuscd,

the father of the de facto complainant, as a GPA holder of the

complainant, todged a police complaint in lndia on 15.12.202 I and the

-.,,

.;;x;jgl&&i&i***'.



Crl.l'.Nos.6l l0 & 6074 ol'2022
.,

same was rcgistered as Crime No.494 of 2021 on the tlle ol Women

Police Station, Rachakonda District under Sections 498A, 417,406 and

506 of Indian Penal Code (for shor-t,'IPC') and Secrions 3,4 and 6 of

Dou,ry Prohibition Act. The police took up investigation and have filed

charge sheet yilc C.C.No. 1873 o12022 against accused Nos.l to 3

3. Accused Nos.l to 3 have now filed the present quash petitions

stating that the complaint by thc de.facto complainan t could not have

been filcd through her GPA holder, but the police, without verilying the

same and in a rnechanical manner, entertained the said complaint and

registered the case and ltave even filed the charge sheet thercafter, which

is nothing but abuse o1'process of law and theretbre, the proceedings

pending against the petitioners are liable to be quashed. It is submitted

that lror, the ircident o1'marriage to the alleged incidents ol'consurning

alcohol and beating the de facto complainant and alleged demands of

additional dou,ry have atl allegedly taken place in USA and theretbre,

no incidents have taken place in India, on the basis o1. rvhich the

cornplaint lodged at Iiyderabad can bc enteftained against the petitioners

herein. It is lirrther subrnitted that though, in the charge sheer it was

ref-erled that on 21.03.2020, the accused abr"rsed respondent No.2 at
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Clrl.P.Nos.6l l0 & 607a ol 20ll
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Hyderabad, at no point of time has the respondent No.2 submitted any

complaint to the police or to the elders with regard to tlie alleged

incident. It is submitted that it is after 21 months of the said incident that

respondent No.2 has filed the present complaint at Hyderabad and

therefore, there is abnormal delay in submitting the report to the police

which itself shows falsity of the complaint. lt is submitted that

respondent No.2 has hted the complaint with hald and baseless

allegations without any reference to any specific oveft acts and for this

reason also, the charge sheet is liable to be quashed. It is subrnitted that

when the allegations against the petitioners do not constitute the

offences as alleged against the petitioners, continuation ol the

proceedings against them is nothing but abuse of process of law and

therefore are liable to be quashed. It is furlher submitted that since

January, 2021 respondent No.2 and accused No'l were living separately

and therefore, the question of accused No'1, abusing her does not arisc

and therefore, the proceedings against the petitioners herein on the

strength ol such baseless allegations are liable to be quashed' It is

submitted that for tl'e cle facto complainant, this is the third nrarriage

andloraccusedNo.l,itisthesecondmarriageandtheearliermat.riage

of the de facto complainant had also ended in a complair.rt tilcd by her



Crl.l'.Nos.(rl l0 & 607-l ol 202l
5

against the husband alleging thc ofl'ences under Sections 406,420 and

498,{ ollPC and Sections 4 and 6 olthe Dorvry prohibition Act and the

said mariage r.r'as dissolved in USA through Couft decree and therefore,

it is clear that the de.ftu't, complainant is a habitual titigant and is in the

habit of fili,g lalsc cases agai,st her husband and in-lau,s. Even with

regard to the alleged solc incident in India, it was only with regard to the

accusation of the exr-ra ,arital af fair of accr,rsed No. 1 and was not in any

way related to the alleged harassment for additional dowry and

thereflore, it does not constitute the oflence as alleged. rt is fufther.

submitted that accuscd No.l has tlled a divorce case against the de facto

complainant in USA and as a counter blast case, respondent No.2 has

fited the present case in lndia. It is submitted that under Section 1gg of

Cr.P.C., where an offence involving an Indian citizen is committed

outside India, the trial shourd not be proceeded with without the

previous sanction of the central Govemment. lt is submitted that in this

case, no such sanction has been obtained by the police and hence the

case proceedings havc to be qr,rashecl.

4. Learned Senior Sri 'l.Pradyumna Kur.nar Reddy,

representing Sr-i S.Sur.ender I{eddy, learned counsel fbr thc petitioners,

Counsel,
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has reitcrated the above subntissions and has also placed reliarlce upon

the lollowing decisions in support of the above contentions.

(l )Manik Taneja and another Vs. State of Karnataka and

a n otherl.

(2)Abhishek Vs. State of Madhya Pradesh2.

(3)Nerella Chiranjeevi Arun Kumar Vs. State of Andhra

Pradesh and a notherr.

(4)Thota Venkateswarlu Vs. State of Andhra Pradesh through

Principal Secretary and anothera.

(5)Thotapally Sai Prasanna Kumar Vs' The State of Telangana

through Station House Officer, PS Subedari, Warangals.

(6)Bhanu Prasad Variganji Vs. Statc of Telangana rcp. by its

Principal Secretary, Home Department6.

5. On behalf of the de facto complainant, learned Senior Counsel

Sri D. Prakash Reddy representing Sri Ch.Ravinder, leamed counsel,

has appeared and submitted that though the marriage and other incidents

have admittedly happened in USA, there was one incident of demand for'

' (20 l 5) 7 scc 423

'? 2023 SCC OnLine SC 1083
r 2o2t scc onLine sc 3392

'(2oll) 9 scc s27j 
crl.P.2 !ti of 2ot6 dt.04.02.2022

'w P No.41432 ol20l8 dl.l6.oi.2o2o
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additional dowrl' IN lndia wlren the de fhcto complainant and accused

No. I visited India in the month of Malch. 2020 and cven if one incident

has happened lndia. there requirement o1' obtaining previoustn ls no

sanction of the ('entral Governrlent to p|oceed u,ith the trial. He

therefore submitted that thelc are no grounds lbr quashing of the

proceedings against the petitioners herein. The learned Senior Counsel

has also placed reliance upon the following judgments in support of his

contentlons.

(l)Padal Vcnkata Rama Rcddy Vs. Kovvuri Satvanarayana

ReddvT.

(2) Central Bureau of Investigation Vs. Aryan Singh etc.8

(3) Pramod RS Vs. State of Karnataka through

Lakshmipuram Police Station Ref. by State public

Prosecu tore.

(a)Ajay Aggarwal Vs. Union of India ancl othcrsr0.

(5)Thota Venkateswarlu Vs. State of Andhra pradesh

through Principal Sccretary and anothcr (4 supra).

(6)Sartaj Khan Vs. State of Uttarakhandrr

'1zo r t.y rz scc +:t
* 2021 scc oolinc SC 179
'2023 SCC Ont.inc Kar 16

'o l teoly J sctc 6oe
(2023) 4 Kant L-l 6i3
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6. Having regard to the rival cotttentiot-rs and the material on

record, this Couft finds that the legal ground raised in these quash

petitions is that previous sanction of the Central Govemment has to be

obtained before proceeding with the trial of the subject case in India

under Section 188 of Cr.P.C., and for failure to do so, the proceedings

are liable to be quashed. Therefore, in order to ascertain the legal

position, it is necessary to reproduce the said provision as under:

" 188. Offence committetl outside India: When an olfence is

commit ted outside India..

(a) by a citizen of India, whether on the high seas or

elsewhere, or

(b) by any person, not being such citizen, on any ship or

aircraft regislered in lndia,

he may be dealt with in respect oJ such oflence as if it had been

commitled al any pLace within lruliu at which he may be found;

Provided that, notuithstanding anything in any of the

prececling Sections of this Chapter, no such offence shall be inquired

inlo or tried in India except with lhe previous sanction of the Central

Government. "

7. Admittedty, in this case, accused No.l is a citizen of India and

was residing in USA when accused No.l and respondent No.2 herein

.- lu"" performed their marriagc and have lived in IISA and were blessed

I | 2022 SCC Onlinc SC 360
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I

I

with one child, rvho was also born in USA and they were atso ultirrately

granted divorce in USA. 'lherelbre, it is clear that all the alleged

offences have been committed in USA except for one instance which

allegedly happened in India. Thus, it has to be examined as to whether

the provisions ol Section 188 of Cr.P.C. rvould apply in this case. The

law interpreted by the Courls in the precedents relied upon by the

leamed Senior Counsel appearing lor the petitioners as well as the

respondents is as Lrndcr:-

8" In the case ol Thota Venkateswarlu Vs. Statc of Andhra

Pradesh through Principal Secretary and another (4 supra), the

Hon'ble Supreme Courl has held that no previous sanction would be

required from the Central Government in terms of the proviso to Section

188 of Cr.P.C., where an offence is committed outside India by an

Indian Citizen up to the stage of taking cognizance of an offence, but the

trial cannot be proceeded with bcyond cognizance stage without such

previous sanction from the Central Government. Further, the Hon,bte

Suprcme Court has held that in respect of of'fences committed in India,

the leamed Magistrate may proceed with the trial relating to the offence

alleged to have been comrnitted i, India but sha not proceed with the

:

i
I



Crl.t'.Nos.(rll0 & 6074 o12022
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trial in respect of the ollence alleged to have been cornmitted outside

lr.rdia without prior sanction of Centlal Government as envisaged in the

Proviso to Section 188 of Cr.P.C

9. In Bhanu Prasad Variganji Vs. State o[ Telangana rep. by its

Principal Secretary, Home Department (6 supra), the leamed Single

Judge of this court, after considering the provisions of Section 1gg of

Cr.P.C. and also the orders ol this Court in the case of Rajesh Gutta

vs' state ofAndhra pradesh and anotherr2 as wefl as the judgment of

the Hon'ble Suprerne coun in the case of Thota venkateswarru vs.

State of Andhra Pradesh through principal Secretary and another

(4 supra), has held that where the alleged offences have occurred outside

India, the proceedings cannot be conducted without obtaining the prior

approval ol the Government of India. Similar decision was rendered in

the case of Thotapaily sai prasanna Kumar vs. The State of

Telangana through Station House Officer, pS Subedari, Warangal

(5 supra).

10. In the decisions relied upon by the learned Senior Counsel

appearing for the de facto complainant, the Hon,ble Supreme Court in

''qol]) r ALD (crt.) 88s (Ap)



Crl.P.\o:.(rll0 & 607..1 of 2022lt

the case ol I'atial Venkata Rama RcddS' Vs' Kovvuri Satyanarayana

Rcddy (7 strpra) has hetd that tlre High Court. rvhiic cxercising power

under Section 482 of Cr.l'].C., need not analyse each and every aspect of

thecasernetictrlouslybcforetrialtollndoutwhethertlrccaservouldend

in conviction or acquittal, but it would sullice if it exercisecl its inherent

powers only in a case in which the complaint does not disclose any

of'fence or is h'ivolous, r'exatious oIoppressivclle subrnitt(:-d tl-rat in the

case belbre this Llourt, in the complaint given by the tle facto

cornplainaut, the allegations are given in detait along witlr tlie specific

dates of incider.rrs and theretbre, this Court should not intcrlerc under

Section 482 o1'CL.P.C'

I l. In the case of l,ramod RS Vs. State of Karnataka through

Lakshmipuram Policc Station Ilef' Ily State Public Prosccutor (9

supra), it u'as held that when the matter is at the stage ol investigation'

quashment ol proceedings against the petitioncr/husband would not arise

on the grourrd that thc complaint is legistered immediately after receipt

of the legal notice caused by the petitioner" lt was obsetved that only on

the ground that the complaint is filed after receipt of r.rotice of divorce

liont the hands ol the husband, thc clirninal case cannot be cluasl-red and



Crl.P.Nos.6l l0 & 60'14 ot 2022
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hence the lcarned Senior Counsel lor the de facto complainant submitted

that the Criminal Petitions are liable to be dismissed on this ground

alone

12. The learned Senior Counsel appearing for respondent No.2 also

relied upon the very same decision of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the

case of Thota Venkateswarlu Vs. State of Andhra Pradesh through

Principal Secretary and another (4 supra) to submit that even if one

incident has occurred in lndia, there was no requirement to take previous

sanction from the Central Government under Section 188 of Cr.P.C., for

trial of all the other incidents outside India. He submitted that the

Hon'ble Supreme Court, while analysing the provisions of Section 188

of Cr.P.C., has held that the Section gets attracted only when the entirety

of offence is committed outside India and previous sanction would

enable such offence to be enquired into and tried in India and where a

part of the offence was definitely committed on the soil of this country

and as such going with normal principle, the of'fence could be looked

into and tried by Indian courts and since the offence was not committed

in its entirety outside India, the matter would not come within the scope



I
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o1- Section I88 ol Cr'.P.C. ancl there was no necessitv o1'any sanction as

rrandatecl bv tirc Proviso to Section 188 olCr.P.C.

13. Ilaving regard to the above submissions of both the parties as

u'ell as tlie precerlcnts on thc issue citcd b)' the parties, it is clear that

onl' the ol'fencc r'vhich is co,rritted in lndia by an Indian Citizen can

be tricd in India and no sanction olthe central Governrnent for the same

is requi.ed, but when the oft-ences are allegedly com*ittecl outside India

by a citizen ol India, then previous sanction of the centrar Government

is required lbr the triat to commence. In the case on hand, exccpt for the

sole incider-rt or allegation of an altercation between the husband and

wif'e, i.e.. Lhe de1itcto complainant and accused No. r in India. there are

no other allegations against accused Nos.2 and 3 of'having committed

the sarnc in India. Alter going through the complaint of the tle .facto

complainant, a copy of which is filed in the petition papers, it is noticed

that in l]ebruarl , 2020, the dc ./.acto complainant and her- hLrsband had

come to lndia and on 21122.03.2020 intervening night, thcr.e was an

altercati.n in respect of the extra rnarital af-fair of accused No.l with

another \\'or,an rvh. was rcsiding in USA. However., ther.e is also an

allegation thar a1 that point of time, accused Nos.l. 2 and 3 have

('rl.l' Nos.6l l0 & 6074 o12022
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demanded additional dowry, iurmediatcly alter the recital of the same,

the de fctcto complainant has given the details of the money given by her

and l-rer parents to the petitioners and as to how the money has been

spent lor purchase of properties in thc name of accused No' 1 and not in

thc namc ol the de facto complainant. Thereforc, the alleged incident

which has happened in India atso did not make out the case of alleged

offences. The contention of the learned Senior counsel for the de facto

complainant that even if one incident has occured in India, then

prcvious sanction of the Central Government is not necessary, is not in

accordance with law. If the petitioners were to be tried lor any of the

oflences in India, it can only be in respect of the incident that has

happened in India on 21122.03.2020 lor the altercation between the

complainant and accused No. I and his parents, i.e., accused Nos.2 and

3, which happens to be on the issue of extra marital affair of accused

No. I . The allegations of demand lor additional dowry are bald and

appear to have been made only to attract the provisions of Section 498.4

IPC.

14. In view of these facts and circurnstances, this Courl is of the

t
t
I
t
i

opinion that previous sanction of the Central Govemment under Section



- Crl.P.No!.6110 & 6()71 ol 2012
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188 ol' Cr.P.C. is recluired tbr ploceeding u,ith against tlre pctitioners

helein for the oll'enccs alleged in the cornplaint, on the basis of which

the of-fbnces undel Sections 498A,411 .406 and 506 IPC and Sections 3.

4 and 6 o1- Dow r.r, Prohibition Act l.rave been registered. As this Court is

not satisfied that thc ollbnces r.rndcr Sections 498A, 411 .406 and 506

IPC and Sections 3. 4 and 6 of Dou,r'v Prohibition Act are rnade out

against petitioners hereirl/accused Nos.I to 3 in the C.C., as havirrg been

committed in lndia, this CoLrrt is of the opinion that none of thc ofl-enccs

can be tried in India

15. Iloth the Clirninal Petitions are accordingly allowecl and the

procecdings i[r c.c.No.l873 ol 2022 on the file of the lll Additional

Junior CiVil Judge-curn-lll Additional Metropolitan Magistrate, I{anga

Reddy are cluasheci.

16. Pending rnisccllaneous petitions, if any, in these Criminal

Pctitions shall stand closcd.' 
Sd/. N. SRTHARI

ASSISTANT REGIST R

//TRUE COPY//

SECTION OFFICER

To,

Nj

1. The lll Additional Junior civil Judge - cum - lll Additional Metropolitan

Magistrate at Ranga ReddY
z indV nooitional rrl-etropotitdn tvlagistrate at L B Nagar,.Cyberabad'
5. rn" striion ioise otiber, womei Police Station, Rachakonda'
+. r*o ccJto the public piosecutor, High court for the state of Telangana at

Hvderabad. (OUT)
5 bire CC to Sri S. Surender Reddy, Advocate [OPUC]
O. One CC to Sri Ch. Ravinder, Advocate [OPUC]
7. Two CD CoPies

b6--,6



HIGH COURT

DATED:0710312024

COMMON ORDER

CRLP.Nos.6110 & 6074 of 2022

ALLOWING BOTH THE GRLP'S
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