
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE A. SHANKAR NARAYANA 

 

CRLP.NO. 703 OF 2017 

 

ORDER; 

         

 The sole petitioner sought to quash the p roc eed ings in 

C.C.No.68 of 2015 on the file of the I Add itiona l Chief Metropolitan 

Magistra te, Visakhapa tnam.  

2. The petitioner a lleged  to have c ommitted  the offenc es 

punishab le under Sec tions 354, 354-B, 355, 341 and  506 of IPC. 

3. Heard  Sri M.R.S. Srinivas, lea rned  c ounsel for the petitioner 

and  the lea rned  Pub lic  Prosec utor for the Sta te of Andhra  Pradesh. 

4. The ma in submissions of the lea rned  c ounsel for the petitioner 

a re tha t the investiga ting  offic er when filing  the c harge sheet 

improved  the c ase from tha t of the c ase p rojec ted  by the de fac to 

c omp la inant;, tha t the fa ther of the de fac to c omp la inant is 

working  in polic e department and  delibera tely suc h improvements 

have been made in the c harge sheet a t his instanc e. 

5.  The ma in a llega tion is tha t the version oc c urring  in the 

c ompla int filed  by the petitioner has to be d isbelieved  on ac c ount 

of the improvements now made in the c harge sheet. 

6. To apprec ia te the submissions made by the lea rned  c ounsel, 

it is desirab le to look a t the version oc c urring  in the c ompla int.  The 

de fac to c omp la inant was pursuing 2nd  yea r M.S. Ortho P.G. 

Programme in Andhra  Med ic a l College by staying  in the Women’s 

P.G. Hostel; while she was pursuing med ic ine in NRI Med ic a l 

College, Guntur, she met the petitioner herein through c ommon 

friends; she was told  tha t the petitioner was senior to her in the same 
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high sc hool in whic h she stud ied  and  belongs to the same a rea  and  

therefore, she moved  with him as a  friend  like other friends; the 

petitioner stud ied  M.B.B.S. in Karna taka  Sta te, doing  House 

Surgeonc y in Siddartha  Med ic a l College, Vijayawada  and  he was 

moving with her like other friends and  only for the last seven months, 

p rior to lodg ing  of the c ompla int she was not ta lking to him;  she 

told  him and  warned  him tha t she trea ted  him as a  friend  and  had  

no other op inion; she informed  her pa rents Venka teshwar Rao and  

Ra thna  Kumari; on 25.08.2014, a fter c omp leting  her duties in KGHS, 

she moved  to hostel, on the way the petitioner stopped  her a t 

hostel p remises and  forc ed  her to ac c ep t the p roposa l of marriage, 

thinking tha t he would  kill her, she tried  to speak over phone, but he 

p ic ked  her hand  and  taken the c ell phone and  threw it;  he has 

taken her ea r phones and  forc ed  and  she immed ia tely went to the 

hostel and  informed  the same to her friends and  sta ff of the hostel; 

some of the neighbouring  peop le witnessed  the inc ident; aga in on 

01.09.2014, the petitioner enquired  the hostel sta ff about her to 

know her whereabouts; thus, the petitioner has been threa tening to 

kill her with d ire c onsequenc es; the petitioner a lso c a lled  and  

threa tened  her senior Doc tor (PG) K.Sa tish not to help  her and  the 

petitioner is c ontinuously moving in the hostel p remises and  g iving  

warning to her and , therefore, she lodged  a  c omp la int aga inst the 

petitioner requesting  to p rotec t her. 

7. In the c harge sheet while na rra ting  the inc ident, the 

investiga ting  offic er has mentioned  tha t on 25.08.2014, a t about 

1700 hours, the petitioner wrongfully restra ined  the de fac to 
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c ompla inant while she was returning  to her hostel from King George 

hosp ita l a long with her friend , Vonuganti Lakshmi Sumana  and  

threa tened  to kill her if she d id  not c onsent to marry him and  the de 

fac to c omp la inant rejec ted  the petitioner following whic h he 

c aught hold  of her shoulders and  shook her violently and  further 

assaulted  her and  pulled  her c hud ida r and  c hunni with intent to 

d isrobe her and  d ishonor her and  when she tried  to ta lk on her c ell 

phone, he grabbed  the c ell phone and  threw it on ground  and  

taken away her ea rphones and  then the de fac to c omp la inant 

resc ued  herself and  went inside the hostel and  informed  the hostel 

sta ff. 

8. Learned  c ounsel for the petitioner p rojec ts the improvements 

tha t have been made firstly; Vonuganti Lakshmi Sumana who is 

c ited  as LW-2 was not ac c ompanying  her as per her version in the 

c omp la int; whereas in the c harge sheet it is shown by the polic e  

tha t she was a long with the de fac to c omp la inant when she was 

intervened  by the petitioner herein; sec ond ; the petitioner hold ing  

her shoulders and  shaking her vio lently is not spoken by her in the 

c omp la int; and  third ; pulling  the Chud ida r and  c hunni with intent to 

d isrobe the de fac to c omp la inant was not being spoken to by her 

in the c omp la int.   

9. Basing on these three c irc umstanc es, the lea rned  c ounsel for 

the petitioner would  request the Court to quash the p roc eed ings 

aga inst the petitioner whic h the lea rned  Pub lic  Prosec utor strong ly 

resisted . 
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10. At the outset, firstly, the c ompla int c annot be c onstrued  as an 

enc yc loped ia , even if c erta in things a re mentioned  over and  

above, then wha t was c onta ined  in the c omp la int, the same 

c annot ga in any p rominenc e as the c harge sheet c annot 

c onstrued  as substantive p iec e of evidenc e, when the basic  version 

c onta ined  in the c omp la int referred  to above, makes out p rima  

fac ie a llega tions supporting  the offenc es a lleged  aga inst the 

petitioner, c erta inly the p roc eed ings aga inst the petitioner c annot 

be quashed .  It is need less to observe tha t these aspec ts c an be 

c onfronted  to the witnesses when they stepped  into box to depose 

inc lud ing the investiga ting offic er as c ontempla ted  by the 

exp lana tion to Sec tion 162 of Cr.P.C. 

11. Therefore, it is not a  c ase where the p roc eed ings aga inst the 

petitioner in C.C.No.68 of 2015 c an be quashed  as of no abuse of 

p roc ess c an be c ulled  out nor c an it be sa id  tha t the materia l 

p lac ed  before the Court through the c harge sheet, c ompla int and  

161 Cr.P.C. sta tement, it c annot be sa id  tha t there is no a llega tion 

of worth name to support the offenc es a lleged  aga inst the 

petitioner.   

12. In the result, the petition is, therefore, d ismissed .  

  

 As a  sequel thereto, misc ellaneous app lic a tions, if any, 

pend ing in the petition, stand  c losed . 

 

__________________________ 

A. SHANKAR NARAYANA, J 

 

Date:01.02.2017 

Cc m 
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