
THE HON’ BLE SRI JUSTICE M. SATYANARAYANA MURTHY 

 
CRIMINAL PETITION No.11849 OF 2016 

 
ORDER: 

  This Criminal Pet it ion is f iled under Sect ion 482 Cr.P.C. to 

quash the proceedings in C.C.No.390 of 2015 pending on the f ile of 

XXV Special Magist rate Court , Erramanzil,  Hyderabad, for the 

offence punishable under Sect ion 138 of the Negot iable 

Inst ruments Act , 1881(for short  ‘ the Act ’ ).  

2.  The 2nd respondent  f iled a complaint  against  the pet it ioner 

and two others for the offence punishable under Sect ion 138 of the 

Act , alleging that  A1 is a company represented by A2 and A3, who 

are Directors and obtained loan of  Rs.10,00,000/ - on 12.01.2012 

and the same was paid by way of cheque bearing No.614954 drawn 

on Indian Bank, Chilakaluripeta Branch and credited the same to 

the account  of A1-company through RTGS. Later, A-1 company paid 

an amount  of Rs.1,20,000/ - on 19.12.2012 towards part  payment  of 

interest  and failed to pay interest  and principal,  but  issued a 

cheque bearing No.917145 dated 14.12.2014 for Rs.10,00,000/ - 

drawn on Andhra Bank, Apollo Hospital Branch, Jubilee Hills, 

Hyderabad, towards part  payment  of the hand loan. But , on its 

presentat ion for collect ion, the same was returned by the Andhra 

Bank with an endorsement  “ insuff icient  funds”  and issued a memo 

dated 30.12.2014. Thereafter, a not ice in compliance of Sect ion 

138 of the Act , was issued to the accused calling upon them to pay 

the amount  covered by the cheque within 15 days from the date of 
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receipt  of not ice but  they did not  comply the legit imate demand 

and failed to pay the amount  covered by the cheque. Hence, f iled 

complaint . 

3.  The present  pet it ion is f iled mainly on the ground that  the 

pet it ioner/ A3 is not  drawer of the cheque, though he executed a 

document  and there exists no grounds to proceed against  him for 

the offence punishable under Sect ion 138 of the Act . It  is also 

contended that  the 2nd respondent / complainant  f iled a suit  for 

recovery of amount , which is pending before the competent  Court , 

against  pet it ioner and two others. The pet it ioner is only a 

guarantor as per the allegat ions made in the complaint  and when 

he is accepted to be a guarantor for payment  of the debt  due by 

A1 and A2 he never issued any cheque, thereby, he cannot  be 

proceeded in a t rial for the offence punishable under Sect ion 138 

of the Act  and prayed to quash the proceedings. 

4.  During hearing the learned counsel for the pet it ioner would 

contend that  the pet it ioner/ A3 never issued any cheque in favour 

of the 2nd respondent  and it  was issued by A2-Dr.Kasi Reddy Krishna 

Swaroop Reddy on behalf of A1-M/ s.Vitae Health Care Pvt . Ltd., 

represented by its Director Dr.Kasi Reddy Krishna Swaroop Reddy. 

Therefore, the pet it ioner, who has not  signed on the cheque, is not  

liable for punishment  for the offence punishable under Sect ion 138 

of the Act  and prayed to quash the proceedings. He also drawn the 

at tent ion of this Court  to the plaint  in O.S.No.93 of 2015 pending 

on the f ile of the II Senior Civil Judge, City Civil Court , Hyderabad, 
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for recovery of Rs.14,99,330/ -, where the pet it ioner herein is 

described as Directors of a company and on behalf  of company 

they ut il ized the amount  for the business. When the suit  is 

pending, the pet it ioner cannot  be proceeded in a t rial in criminal 

proceedings for the offence punishable under Sect ion 138 of the 

Act . In the legal not ice dated 05.01.2015, it  is averred that  both A2 

and A3, being the Directors of A1, received amount  and commit ted 

default  in repayment  and thereby the pet it ioner, being a 

guarantor, is not  liable to be proceeded, and prayed to quash the 

proceedings. 

5.  The learned counsel for the pet it ioner has drawn the 

at tent ion of this Court  to several j udgments of the Apex Court  

reported in Pooj a Ravinder Devidasani v. State of Maharasht ra 

(Criminal Appeal Nos.2604-2610 of 2014 decided on 

17.12.2014),  I.C.D.S.Ltd. v. Beena Shabeer1,  Smt .Supreet  Kaur 

v. Model Cooperat ive Urban Bank Ltd2,  Nusun Genet ic Research 

Ltd. v. the State of Telangana3,  in support  of his content ion. 

6.  Whereas, Sri G.Dhananj ai, learned counsel for the  

2nd respondent , would contend that  the pet it ioner is also one of 

the borrower being a Director of A1-company and signed on the 

promissory note as a co-borrower represent ing A1 and therefore he 

cannot  be termed as a guarantor as per the promissory note dated 

12.01.2012 for Rs.10,00,000/ -. When a cheque was issued on 

                                                 
1 2002 (6) SCC 426 
2 2011 CriLJ 762 
3 CDJ 2016 APHC 077 
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behalf of company by its one of the Directors, the pet it ioner is also 

liable for the offence punishable under Sect ion 138 of the Act , 

being one of the Directors, who is part icipated in day to day affairs 

of the company. Therefore, the pet it ioner was never acted as 

guarantor but  a co-borrower. The allegat ion made in para-4 of the 

complaint  does not  disclose that  the pet it ioner was a guarantor not  

as a borrower. On the other hand, it  averred that  A2 and A3 

individually and also executed a guarantee agreement  agreeing to 

repay the amount  in case A1 commits default  in repayment  of the 

amount . Therefore, he cannot  escape from liabilit y to pay the debt  

and there exists suff icient  grounds to proceed against  the 

pet it ioner for the offence punishable under Sect ion 138 of the Act  

and drawn the at tent ion of this Court  to several j udgments 

reported in Rallis India Limited v. Poduru Vidya Bhushan4,  Anil 

Hada v. Indian Acrylic Ltd.5 and Standard Chartered Bank v. 

State of Maharasht ra6.  On the st rength of the law declared by the 

Court  in the above j udgments, he prayed to dismiss the pet it ion, 

while contending that  whether pet it ioner/ A3 is a Director of A1 is 

a disputed quest ion of fact , which cannot  be decided while 

exercising inherent  power under Sect ion 482 Cr.P.C.   

 

 

                                                 
4 (2011) 13 SCC 88 
5 2000(1) SCC 1 
6 AIR 2016 SC 1750 
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7.  In view of specif ic content ions of both part ies, the point  that  

arises for considerat ion is: 

“ Whether there exists any grounds to proceed against  the 

pet it ioner/ A3 in C.C.No.390 of 2015 pending on the f ile of 

XXV Special Magist rate Court , Erramanzil,  Hyderabad, for 

the offence punishable under Sect ion 138 of the Act? If  not , 

whether the proceedings in C.C.No.390 of  2015 against  the 

pet it ioner are liable to be quashed?”  

 

8.   Undisputedly, the 2nd respondent  f iled C.C.No.390 of  2015 

against  the pet it ioner arraying him as A3 and two others i.e., 

M/ s.Vitae Health Care Pvt . Ltd., represented by its Director Dr.Kasi 

Reddy Krishna Swaroop Reddy and Dr.Kasi Reddy Krishna Swaroop 

Reddy in another capacity for the offence punishable under Sect ion 

138 of the Act . The limited quest ion to be decided before this 

Court  is that  the pet it ioner was not  the person issued the cheque 

towards discharge of debt  due, since the cheque was not  signed by 

him. The basis for claiming relief in C.C.No.390 of  2015 is that  

M/ s.Kalpatharuvu Finances lend an amount  of Rs.10,00,000/ - on 

12.01.2012 and executed promissory note on the even date by  

M/ s.Vitae Health Care Pvt . Ltd., represented by its Director Dr.Kasi 

Reddy Krishna Swaroop Reddy and Dr.Kasi Reddy Krishna Swaroop 

Reddy, Dr.Karet i Mahendranath Reddy, who is a third borrower on 

behalf  of A1, Dr.Kasi Reddy Krishna Swaroop Reddy alone signed 

but  A2 and A3 signed on the promissory note in the individual 

capacity also. They also executed a guarantee agreement  for due 

payment  of debt  in the individual capacity by Dr.Kasi Reddy 
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Krishna Swaroop Reddy and Dr.Karet i Mahendranath Reddy, the 

pet it ioner/ A3 in favour of M/ s.Kalpatharuvu Finances in favour of 

the complainant / 2nd respondent  herein. The terms of agreement  of 

guarantee dated 12.01.2012 are clear that  M/ s.Vitae Health Care 

Pvt . Ltd., represented by its Director Dr.Kasi Reddy Krishna 

Swaroop Reddy borrowed Rs.10,00,000/ - and the pet it ioner and 

others undertake to discharge the debt  due to the 2nd  respondent  

in the event  of A1 failed to discharge the debt  due. Thus, the 

pet it ioner executed a promissory note and also an agreement  of 

guarantee. At  this stage, it  is relevant  to refer to the allegat ions 

made in the complaint  for limited purpose to f ind out  whether the 

pet it ioner is the Director of the company. In para-3 of the 

complaint  it  is averred that  A2 and A3 being the Directors of A1 

company borrowed Rs.10,00,000/ -  on 12.01.2012 as hand loan and 

later they executed a promissory note and acknowledged receipt  of 

amount  and agreement  of guarantee to repay the debt  by A2 and 

A3 in their individual capacity. The cheque was issued by A1 for 

Rs.10,00,000/ - on 14.12.2014 but  it  was signed by A2 on behalf of 

A1 being the Director. In a not ice dated 05.01.2015, it  is 

specif ically averred that  A2 and A3 being the Directors of A1 

borrowed Rs.10,00,000/ -  for the business purpose while agreeing 

to repay the same together with interest  at  18% p.a. and executed  

promissory note on 12.01.2012 for Rs.10,00,000/ - and issued a 

receipt  acknowledging receipt  of the amount . Thus, the pet it ioner, 

along with A2 being Director of A1, borrowed amount  and executed 
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promissory note in the capacity of one of the Directors of the 

company. Merely because the cheque was signed by A2 on behalf 

of A1, the pet it ioner cannot  avoid his criminal liabilit y since he is 

one of the Directors of the company-A1. But  under Sect ion 141 of 

the Act , the main requirement  is that  unless the other Director is 

part icipat ing in day to day affairs of the company, he cannot  be 

made liable for the offence punishable under Sect ion 138 of the 

Act . In the ent ire complaint , there was no allegat ion that  the 

pet it ioner is direct ly part icipat ing in the day to day affairs of the 

company, in view of the requirement  under Sect ion 141 of the Act  

and in such a case, he cannot  be made liable for prosecut ion for 

the offence punishable under Sect ion 138 of the Act . The learned 

counsel for the pet it ioner placed reliance on the j udgment  of the 

Apex Court  in Pooj a Ravinder Devidasani (referred supra),  where 

the Supreme Court  while deciding liabilit y of the accused, 

Directors of the Company other than Managing Director held that  

when the Director being a non-execut ive Director was no doubt  

custodian of governance of company but  not  involved in day to day 

affairs of running its business and only monitored execut ive 

act ivity. To make a non-execut ive Director liable for the offence 

commit ted by the company under Sect ion 141 of the Act , there 

must  have been specif ic averments against  such non-execut ive 

Director showing as to how and in what  manner such Director was 

responsible for conduct  of business of company. In the absence of 

such allegat ion and proof of the same, such  
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non-execut ive Director cannot  be proceeded for the offence 

punishable under Sect ion 138 of the Act  and the High Court  by 

exercising its j urisdict ion can quash proceedings against   

non-execut ive Director, when there is no averment  in the 

complaint  that  the non-execut ive Director is involved in day to day 

affairs of the company i.e., A1 herein, the Apex Court  after 

analyzing Law declared in various j udgments earlier came to such 

conclusion that  unless there is an allegat ion to the effect  that  the 

non-execut ive Director is part icipat ing or involved in day to day 

affairs of the company, he cannot  be made liable.  

9.  In I.C.D.S.Ltd. (referred supra), a similar quest ion came up 

before this Court  and discussed about  liabilit y of guarantor and 

held that  guarantor is not  liable. In the present  case, the 

pet it ioner was not  only the guarantor but  he is also Director of the 

company and co-borrower being the Director of A1 Company. 

Therefore, the above j udgment  has no direct  relevance to the 

issue involved in this mat ter. 

10.  In Smt.Supreet  Kaur(referred supra), this Court  held that  to 

at t ract  an offence punishable under Sect ion 138 of the Act  not  only 

on the basis of liabilit y to pay some of amount  but  also coupled 

with the fact  that  inst rument  is issued by the person concerned. In 

the facts of the above j udgment , the pet it ioner was not  signatory 

on the cheque but  arrayed as an accused, when he is not  a person 

issued cheque, he cannot  be made liable for the said acts. 
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11.  In Nusun Genet ic Research Ltd.  (referred supra), this Court  

discussed about  the liabilit y of the Directors of the company, who 

is the principal borrower and held that  only on vague allegat ion 

that  two Directors A3 and A4 of A1-ent ity are also responsible for 

day to day affairs and they got  knowledge about  lending and giving 

of cheques by A1-ent ity signed by A2, they cannot  be made liable 

for the offence on the basis of vague allegat ions, in the absence of 

factual foundat ion with specif ic plea of prosecut ion against  

Directors, the proceedings shall not  be sustained by virtue of legal 

f ict ion and statutory liabilit y under Sect ion 141 of the Act  and 

thereby quashed the proceedings against  it s Directors, who are not  

responsible for day to day affairs of the company under Sect ion 141 

of the Act .  

12.  In view of the law referred to above, when the company is 

represented by its Managing Director, the other Directors, who are 

not  part icipat ing or involving in the day to day affairs of the 

company are not  liable to be proceeded for the offence punishable 

under Sect ion 138 of the Act . In the present  case, admit tedly, the 

company is represented by A2 but  pet it ioner/ A3 herein is only one 

of the Directors, the complaint  is bereft  of allegat ion much less 

specif ic allegat ion that  the pet it ioner/ A3 is involved or 

part icipated in day to day affairs of the company. In the absence 

of such factual foundat ion in the not ice dated 05.01.2015 and in 

the complaint  specif ically, he cannot  be proceeded for the offence 

punishable under Sect ion 138 of the Act . 



  

 

 

- 10 – 
MSM,J 

Crl.P.No.11849 of 2016 

 

 

13.  Sri G.Dhananj ai,  learned counsel for the 2nd respondent  

while contending that  even in the absence of any specif ic 

allegat ions regarding part icipat ion of the pet it ioner/ A3 herein, the 

complaint  is maintainable and he cannot  be exonerated by the 

Court  for the offence punishable under Sect ion 138 of the Act  and 

placed reliance on Anil Hada (referred supra). But  this j udgment  is 

over-ruled by the Apex Court  in 2012 in Aneeta Hada.  Therefore, 

the principle laid down in Anil Hada is no more good law in view of 

law declared in Aneeta Hada v. M/s.Godfather Travels & Tours 

Pvt . Ltd.7.  Consequent ly on the st rength of the principle laid down 

therein, the pet it ioner cannot  be proceeded for the above offence. 

14.  In Rallis India Limited (referred supra), the Apex Court  

specif ically held that  in criminal complaints, suff icient  averments 

have been made against  the respondents that  they are the partners 

of the f irm at  relevant  point  of t ime and were looking after day to 

day affairs of partnership. This averment  has been specif ically 

ment ioned in the complaint  even though denied by the 

respondents. But  the burden of proof at  the relevant  point  of t ime 

they were not  partners lies specif ically on them. Thus, the part ies 

can discharge onus of proof by leading evidence. Unless it  is proved 

in accordance with law, they cannot  be discharged from their 

liabilit y. But  such quest ion cannot  be decided at  this stage of 

quashing the proceedings exercising power under Sect ion 482 

Cr.P.C. since it  is a disputed quest ion of fact . 

                                                 
7 2012 (5) SCC 661 
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15.  In Standard Chartered Bank (referred supra), the Apex 

Court  discussed about  the vicarious liabilit y of the Directors of 

company, who arrayed as accused along with whole-t ime Director 

and Execut ive Director, who were authorized signatories of 

cheque. When there is an assert ion in complaint  that  both the 

directors were in charge of day to day affairs of company and all of  

them had with act ive connivance, mischievously and intent ionally 

issued cheque, the complaint  cannot  be quashed. Even in the 

j udgment  referred above, there was a specif ic averment  that  the 

Directors are effect ively part icipat ing in the day to day affairs of 

the company and authorized signatories on the cheque. Here, the 

authorized signatory was only A2-Dr.Kasi Reddy Krishna Swaroop 

Reddy and thereby in the absence of  any specif ic averments in the 

complaint  that  A3 also part icipat ing in day to day affairs of the 

company cannot  be made liable and permit ted to proceed against  

him for the offence punishable under Sect ion 138 of the Act , since 

it  amounts to an abuse of process of the Court . 

16.  As discussed above, the complaint  is bereft  of  a specif ic 

allegat ion that  the pet it ioner was effect ively part icipat ing in the 

day to day affairs of the company and the cheque was issued by 

authorized signatory A2 represent ing A1-company and the not ice is 

also silent  about  the effect ive part icipat ion of the pet it ioner in the 

day to day affairs of the company. In those circumstances, 

pet it ioner/ A3 being a non-part icipant  Director of A1 in its day to 

day affairs cannot  be proceeded, thereby, I f ind existence of no 
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grounds to proceed against  the pet it ioner and f il ing said complaint  

against  pet it ioner/ A3 is an abuse of process of the Court . 

Consequent ly, the proceedings against  the pet it ioner in C.C.No.390 

of 2015 are liable to be quashed. As, such inherent  power can be 

exercised by this Court  to give effect  and to prevent  abuse of 

process of law and to meet  the ends of j ust ice. 

17.   In State of Haryana v. Bhaj an Lal8,  the Apex Court  laid 

down certain guidelines to exercise such inherent  power.  

 
“ (1) Where the allegat ions made in the f irst  informat ion report  
or the complaint , even if  they are taken at  their face value and 
accepted in their ent irety do not  prima facie const itute any 
offence or make out  a case against  the accused. 
(2) Where the allegat ions in the f irst  informat ion report  and 
other materials, if  any, accompanying the FIR do not  disclose a 
cognizable offence, j ust ifying an invest igat ion by police of f icers 
under Sect ion 156(1) of the Code except  under an order of a 
Magist rate within the purview of Sect ion 155(2) of the Code. 
(3) Where the allegat ions 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 allegat ions in the FIR do not  const itute a 
cognizable offence but  const itute only a non- cognizable 
offence, no invest igat ion is permit ted by a police off icer without  
an order of a Magist rate as contemplated under Sect ion 155(2) of 
the Code. 
(5) Where the allegat ions made in the FIR or complaint  are so 
absurd and inherent ly improbable on the basis of which no 
prudent  person can ever reach a j ust  conclusion that  there is 
suff icient  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 concerned Act  (under which a 
criminal proceeding is inst ituted) to the inst itut ion and 
cont inuance of the proceedings and/ or where there is a specif ic 
provision in the Code or the concerned Act , providing eff icacious 
redress for the grievance of the aggrieved party. 
(7) Where a criminal proceeding is manifest ly at tended with 
mala f ide and/ or where the proceeding is maliciously inst ituted 
with an ulterior mot ive for wreaking vengeance on the accused 
and with a view to spite him due to private and personal 
grudge.”  
 

                                                 
8 1992 Suppl.(1) SCC 335=(AIR 1992 SC 604) 
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18.  In  R.P.Kapoor v. State of Punj ab9,  it  was held as follows: 

“ (i) Where inst itut ion/ cont inuance of criminal proceedings 
against  an accused may amount  to the abuse of the process of  
the court  or that  the quashing of  the impugned proceedings 
would secure the ends of j ust ice; 
(ii) where it  manifest ly appears that  there is a legal bar against  
the inst itut ion or cont inuance of the said proceeding, e.g. want  
of sanct ion; 
(iii) where the allegat ions in the First  Informat ion Report  or the 
complaint  taken at  their face value and accepted in their 
ent irety, do not  const itute the offence alleged; and 
(iv) where the allegat ions const itute an offence alleged but  
there is either no legal evidence adduced or evidence adduced 
clearly or manifest ly fails to prove the charge.”  
 

 

19.  In State of Karnataka v. L. Muniswamy10,  the Apex Court  

held as follows: 

“ In the exercise of this wholesome power, the High Court  is 
ent it led to quash a proceeding if  it  comes to the conclusion that  
allowing the proceeding to cont inue would be an abuse of the 
process of the Court  or that  the ends of j ust ice require that  the 
proceeding ought  to be quashed. The saving of the High Court 's 
inherent  powers, both in civil and criminal mat ters is designed to 
achieve a salutary public purpose which is that  a court  
proceeding ought  not  to be permit ted to degenerate into a 
weapon of harassment  or persecut ion. In a criminal case, the 
veiled obj ect  behind a lame prosecut ion, the very nature of the 
material on which the st ructure of the prosecut ion rests and the 
like would j ust ify the High Court  in quashing the proceeding in 
the interest  of j ust ice. The ends of j ust ice are higher than the 
ends of mere law though j ust ice has got  to be administered 
according to laws made by the legislature. The compelling 
necessity for making these observat ions is that  without  a proper 
realisat ion of the obj ect  and purpose of  the provision which 
seeks to save the inherent  powers of the High Court  to do j ust ice 
between the State and its subj ects it  would be impossible to 
appreciate the width and contours of that  salient  j urisdict ion.”  
 
 

20.  In view of guideline No.1 in Bhaj an Lal (supra) guideline 

No.III in R.P.Kapoor  (supra), the Court  can exercise its inherent  

power under Sect ion 482 Cr.P.C. where the allegat ions made in the 

First  Informat ion Report  or the complaint , even if  they are taken 

                                                 
9 (AIR 1960 866) 
10

 1977 Cri.LJ 1125: (AIR 1977 SC 1489) 
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at  their face value and accepted in their ent irety do not  prima 

facie const itute any offence or make out  a case against  the 

accused. In view of guideline No.1 in R.P.Kapoor  (supra), and 

guideline No.7 in Bhaj anlal (supra), where inst itut ion/ cont inuance 

of criminal proceedings against  an accused may amount  to an 

abuse of process of the court  or that  the quashing of the impugned 

proceedings would secure the ends of j ust ice, the Court  can 

exercise its inherent  j urisdict ion and quash proceedings. Similarly, 

in L.Muniswamy (supra),  the Apex Court  held that  though the High 

Court  has inherent  power and its scope is very wide, it  is a rule of 

pract ice that  it  will only be exercised in except ional cases. Sect ion 

482 is a sort  of reminder to the High Courts that  they are not  

merely courts of law, but  also courts of j ust ice and possess 

inherent  powers to remove inj ust ice. The inherent  power of the 

High Court  is an inalienable at t ribute of the posit ion it  holds with 

respect  to the courts subordinate to it .  These powers are part ly 

administ rat ive and part ly j udicial.  They are necessarily j udicial 

when they are exercisable with respect  to a j udicial order and for 

securing the ends of j ust ice. The j urisdict ion under Sect ion 482 is 

discret ionary, therefore the High Court  may refuse to exercise the 

discret ion if  a party has not  approached it  with clean hands, as 

held in Padala Venkata Rama Reddy @ Ramu v. Kovvuri 

Satyanarayana Reddy (Criminal Appeal No. 1499 of 2011 dated 

29.07.2011 (arising out  of S.L.P. (CRL.) No.929 of 2011). In view 

of the law declared by the Apex Court , inherent  powers can be 
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exercised to prevent  the abuse of process of the Court , where the 

Court  f inds that  ends of j ust ice would be met  and to prevent  abuse 

process of the Court  as discussed in the earlier paras. In the 

present  case, the 2nd respondent  herein f iled O.S.No.93 of 2015 

against  the pet it ioner/ A3 and cont inuat ion of proceedings in the 

criminal case for the offence punishable under Sect ion 138 of the 

Act  without  making any averment  about  his effect ive involvement  

or part icipat ion in day to day affairs of the company/ A1 is an 

abuse of process of the Court  and to meet  the ends of j ust ice, the 

proceedings are liable to be quashed.  

21.  Hence, I f ind that  it  is a f it  case for quashment  of the 

proceedings against  the pet it ioner/ A3 in C.C.No.390 of 2015 on the 

f ile of XXV Special Magist rate Court , Erramanzil,  Hyderabad, for 

the offence punishable under Sect ion 138 of the Act . 

22.  In the result ,  the Criminal Pet it ion is allowed and the 

proceedings in C.C.No.390 of 2015 on the f ile of XXV Special 

Magist rate Court , Erramanzil,  Hyderabad, are quashed against  the 

pet it ioner/ A3. 

 

_____________________________ 
M. SATYANARAYANA MURTHY, J    

 
Date:19.01.2017 
pab  

      


