
THE HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE M. SATYANARAYANA MURTHY 

CRL.R.C.NO.3299 OF 2016 

 

ORDER: 

 
This c rimina l revision c ase is filed  under Sec tions 397 and  401 of 

Cr.P.C. c ha lleng ing the order, da ted  07.04.2016 in Crl.M.P.No.2144 of 2015 

passed  by the Metropolitan Sessions Judge, Hyderabad  d ismissing  the 

petition filed  for c ondona tion of delay of 224 days in p referring  the 

c rimina l revision. 

 

2. The petitioner filed  petition under Sec tion 5 of Limita tion Ac t for 

c ondona tion of delay of 224 days in p referring  the revision on d ifferent 

g rounds;  a t one stage, his c ontention was tha t he fell ill due to the 

ha rassment c aused  by the c ounsel for the ac c used  and  a t another stage, 

the revision petitioner c ontended  tha t due to tension and  harassment 

c aused  by the c ounsel for the ac c used , he misp lac ed  the entire file whic h 

was not trac eab le a t right time and  was unab le to file revision, thereby 

there is delay of 224 days in filing  the revision c ase. 

 

3. The tria l Court a fter c onsidering  the inc onsistent c ontentions ra ised  

by the petitioner, d isbelieved  the reason assigned  by the petitioner and  

d ismissed  the petition. 

 

4. As seen from the materia l on rec ord , the reason assigned  by the 

petitioner is tota lly inc onsistent to one another and  he made a llega tions 

aga inst the c ounsel for the ac c used  as they a lleged ly sub jec ted  him to 

ha rassment and  thereby he misp lac ed  the entire file and  thereby he 

c ould  not file the revision.  But, the reason assigned  by the petitioner is 

most a rtific ia l, imag ina ry and  based  on suc h c ontention of ha rassment of 

c ounsel, misp lac ing  of file by the petitioner is tota lly unbelievab le and  

improbab le to the na tura l c irc umstanc es.  Therefore, the Distric t Court 

rightly d isbelieved  the reason assigned  by the petitioner for c ondoning the 
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delay of 224 days in filing  the revision c ase.  Even before this Court a lso, 

nothing is p lac ed  to c ontend  tha t the c ause shown by the petitioner is 

suffic ient c ause whic h p revented  him from filing  the revision.  In suc h a  

c ase, this Court c annot interfere with the order passed  by the Sessions 

Court.  Henc e, the revision c ase is liab le to be d ismissed .  

 

5. In the result, the c rimina l revision c ase is d ismissed . Misc ellaneous 

petitions, if any, pend ing in this c ase sha ll stand  c losed . 

 

______________________________ 

M.SATYANARAYANA MURTHY,J 

DATE:03-08-2017 

c c m 
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