
SMT JUSTI CE T. RAJANI  

CRI MI NAL PETI TI ON No .9 1 5 1  o f  2 0 1 1  

 

ORDER:  

 
  

This cr im inal pet it ion is filed, seeking for quash of the order in 

CRLMP.No.4296 of 2011 in CC.No.334 of 2010 dated 11.08.2011 on 

the file of the XVI  Addit ional Judge cum  XX Addit ional Met ropolitan 

Magist rate, City Crim inal Courts, Nam pally.  

 

2. Heard the counsel for the pet it ioner and the learned Public 

Prosecutor, appearing for the sixth respondent . None appears for   

R1 to R5 in spite of not ice.  

 

3. The counsel for the pet it ioner subm its that  the im pugned order 

of the Court  below, in dism issing the pet it ion filed by the pet it ioner, 

seeking to call for certain docum ents from  the bank, is illegal.   

 

4. The facts, as reflected in the com plaint , are that  A1 is the 

partnership firm  and A2 to A5 are partners in the said firm .  

The com plainant  entered into a developm ent  agreem ent  with  

M/ s. Ch. Narsi Reddy and P. Venkat  Reddy and const ructed flats.  

A2 approached the com plainant  and her power of at torney holder,  

Sri N. Ram a Koteswara Rao, for purchase of six flats in the said 

com plex. The com plainant , as the power of at torney holder of the 

pet it ioner herein, was also present  during the deliberat ions. Ult im ately, 

A2 agreed to purchase the flats at  the sem i- finished stage and agreed 

to pay Rs.72 lakhs for all the six flats within six m onths from  the 

com m encem ent  of the regist rat ion of the flats. A2 requested the 

com plainant  to get  the flats registered in the nam es of the nom inees 
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of A1. Thus, the com plainant  and the owner of the land registered six 

unfinished flats in the nam es of A2, A4 and A5 on 30.08.2004 and in 

the nam e of M/ s. P. Satyanarayana, B. Shiva Shankar and  

B. Venkateswarlu on 08.10.2004 and later cheques were issued by A1 

firm .     

 

5. The counsel for the pet it ioner subm its that  the in order to prove 

the nexus between A1 and other accused, it  is necessary to sum m on 

the bank statem ent  pertaining to A1 firm , to show that  the am ount  of 

loan, which was sanct ioned in favour of A1, was t ransferred to the 

accounts of the other accused and to prove the nexus between A1 and 

the t ransact ions. 

 

6. This Court  finds som e force in the content ion of the counsel for 

the pet it ioner, as the cheques were issued by A1 and sale deeds were 

executed in the nam es of the other accused. Hence, unless the nexus 

between the accused is brought  forth, the pet it ioner would not  be able 

to prove his case with regard to the liabilit y of A1, which issued the 

cheques. Hence, in view of the above, the order of the Court  below is 

set  aside. 

 

I n the light  of the above, the cr im inal pet it ion is allowed.  

As a sequel, the m iscellaneous pet it ions, if any pending, shall stand 

closed. 

__________ 

T. RAJANI , J 
September 7, 2018 

DSK  


