
SMT JUSTI CE T. RAJANI  
 

CRI MI NAL PETI TI ON No .7 8  o f  2 0 1 7  

ORDER:  

 This pet it ion is filed seeking for quash of proceedings 

against  the pet it ioners, who are respondent  Nos.1 to 5 in 

D.V.C.No.16 of 2016 on the file of Judicial Magist rate of First  

Class, Jaggayyapet , Krishna Dist r ict .  

 

2. Heard the learned counsel for the pet it ioners and learned 

Public Prosecutor for first  respondent .  None appears for the 

respondents 2 & 3, in spite of not ice.   

 

3. A perusal of the com plaint  discloses several allegat ions 

m ade with regard to the pet it ioners’ harassing the respondents 2 

& 3 herein, but  the proceedings being under the Protect ion of 

Wom en from  Dom est ic Violence Act , 2005, quash pet it ion is not  

m aintainable unless there is no dom est ic relat ionship between 

the pet it ioners and the respondents 2 and 3.   I n support  of the 

above view, judgm ent  of this Court  can be referred to in 

GI DUTHURI  KESARI  KUMAR v . STATE OF TELANGANA 1 .     The 

learned counsel for the pet it ioners subm its that  pet it ioner No.3 is 

the sister;  pet it ioner No.4 is brother- in- law;  and pet it ioner No.5 

is uncle of the first  pet it ioner and that  they do not  share any 

dom est ic relat ionship with the respondents 2 and 3 and that  

they are not  residents of the sam e house.    

 

4. A perusal of the com plaint  also does not  anywhere spell 

that  the pet it ioner Nos.3 to 5 are residing or have resided in the 

sam e house at  any point  of t im e.    I n the above circum stances, 

                                                 
1
 (2015)  SCC ONLI NE HYD 17 



 2 

 

the Crim inal Pet it ion is allowed to the extent  of pet it ioner Nos.3 

to 5 are concerned and the further proceedings against  them  in 

D.V.C.No.16 of 2016 are quashed.   But  so far as pet it ioners 1 

and 2 are concerned, they have dom est ic relat ionship with the 

respondents 2 and 3 and hence, the proceedings, so far as 

pet it ioner Nos.1 and 2 are concerned, are perm it ted to go on 

and the pet it ion to that  extent  is dism issed.   However, the 

request  of the counsel for the pet it ioners, with regard to second 

pet it ioner to dispense with her presence, is found to be 

reasonable.  Hence, the Court  below is directed not  to insist  

upon the presence of the second pet it ioner unless her presence 

is required for the proceedings.       

 

5. The Crim inal Pet it ion is accordingly disposed of.  

  

 As a sequel, the m iscellaneous applicat ions, if any pending, 

shall stand closed.  

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

T. RAJANI , J 

January 03, 2018 

Tsr  


