
 HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE P. KESHAVA RAO 

                    CRIMINAL REVISION CASE No. 2335 of 2014 

ORDER:  

 

 The p resent c rimina l revision c ase is filed  c ha lleng ing the 

judgment da ted  15.07.2014 in Crl.A.No.168 of 2012 on the file of the 

Court of the V Add itiona l Distric t and  Sessions Judge (Fast Trac k 

Court), Ranga  Reddy Distric t, c onfirming the judgment passed  in 

C.C.No.120 of 2010 da ted  12.12.2011 on the file of the III 

Metropolitan Magistra te, Cyberabad  a t L.B. Nagar, Ranga  Reddy 

Distric t, ac quitting  the respondents 2 to 5 for the offenc es under 

Sec tions 406 and  420 IPC. 

 The fac ts of the c ase a re tha t the petitioner herein, lodged  a  

p riva te c omp la int aga inst the respondents 2 to 5 for the offenc es 

under Sec tions 406 and  420 IPC.  It is the c ase of the petitioner tha t 

he is the Managing Partner of Ka lyan Construc tions and  in-c harge 

of business.  In the c ourse of his business, the Company purc hased  

p roperty admeasuring  Ac .08.04 guntas in Sy.No.630 of Kapra  

village, Ranga  Reddy Distric t.  While the matters stood  thus,  

sec ond  respondent (A-1) filed  a  c omp la int under Sec tion 31 of A.P. 

(3-A) Tenanc y and  Agric ulture Ac t, 1950 sta ting  tha t the lands 

purc hased  by PW-1 was leased  to him and  others and  the vendors 

of PW-1 have forc ib ly oc c up ied  the lands.  The Manda l Revenue 

Offic er d ismissed  the petition filed  by the ac c used  and  six others 

vide orders da ted  04.07.2011 and  held  tha t PW-1’s vendors a re the 

owners and  therefore he ac quired  perfec t title.  Sec ond  respondent 

(A-1) sought review of the orders passed  by the Manda l Revenue 
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Offic er, Keesara  Manda l and  the same was d ismissed  on 10.04.2002.  

Further, sec ond  respondent (A-1) fab ric a ted  the orders of the 

Manda l Revenue Offic er and  when the fac t was b rought to the 

notic e of the Manda l Revenue Offic er, the Manda l Revenue Offic er 

gave a  c omp la int a t Kusha iguda  Polic e Sta tion and  a  c ase in Crime 

No.214 of 2002 for the offenc es under Sec tions 458 and  420 IPC was 

reg istered  and  the same was pend ing.  Therea fter, the ac c used  

approac hed  PW-1/ c omp la inant for settlement.  Though PW-1 is the 

absolute owner having right over the p roperty, gave Rs.5 lakhs to 

the ac c used  and  on tha t g round  the writ petition pend ing on the 

file of this Court was d ismissed  as not p ressed .  In sp ite of the same, 

the ac c used  having filed  an a ffidavit before this Court on oa th by 

suppressing the c onfirmation of title of the c omp la inant, filed  a  suit 

only to c hea t him and  deprive his leg itima te rights over the p roperty 

with fa lse a llega tions to grab  the p roperty.  Therefore, he filed  a  

c omp la int for the above sa id  offenc es.  The matter was referred  to 

the polic e c onc erned  under Sec tion 156(3) Cr.P.C.  The Court took 

the c ognizanc e of the above sa id  offenc es aga inst the ac c used  

and  numbered  the c ase as C.C.No.120 of 2010.  On appearanc e of 

the respondents 2 to 5/ ac c used , in c omp lianc e with Sec tion 207 

Cr.P.C., they were furnished  with the doc uments and  examined  

under Sec tion 239 Cr.P.C. and  c harges for the above sa id  offenc es 

were framed .  They p leaded  not guilty and  c la imed  to be tried .  The 

petitioner examined  PWs.1 to 5 and  marked  Exs:P-1 to P-6.  After 

c losure of c omp la inant’ s side evidenc e, the respondents 2 to 5 

were examined  under Sec tion 313 Cr.P.C. with referenc e to the 

inc rimina ting  evidenc e b rought on rec ord  aga inst them, for whic h 
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they denied  the same and  reported  no evidenc e.  After hearing , by 

judgment da ted  12.12.2011, the respondents 2 to 5 were found  not 

guilty and  ac c ord ing ly they were ac quitted .  Aggrieved  by the sa id  

judgment, an appea l was filed  in Crl.A.No.168 of 2012 on the file of 

the V Add itiona l Distric t and  Sessions Judge (Fast Trac k Court), a t 

Ranga  Reddy Distric t.  On hearing , the sa id  appea l was a lso 

d ismissed  by judgment da ted  15.07.2014.  Aggrieved  by the same, 

the p resent c rimina l revision c ase is filed .   

 From the perusa l of the materia l on rec ord , the only 

grievanc e of the petitioner for filing  the p resent c omp la int is tha t the 

respondents 2 to 5 demand ing add itiona l amount from him and  

a lso threa tening.  But, absolutely there is no evidenc e ava ilab le on 

rec ord  to show the same.  Tha t apart, from the further perusa l of the 

materia l, it is c lea r tha t the c ase is purely c ivil in na ture.  When the 

respondents 2 to 5 a re trying  to interfere with his peac eful 

possession, it is a lways open for the petitioner to file a  c ivil suit in an 

appropria te Court of law and  seek remed ies.  When the 

p rosec ution fa iled  to p rove the basic  ingred ients of the above sa id  

offenc es levelled  aga inst the respondents 2 to 5, it c annot suc c eed  

in c onvic ting  them.  In fac t, the lea rned  Magistra te and  the lower 

appella te Court have c a tegoric a lly held  a fter apprec ia ting  the 

evidenc e tha t the petitioner fa iled  to adduc e any evidenc e in 

p roving the offenc es aga inst the respondents for the offenc es with 

whic h they were c harged .  Mere demand ing of add itiona l amount 

and  threa tening the petitioner with d ire c onsequenc es, is not a  

ground  to lodge a  c omp la int for the offenc es under Sec tions 406 

and  420 IPC.  The basic  ingred ients of the above sa id  offenc es 
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entirely d ifferent when c ompared  to the a llega tions made in the 

c omp la int aga inst the respondents 2 to 5. 

 Be tha t as it may, the sc ope of revision filed  under Sec tions 

397 and  401 Cr.P.C. is very limited .  Unless and  until, the perversity or 

otherwise pa tent illega lity on the fac e of the rec ord  is estab lished , 

the petitioner c annot suc c eed  in the revision.  In the c ase on hand , 

the petitioner miserab ly fa iled  to make out any c ase as sta ted  

supra .  As suc h, this Court is of the op inion tha t there a re no merits in 

the revision and  is liab le to be d ismissed . 

 Ac c ord ing ly, the c rimina l revision c ase is d ismissed . 

 Misc ellaneous petitions, if any, pend ing  in this c rimina l revision 

c ase sha ll stand  d ismissed .  

__________________ 

P. KESHAVA RAO,J 

Date:10.09.2018 

c c m 
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  HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE P. KESHAVA RAO 
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