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ORDER:   

 This pet it ion is filed by the pet it ioner, who is A2, seeking 

to quash the proceedings in C.C.No.368 of 2012 on the file of the 

court  of I I  Addit ional Chief Met ropolitan Magist rate, City Crim inal 

Courts at  Hyderabad. The offences alleged are under Sect ions 

406, 420, 468, 471 r/ w 120(b)  I PC. 

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

Prosecutor appearing for the 1st respondent . None appears for 

the 2nd respondent  in spite of not ice. 

3. The allegat ions against  the pet it ioner are that  she being a 

Director, having connived with A1 and A3, who are also 

Directors, m isappropriated som e am ounts from  the Com pany 

when the de facto com plainant  was bed r idden due to the 

accident  he m et  in the year 2002. 

4. The counsel for the pet it ioner subm its that  the pet it ioner 

subm it ted resignat ion on 30.03.2012 and the altercat ion with 

regard to the said resignat ion is that  the signature of the  

de facto com plainant  in the capacity of the MD was forged.  

The counsel further subm its that  the incident , which lead to the 

filing of this com plaint , is dated 20.07.2006 and he further 

subm its that  by that  date the pet it ioner is no longer a Director in 

the com pany. 

5. But  a perusal of the com plaint  shows that  the allegat ions 

pertain to the period start ing from  the year 2002, which is the 



 2 

 

year in which the de facto com plainant  m et  with an accident , 

though no specific date of accident  is m ent ioned. The further 

allegat ion is that  on 20.07.2006 form  No.32 is filed stat ing that  

A3 was appointed as Board of Directors of the Com pany and he 

rem oved the com plainant  from  the board. Hence, unless a 

detailed enquiry is conducted, the t ruth of the m at ter would not  

com e out  and hence, this court  feels it  is not  safe to quash the 

proceedings at  this stage. 

6. With the above observat ions, the Crim inal Pet it ion is 

dism issed. However, considering the plea of the pet it ioner’s 

counsel that  the presence of the pet it ioner m ay be dispensed 

with, the Court  below is directed not  to insist  upon the presence 

of the pet it ioner unless it  is necessary for the proceedings of the 

case. I nter im  stay granted by this court  by order dated 

03.06.2013 in this pet it ion shall stand vacated.  

 

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

shall stand closed.   

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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