
 

SMT JUSTI CE T. RAJANI  

 

CRI MI NAL PETI TI ON No .3 5 3 6  o f  2 0 1 3  

 

ORDER:  

 

 This pet it ion is filed, by the pet it ioners, who are the 

respondents in the DVC, seeking for quash of the proceedings in 

DVC No.32 of 2013 on the file of the court  of I I I  Met ropolitan 

Magist rate, Traffic Mobile Court , Hyderabad.  

 

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

Prosecutor appearing for the 1st respondent  as well as the 

counsel appearing for the 2nd respondent . 

 

3. The counsel for the pet it ioners subm its that  pet it ioners are 

no way concerned with the affairs of the fam ily of the  

2nd respondent  and her husband A1.  With regard to the  

1st pet it ioner, who is the sister in law of the 2nd respondent ,  

the counsel subm its that  she is residing separately and she was 

m arr ied long back.  I n proof of her m arr iage, the counsel files a 

m arr iage card of the 1st pet it ioner, which was perform ed on 

01.05.1987.  He also subm its the copy of the elect r icity bill 

which shows that  1st pet it ioner has been residing separately and 

also the cert ificate of regist rat ion pertaining to a vehicle showing 

her residence elsewhere.  The counsel also subm its that  the 

pet it ion was dism issed against  the 3 rd respondent  in the DVC, 

considering that  she was residing in US. 
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4. The counsel for the 2nd respondent  subm its that  her sister-

in- law was divorced and that  she is residing along with her 

m other i.e., the m other- in- law and the husband of the  

2nd respondent .  But  the voters’ list  which he files does not  show 

the date on which it  was prepared.  Hence, the content ion of the 

counsel for the pet it ioners that  the voters’ list  cannot  be taken 

as a proof of residence of the 1st pet it ioner since it  m ight  have 

been prepared at  the age of 18 of the 1st pet it ioner, gets 

support . 

 

5. Hence, in view of the above, this court  opines that  the 

proceedings insofar as 1st pet it ioner are concerned, are liable to 

be quashed.  

 

6. But  the pet it ioners’ counsel does not  deny the fact  that  the 

2nd pet it ioner resided along with the 2nd respondent  and her 

husband.  Hence, the 2nd pet it ioner would be a person,  

who can be categorised as having dom est ic relat ionship with the 

2nd respondent . 

 

7. I n view of the above, this court  opines that  it  is not  safe to 

quash the proceedings against  the 2nd pet it ioner.  However,  

the plea of the pet it ioners’ counsel that  the presence of the 2nd 

pet it ioner m ay be dispensed with as she being an old aged 

wom an,  can be considered and the Court  below is directed not  

to insist  upon the presence of the 2nd pet it ioner unless it  is 

necessary for the proceedings of the case. 
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8. With the above observat ions, the Crim inal Pet it ion is part ly 

allowed and the proceedings against  the 1st pet it ioner in DVC 

No.32 of 2013 on the file of the court  of I I I  Met ropolitan 

Magist rate, Traffic Mobile Court , Hyderabad, are hereby 

quashed.  The Crim inal Pet it ion is dism issed as against  the  

2nd pet it ioner.  

 

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

shall stand closed.  

 

 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

T. RAJANI , J 

Septem ber 4, 2018 

LMV 

]  

 


