
SMT JUSTI CE T. RAJANI  

CRI MI NAL PETI TI ON No .2 1 5 9  o f  2 0 1 3  

 

ORDER:  

 
  

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

proceedings in Cr.No.967 of 2012, against  the pet it ioner, on the file of 

the Stat ion House Officer, Panjagut ta Police Stat ion, Hyderabad.  

The offences alleged are under Sect ions 465 and 420 of the I ndian 

Penal Code.  

 

2. Heard the counsel for the pet it ioner, the counsel for the first  

respondent  and the learned Public Prosecutor, appearing for the 

second respondent .  

 

3. The com plaint  is filed by the first  respondent  against   

M/ s. Andhra Bank stat ing that  he is Managing Partner of one Srust i 

I nfotech, which is the absolute owner of the prem ises known as Cyber 

Gateway at  Madhapur, Hitech City, Hyderabad. The firm  purchased the 

aforesaid property from  M/ s. L&T I nfocity Lim ited under a registered 

sale deed dated 19.03.2005. The Andhra Bank, Banjara Hills Branch 

sanct ioned advanced against  future rent  receivables on 28.03.2005. 

Later, the bank rescheduled the loan account  and after that  the 

officials m ade them  to execute one undertaking related to the 

aforesaid rescheduled docum ent  without  date. On 01.09.2012,  

the bank also dispatched one m ore docum ent  dated 31.03.2009.  

On verificat ion of the copies of the docum ents filed by the bank the 

com plainant  found the aforesaid undertaking at  Page No.59, which 

clearly exhibits that  the bank officials without  their  knowledge and 
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consent  m anipulated the docum ent  by insert ing the hand writ ten date 

as 05.12.2005. Hence, necessary act ion was sought  for.    

 

4. The counsel for the pet it ioner subm it ted lengthy argum ents 

regarding the m erits of the case and that  the pet it ioner is not  

responsible for any of the allegat ions m ade in the com plaint .  

 

5. The counsel for the respondent  draws at tent ion of this Court  to 

colum n No.7 of the FI R wherein no nam e is m ent ioned and he 

contends that  the respondent  never m ade any com plaint  against  the 

pet it ioner herein and that  his com plaint  was only that  the said date 

was fabricated and m anipulated. He further subm its that  the 

respondent  never m ent ioned the nam es of the persons, who were 

responsible for the sam e and the pet it ioner is not  shown as an accused 

in the FI R. 

 

6. The counsel for the pet it ioner subm its that  the police have 

called upon the pet it ioner to furnish som e docum ents.  

 

7. The aforesaid act  of the police cannot  be term ed as an act  m ade 

in order to show the pet it ioner as an accused. I t  is possible that  as 

part  of invest igat ion, the police m ight  have required the pet it ioner to 

produce som e docum ents. Hence, this Court  opines that  this pet it ion is 

prem ature and that  the pet it ioner does not  have any cause of act ion to 

m aintain this pet it ion. 

 

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

I t  is, however, m ade clear that  the pet it ioner can avail this rem edy, 

under Sect ion 482 CrPC, if he is figured as accused in the course of 
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invest igat ion.  The inter im  stay granted on 15.03.2013 and extended 

on various occasions shall stand vacated. As a sequel, the 

m iscellaneous pet it ions, if any pending, shall stand closed. 

 

__________ 

T. RAJANI , J 
September 7, 2018 

DSK  


