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THE HONOURABLE SRI  JUSTI CE N. BALAYOGI  

 

 

CRI MI NAL PETI TI ON No .7 3 9 1  o f  2 0 1 1  

 

ORDER:  
 

 This Crim inal Pet it ion is filed under sect ion 482 of Cr.P.C., to 

quash the proceedings in Crim e No.111 of 2011 on the file of the  

Stat ion House Officer, Wom en Police Stat ion, Saroornagar, Cyberabad, 

Ranga Reddy Dist r ict , for the offence  under sect ion 498-A I PC. 

 

2. The content ion of the pet it ioners is that , the pet it ioners are 

parents of 1st accused  are falsely im plicated, except  bald and om inous 

allegat ions, there is no specific allegat ion against  any of the 

pet it ioners.  That  the 2nd respondent  and her fam ily m em bers 

suppressed the fact  that  she is divorcee and it  is second m arr iage for 

her and when 1st accused quest ioned about  the sam e, the 2nd 

respondent  has foisted the case as a counter blast    to the case in 

Crim e No.848 of 2011.  When the  2nd respondent   left  the m at r im onial 

hom e without  any int im at ion, then the A-1 got  issued legal not ice for 

which there is no reply. 

 

3. I t  is further contended that  the pet it ioners are aged persons and 

they are nothing to do with the alleged offence and the m ajor 

allegat ions are only against  A-1.  Under those circum stances, 

cont inuat ion of proceedings against  the pet it ioners  is  nothing but  

abuse of process of law. 

 

4. Per cont ra, the learned Public Prosecutor contended that  there is 

sufficient  m aterial to prosecute the case and there is nothing to 

suggest  that  there is  abuse of process of law by the com plainant .  
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5. Now, the point  that  ar ises for determ inat ion is:  

Whether there is any  abuse of process of law or pr im a facie 

m aterial  to proceed against  the pet it ioners? 

 

6. A perusal of the  record go to suggest  that  the m arr iage between 

the 1st accused and 2nd respondent  /  com plainant   was solem nized on 

2.6.2010.  Pet it ioners are arrayed as accused Nos.2 and 3 in the 

com plaint  of 2nd respondent .  A-1 is none other than the son of the 

pet it ioners m ade a com plaint  to the L.B. Nagar police on 09.5.2011 

against  the 2nd respondent   and her father alleging that  after m arr iage 

on 2.6.2010, the total fam ily is put  up at  Hyderabad and the 1st 

accused used to live with  his parents as he is the only son.  2nd 

respondent  is not  willing to stay with her husband-A-1 along with 

pet it ioners herein.   The pet it ioners are aged persons  and he has to 

look after them .  When the 1st accused quest ioned about  the 2nd 

m arr iage of 2nd respondent , then onwards  the 2nd respondent  started 

threatening the 1st accused that  she will file a cr im inal case under 

sect ion 498-A and DVC case.  Subsequent ly, the 1st accused got  issued  

legal not ice to the 2nd respondent   dated: 9-4-2011 alleging that  after 

m arr iage they lived happily for a period of one m onth.  Thereafter,  2nd 

respondent  started harassing A-1 asking to put  up separate fam ily  

without  old parents.  But   the 1st accused  requested the 2nd 

respondent  not  to live separately due to his old aged parents and he is 

the only son to look after his parents who are  suffer ing from  different  

diseases.   The 2nd respondent , at  the instance of her father, harassed  

and threatened the 1st accused and filed DVC case and also case under 

sect ion 498-A I PC.  On suspicion,  the 1st accused enquired about   2nd 

respondent  where she was liv ing before the 2nd m arr iage and he cam e 

to know that  the 2nd respondent  is a divorcee and the 2nd respondent  
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and her father suppressed the real fact  of 1st m arr iage and again 

m arr ied the 1st accused with the help of m ediator.  The said legal 

not ice was served on 2nd respondent  but  no reply. 

 

7. I t  is the further content ion of the pet it ioner that  subsequent   to 

legal not ice dated: 09-4-2011, as a counter blast , 2nd respondent  m ade 

the present  com plaint .  There is a specific allegat ion that  at  the t im e of 

m arr iage, they paid  Rs.4,00,000/ -  towards dowry and after m arr iage,  

they  lead m arital life happily for one m onth.  Thereafter,   1st accused 

took her gold ornam ents ie., Nantadu and r ing etc., and started 

harassing to br ing m ore m oney.   

 

8. The further allegat ion is that  her in- laws also supported her 

husband who t r ied to kill her with a knife.  The pet it ioners 1 and 2 

harassed the 2nd respondent   for want  of dowry.  There is specific 

allegat ion against  the pet it ioner No.2 that  he at tem pted to kill her with 

a knife.  Therefore, she escaped from  the said at tem pt  of m urder.  

Further allegat ion is that  Yalam anda Rao, Padm a and Swathi and her 

in- laws also harassed her.  The 1st accused  did not  heed to the 

request  of the m ediators who cam e to pacify the issue. 

 

9. I n the circum stances  discussed above, it  is an adm it ted fact  that  

m arr iage between the 1st accused and 2nd respondent  was solem nised 

on 2.6.2010 in the  presence of elders of both sides at  Srisailam .  After 

m arr iage, they lived happily for one m onth and thereafter, ruckus 

started between them .  1st accused used to harass the 2nd respondent   

dem anding addit ional dowry.  2nd pet it ioner who is  A2  also at tem pted 

to kill her with knife but  she escaped.  He also used to harass the 2nd 

respondent  dem anding addit ional dowry.  No specific allegat ion is 

at t r ibuted to the 1st pet it ioner hereto.  I t  is also an  adm it ted  fact  that  
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after m arr iage, they lived together for one m onth.  The harassm ent  

started only when 1st accused  cam e to know about  the first  m arr iage 

of  2nd respondent  alleging that  the com plainant  earlier got  m arr ied  

and she suppressed the said fact  of 1st m arr iage and again she m arr ied 

the 1st accused.   I n view of the specific allegat ion against  2nd 

pet it ioner that  he at tacked 2nd respondent  with knife, I  am  of the 

considered view that  there is pr im a facie m aterial to prosecute the 2nd 

pet it ioner and no prejudice will be caused.  Hence, the Cr.No.111 of 

2011 on the file of the Stat ion House Officer, Wom en P.S., 

Saroornagar, Cyberabad, Ranga Reddy, in so far as 1st pet it ioner-A2 is 

concerned  is quashed and the Crim inal Pet it ion is allowed in sofar as 

1st pet it ioner-A2 only. I n sofar as 2nd pet it ioner-A3 ( father- in- law)  is  

concerned, Crim inal Pet it ion is dism issed. 

 

10. Miscellaneous Pet it ions, if any, pending, shall stand closed. 

 

__________________ 

JUSTI CE N. BALAYOGI  

Dated: 01-02-2018 

gnr 
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THE HONOURABLE SRI  JUSTI CE N. BALAYOGI  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CRI MI NAL PETI TI ON No .7 3 9 1  o f  2 0 1 1  

 

 

 

 

DATED:0 1 - 0 2 - 2 0 1 8  

 

 

 

gnr 

 

 

 

 


