
SMT JUSTICE T. RAJANI 

CRIMINAL PETITION No.2773 of 2013 

 

ORDER: 

 

 The c rimina l petition is filed  for quash of the p roc eed ings in 

C.C.No.399 of 2011 on the file of the IV Metropolitan Magistra te, 

Cyberabad , Ib rahimpatnam.  

 

2. Heard  Mr.T.Kartikeya  Goud , lea rned  c ounsel for the 

petitioner, the lea rned  Pub lic  Prosec utor appearing  for the first 

respondent and  Mr.A.Hari Prasad  Reddy, lea rned  c ounsel 

appearing  for the sec ond  respondent.   

 

3. Learned  c ounsel appearing  for petitioner submits tha t the 2nd  

respondent filed  c omp la int on 05.06.2009 sta ting  tha t the petitioner 

has fab ric a ted  sa le deed  da ted  02.01.1984 by forg ing the signa ture 

of the 2nd  respondent and  on the basis of fab ric a ted  sa le deed , the 

petitioner is trying  to ob ta in c ourt orders behind  his bac k. The expert 

gave op inion sta ting  tha t the signa tures do not ta lly and  no op inion 

c an be expressed  regard ing their authorship .  The witnesses 

examined  by the Investiga ting  Offic er d id  not support the c ase of 

2nd  respondent.   

 

4. Learned  c ounsel for petitioner further submits tha t the sa le 

agreement, whic h is referred  to as sa le deed , was exec uted  by the 

c omp la inant in favour of the petitioner way bac k in the year 1994 

and  the c harge-sheet a lso shows tha t the c opy of sa le deed  was 
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ob ta ined  from possession of the c ompla inant during  investiga tion, 

whic h would  suggest tha t the c ompla inant was in possession of the 

same.  Henc e, the delay in filing  the c omp la int in the year 2009 

would  go to the root of the merits of the c ase. 

5. Learned  c ounsel for respondent, in answer, submits tha t the 

petitioner has ob ta ined  c op ies from the revenue authorities just 

before filing  the c omp la int.  He further c ontends tha t the expert, 

who has c ompared  d isputed  and  admitted  signa tures, has g iven a  

report sta ting  tha t there a re no fundamenta l d ifferenc es between 

the d isputed  and  admitted  signa tures.   

6. The op inion of the expert sta ting  tha t the questioned  

signa tures being photosta tic  rep roduc tions of poor qua lity, no 

definite op inion c an be expressed  regard ing their authorship , 

c annot be g iven muc h weight.  In view of the a llega tions levelled  

aga inst the petitioner, this Court is of the c onsidered  view tha t the 

p roc eed ings aga inst the petitioner c annot be quashed  a t this 

stage. 

7. Henc e, the c rimina l petition is d ismissed . As a  sequel, the 

misc ellaneous petitions, if any pend ing, sha ll stand  c losed . 

 

____________ 

T. RAJANI, J 

03-12-2018 

Prv  


