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HONOURABLE Dr. JUSTICE B.SIVA SANKARA RAO 

Writ  Pet it ion No.21471 of 2006 

ORDER : 

  The pet it ioner by name Sri Krishna Naik, Managing Director of 

M/ s. Golden Carpets Limited(for short ,  ‘ the GCL’ ), maintained the Writ  

Pet it ion against  the respondent -Securit ies and Exchange Board of 

India(for short , ‘ the SEBI’ ),  represented by its Manager, with the prayer 

to issue writ  order or direct ion in the nature of cert iorari or any other 

appropriate writ  or order or direct ion calling for the records in 

C.C.No.169 of 2005 on the f ile of the Special Judge for Economic 

Offences, Hyderabad and quash the same and also with another prayer 

in seeking writ  of mandamus and other appropriate one declaring the 

act ion of the respondent  supra in f il ing C.C.No.169 of 2005 against  the 

pet it ioner as il legal and unj ust  with a consequent ial direct ion holding 

said proceedings won’ t  l ie u/ sec.24(1) of  the SEBI Act  and to pass such 

other order or orders deems f it .  

  2. The support ing aff idavit  averments of the writ  pet it ioner are 

that  in GCL, a Public Limited Company (incorporated on 02.12.1993 and 

converted as Public Limited Company on 21.12.1994 having started 

commercial product ion during 98-99) by 2001 he invested a total sum of 

Rs.61 lakhs at  regular intervals in view of the insistence of Indust rial 

Development  Bank of India (for short ,  ‘ the IDBI’ ) for addit ional working 

capital,  the IDBI directed him of the investment  of Rs.61 lakhs should be 

converted into Equity Capital.  By 09-09-1992 the SEBI [Substant ial 

Acquisit ion of Shares and Takeovers-(for short , ‘ SAST’ )] Regulat ions, 

1997 was amended and under Regulat ion No.3(1) © acquisit ion of shares 

by an acquiral in a Company on preferent ial basis was exempt  from 

making a public announcement  about  acquisit ion of shares, that  on 24-
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12-2002 the pet it ioner’ s investment  was converted as 6,10,000 shares 

represent ing 9.26% vot ing capital of 65,90,900 Equity Shares of the 

Company, that  the Chairman, SEBI, issued a show cause not ice stat ing 

that  the pet it ioner had acquired the above referred shares without  

making a public announcement  and prima facie violated the provisions of 

the SEBI Regulat ions 11(1) r/ w Regulat ion 14(1) and thereby liable for 

penal act ion under the Regulat ions and the SEBI Act . It  is averred that  

the pet it ioner has submit ted a detailed explanat ion dt .21-02-2003 and 

23-06-2003, the Chairman, SEBI, passed f inal order pursuant  to show 

cause not ice direct ing the pet it ioner to pay interest  at  10% p.a. on the 

offer price to the shareholders from 01.05.2003 t il l the date of actual 

payment  of considerat ion and besides that  on 21.07.2003 one A.Sunil 

Kumar appointed as the Adj udicat ing Off icer by the SEBI to enquire into 

and adj udge under Sec.15(h)(ii) of the SEBI Act  on the alleged 

cont ravent ions of Regulat ions 11(1) r/ w Regulat ion 14(1) of  SEBI (SAST)) 

Regulat ions, 1997 on the self-same allegat ions of the pet it ioner failed to 

make the public announcement  on above referred acquisit ion of 

addit ional shares. The Adj udicat ing Of f icer gave a show cause not ice 

dat ed 31-07-2003 t o t he pet it ioner t hough t here was no al lot ment  of  

any shares in his favour and t he same could be val idly rescinded by t he 

Board of  Direct ors of  t he company wit hout  at t ract ing t he provisions of  

Reduct ion of  Capit al  under t he Companies Act , in it s meet ing held on 

31-07-2003, t he shares proposed t o be al lot t ed in his favour was 

rescinded ab init io and t he pet it ioner handed over t he relevant  Share 

Cert if icat es back t o t he Company duly endorsing t hat  t he Share 

cert i f icat es have been cancel led and t he pet it ioner also submit t ed his 

explanat ion t o t he Adj udicat ing Of f icer on 12.08.2003. It  is averred that  

the Adj udicat ing Off icer passed the f inal order on 29.02.2004 imposing a 
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f ine of Rs.5 lakhs on the pet it ioner as a penalty and directed that  the 

said amount  had to be paid by way of a Demand Draft  drawn in favour of 

SEBI Penalt ies, remit table to Government  of India, payable at  Mumbai, 

that  the pet it ioner made an Appeal bearing No.68/ 01 before the 

Securit ies Appellate Tribunal (for short ,  ‘ the SAT’ ), Mumbai. The SAT, by 

order dt .29.06.2004 disposed of the appeal and it  is not iced that  the 

preferent ial allotment  of shares in his favour stood annulled by 

subsequent  resolut ion of Board of Directors of the Company, though unt il 

02.09.2002 such acquisit ion by way of Preferent ial allotment  were 

ent it led automat ic exempt ion from the discipline of Regulat ions, that  

the IDBI imposed a condit ion while approving the rest rict ing proposal for 

convert ing the 61 lakhs into Equity and that  the alleged violat ion by the 

pet it ioner need to be viewed lenient ly and accordingly, the SAT,  

reduced the penalty amount  from Rs. 5 lakhs to Rs. l lakh and after 

disposal of the appeal by the SAT, the SEBI f iled C.C.No.169 of 2005 on 

01.09.2006 before the Special Judge for Economic Offences, Hyderabad 

under Regulat ion 11(l) r/ w Regulat ion 14 (l) of  SEBI (SAST) Regulat ions, 

1997 r/ w Sec.24 of the SEBI Act .  

  3. Impugning said proceedings in C.C.No.169 of 2005, the 

pet it ioner submits that  he did not  violate any of the provisions of the 

SEBI Act  or said Regulat ions and he paid penalty amount  as imposed by 

the SAT of Rs.1 lakh and there is no subsist ing direct ion against  the 

pet it ioner to make any public announcement  and there are no addit ional 

shares in his favour and the complaint  f iled by the SEBI won’ t  l ie and it  

tantemounts to double j eopardy for the self-same allegat ions without  

there being any cont ravent ion and thereby sought  for quashing.  
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4. The complaint  which is the subj ect  mat ter of impugnment  in 

the Writ  Pet it ion reads in nutshell that  the accused is Director of GCL 

registered under the provisions of the Companies Act , where holding 

30.82% of equity shares and on 24.12.2002, the pet it ioner/ accused 

acquired 6,10,000 equity shares of GCI, at  face value of Rs.10/ -each 

through preferent ial allotment  which result ing in increase of share 

holding of accused in GCL from 30.82% to 37.22% and as a result  the 

equity share holding of the accused in GCL increased by 6.4% of total 

share holding which is more prescribed under the Regulat ion 11(1) of the 

SEBI(SAST) Regulat ions, 1997 and the accused taken place without  

making public announcement  under Regulat ion 10 and 11 read with 14(1) 

of the SAST Regulat ion and because of it s violat ion for no public 

announcement  within 4 working days of entering into agreement  for 

acquisit ion of such addit ional shares and vot ing rights or deciding to 

acquire such addit ional shares of vot ing rights as provided under 

Regulat ion 14(1) supra and as the accused acquired shares without  

complying with the requirement  of Regulat ion 11 of SAST Regulat ion, t o 

t he show cause not ice issued on 31.01.2003, reply of  accused issued on 

02.12.2003 saying as if  said al lot ment  was exempt ed under Regulat ion 

3(1) of  SAST Regulat ions f rom making open publ ic of fer and t he 

exempt ion rel ied on by t he accused was in fact  delet ed/ omit t ed by t he 

SEBI(SAST) (second Amendment )Regulat ions 2002. Those were brought  

int o force w.e.f .  09.09.2002 and t he dat e of  al lot ment  was subsequent  

t o t hat  on 24.12.2002 t o accused and he is required t o make open of fer 

under Regulat ion 11 r/ w 14 pursuant  t o acquire shares in quest ion (4 

working days of  ent ering int o agreement  for acquisit ion) under SEBI Act , 

opport unit y of  personal hearing of  accused and af t er his submission, 

passed order on 23.06.2003 direct ing t o make publ ic of fer in t erms of  
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SAST Regulat ion 11(1) of  SAST Regulat ion 1997 wit hin 45 days f rom dat e 

of  order and said order of  Chairman SEBI, on 23.06.2003 duly sent  t o 

accused by let t er dt .24.06.2003 however t he accused in spit e of  service 

of  t he order fai led t o comply Regulat ions and Direct ions of  t he 

Chairman supra and adj udicat ion proceedings were init iat ed against  t he 

accused u/ sec.15(h) of  t he SEBI Act  and penalt y of  t he 5 lakhs imposed 

by t he Adj udicat ing Of f icer on 20.02.2004 and t he SAT on 29.06.2004 

upheld t he adj udicat ion order by reducing t he quant um of  penal t y t o 1 

lakh f rom 5 lakhs and t hereby sought  t o t ake cognizance of  t he of fence 

punishable u/ sec.24(1) of  t he SEBI Act  against  t he accused and punish 

him according t o law.   

5. The counter aff idavit  of Sri DV Sekhar, Deputy Legal 

Advisor(Prosecut ions), of SEBI with stay vacate pet it ion in WVMP No.2379 

of 2006 is with the averments that  in the CC No.169 of 2005 f iled 

u/ sec.24(1) of  SEBI Act , af ter complainant -S.V.Muralidhar Rao, General 

Manager, SEBI and another were examined and the case while coming for 

framing of charges, the pet it ioner f iled this writ  pet it ion, with no bona-

f ides. The Chairman of  SEBI by order dt .23.06.2003 held t hat  t he 

acquisit ion of  shares by t he Writ  Pet it ioner was i l legal and direct ed t he 

writ  pet it ioner t o make publ ic announcement  as required under Chapt er 

III of  SEBI (SAST) Regulat ions 1997 in t erms of  Regulat ion 11(1) t aking 

t he dat e 16.08.2002, t he dat e of  1st  Board Resolut ion for convening t he 

general  meet ing t o consider t he preferent ial  al lot ment   of  shares t o t he 

acquirer, as t he reference dat e for calculat ion of  of fer price in t erms of  

explanat ion (i i) t o Regulat ion 20(11) of  t he Regulat ions, wit hin 45 days 

f rom 23.06.2003 and para-9.2 of  t he order of  t he Chairman supra speaks 

t hat  in t erms of  Sub-Regulat ion (12) of  Regulat ion 22, t he payment  of  

considerat ion t o t he shareholders of  t he Target  Company has t o be paid  
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wit hin 30 days of  closure of  t he of fer and maximum t ime provided for 

complet ing of fer formal it ies in respect  of  open of fer, is 120days f rom 

t he dat e of  publ ic announcement  which ought  t o have been made by 

31.12.2002 and ent ire process t o be complet ed by 30.04.2003 and as no 

publ ic announcement  for acquisit ion made which adversely ef fect ed t he 

int erest  of  t he shareholders of  Target  Company and it  is equit able t o 

direct  t he acquirer t o pay 10% per annum int erest  on t he of fer price, 

t he Court  in so direct ing t o pay t o t he shareholders for t he loss of  

int erest  caused t o t he shareholders f rom 01.05.2003 t i l l  dat e of  act ual  

payment  of  considerat ion.   It  is further submit ted that  the order is f inal 

and the pet it ioner did not  choose to f ile appeal before SAT and 

thereafter Adj udicat ing Off icer, SEBI passed an order on 20.02.2004 

under Rule 5(1) of SEBI (Procedure for Holding Inquiry and Imposing 

Penalt ies by Adj udicat ing Off icer) Rules,1995 and imposed a penalty of 

Rs.5 lakhs under Sect ion 15(h)(ii) and SEBI and violat ion of 11 (1) read 

with 14(1) of the Regulat ions which when challenged in Appeal No.68 of 

2004 before the SAT and the SAT by its order dated 29.06.2004 reduced 

the 5 lakhs to 1 lakh that  became f inal and as the pet it ioner failed to 

make public offer after acquiring shares M/ s GCL under Regulat ions 

11(1) r/ w 14(1) SEBI (SAST) Regulat ions which is punishable u/ sec.24(1) 

of SEBI Act , and thereby f iled complaint  before the Sub Judge, Economic 

Offences that  was taken cognizance having as C.C.No.169 of 2005 and 

the prosecut ion is valid and there are no grounds to quash.  

6. Coming to the content ion of the pet it ioner handed over back 

the relevant  share cert if icates of  the Company duly endorsing share 

cert if icates cancelled, the counter contest  is that  it  will not  absolve the 

pet it ioner from criminal liabilit y and the fact  that  he paid the penalty as 

per modif ied orders of the SAT, it  cannot  exonerate him from criminal 
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l iabilit y and the content ion that  same is ef fected by double j eopardy is 

not  tenable for both these are independent  to each other and the order 

passed by SAT will not  prevent  his criminal prosecut ion and earlier the 

pet it ioner was not  prosecuted u/ sec.24(1) and the complaint  is not  the 

second one and thereby sought  for dismissal of the writ  pet it ion for no 

grounds to quash the Calendar Case. 

7. Heard both sides with respect  to the rival content ions and 

perused the writ ten submissions which are with reference to the 

content ions covered by the pleadings and other material supra and also 

perused the ent ire material on record.  

8. The facts direct ly not  much in dispute so also with reference to 

the respect ive pleadings and proceedings supra in deciding scope of the 

writ  pet it ion and as such no way requires repet it ion.  

9. The point  for considerat ion is whether the Calendar Case 

cognizance proceedings of the Special Judge, won’ t  l ie including on the 

ground of double j eopardy if  any as contended by the Pet it ioner?  

10. Now coming to decide the same, it  is necessary to refer 

Sect ion 24 of  the SEBI Act  and the Regulat ion Nos.11 r/ w 14 of the SAST 

Regulat ions 1997 amended in 2002 and the consequences of the 

cancellat ion of the shares and surrendering back whether before or after 

the init iat ion of the prosecut ion.  

11. Sect ion 24, deals with offences reads that : (1) Without  

prej udice to any award of penalty by the adj udicat ing off icer under this 

Act , i f  any person cont ravenes or at t empt s t o cont ravene or abet s t he 

cont ravent ion of  t he provisions of  t his Act  or of  any rules or regulat ions 

made t here under ,  he shall be punishable with imprisonment  for a term 
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which may extend to ten years, or with f ine, which may extend to 

twenty-f ive crore rupees or with both. (2) If  any person fails to pay the 

penalty imposed by the adj udicat ing off icer or fails to comply with any 

of his direct ions or orders, he shall be punishable with imprisonment  for 

a term which shall not  be less than one month but  which may extend to 

ten years or with f ine, which may extend to twenty-f ive crore rupees or 

with both. 

12. Regulat ion No.11 in relat ion to Consolidat ion of holdings and 

Regulat ion No.14 in relat ion to Timing of the public announcement  of  

offer speak from their consolidated reading that  no acquirer who, 

together with persons act ing in concert  with him, has acquired, in 

accordance with the provisions of law, [15 per cent  or more but  less 

than [f if t y f ive per cent  (55%)]] of the shares or more than 5% vot ing 

rights in a company, shall acquire, either by himself or through or with 

persons act ing in concert  with him, addit ional shares or vot ing rights 

ent it l ing him to exercise; similarly f if t y-f ive per cent  (55%) or more but  

less than seventy-f ive per cent  (75%) of  the shares or vot ing rights in a 

target  company similarly even desirous of consolidat ing his holdings 

while ensuring that  the public share holding in the target  company does 

not  fall below the minimum level permit ted by the list ing agreement  to 

do so ……..unless makes a publ ic announcement  t o do so in accordance 

wit h t he regulat ions, not  lat er t han four working days of  ent ering int o 

an agreement  for acquisit ion of  shares or vot ing right s or t o acquire 

shares or vot ing right s exceeding t he respect ed percent ages supra. 

13. From the above, merely because IDBI directed on 13.11.2001 

to convert  the pet it ioner’ s investment  supra into equity capital,  he 

cannot  abdicate the statutory provisions supra. The above Regulat ions 
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no way speak to get  any exempt ion from penal consequences of such 

violat ion from any decision of Board of Directors of the Company by 

meet ing to re-issue the forfeited equity shares of the pet it ioner in 

relat ion to said periodical shares much less on preferent ial basis with 

any increase and the non-involvement  of  change of management  and 

cont rol of  the Company from 30.82 to 37.22% increase in the 

shareholding; unless shown not  covered by said Regulat ions with penal 

consequences for cannot  escape to quest ion the prosecut ion. Coming to 

the claim of hit  by double j eopardy from earlier payment  of any penalty 

for such violat ion in a dif ferent  proceeding referred supra before the 

Board modif ied in Appeal, referring to Sect ion 15(I) and (U) of SEBI Act  

of adj udicat ing off icer of the Board is deemed to be a Tribunal and same 

is a j udicial proceeding therein within the meaning of deemed Court  and 

other content ion of lack of mensrea to visit  the penal consequence 

u/ sec.24 of the Act , to const itute an offence therefrom concerned: 

14. The 5 Judge Bench expression of the Apex Court  in Maqbool 

Hussain Vs. State of Bombay1 where it  came for considerat ion the scope 

of Aut refois convict  referred in Art icle 20(2) of the Const itut ion of India 

vis-à-vis bar of second proceeding under sect ion 403(old)=300(new) CrPC 

from original recourse under the Sea Customs Act , 1878 for levy of Sea 

Customs dut ies in relat ion to importat ion and exportat ion of goods with 

rest rict ions u/ sec.18 and 19 with penalty and confiscat ion in relat ion to 

the offences and detent ion under Prevent ive Detent ion Act , 1950 with 

Punj ab CD Rules, 1950 as per Sect ion 4 of the Act , it  was observed Sea 

Customs Authorit ies are not  j udicial t ribunal for confiscat ion and penalty 

by increase in rate of duty and their so called adj udicat ion is not  a 

j udgment  or order of  Court  or of j udicial t ribunal to contend any double 

                                                            
1 AIR 1953 SC 325  
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j eopardy to quest ion the later prosecut ion under Sect ion 23 of the 

Foreign Exchange Regulat ion Act . In lat ter 5 Judge Bench expression of 

the Apex Court  in S.A.Venkat raman Vs. Union of India2 with reference 

to similar content ions from the Public Servants Enquiries Act , Sect ion 2 

inquiry is neither prosecut ion nor punishment  to quest ion lat ter criminal 

proceedings before the Special Sessions Judge for the offence u/ sec.161 

to 165 IPC with Sect ion 5(2) Prevent ion of Corrupt ion Act , 1947 by 

relying on Maqbool Hussain supra. Coming to recent  past  expression of 

the 2 Judge Bench in State of Jharkhand Vs. Lalu Prasad Yadav3 etc., 

where discussed the scope of law on the bar of second t rial from the 

issue estoppel and double j eopardy from content ion negated by High 

Court  of earlier convict ion in 6 other cases arising out  of same fodder 

scam, it  is observed that  it  relates to same offence bar but  not  t rial of  

another of fence for another conspiracy even some ingredients of two 

offences are common by holding there can be number of separate 

conspiracies in the general conspiracy. Thus, none of the j udgments 

placed reliance shall come in aid to the content ion of the pet it ioner to 

say the present  prosecut ion is hit  by Sect ion 300 CrPC unless to hold 

earlier imposing of penalty is by j udicial t ribunal on same facts to the 

present  prosecut ion before the Court .  In this regard, coming to the 

reference of Sect ion 15(I) and (U) of SEBI Act , in Sect ion 15(I) it  is no 

where referred that  the Board has adj udicat ing authority is vested with 

the powers of the court  or t ribunal however the appellate t ribunal as per 

Sect ion 15(U) referred as a deemed civil court  and a deemed court  for 

purpose of contempt  prosecut ion or perj ury and not  stated as criminal 

court  or deemed criminal court  much less the proceeding a deemed 

criminal prosecut ion, which is a pre-requisite to claim a bar u/ sec.300 

                                                            
2 (AIR) 1954 SC 375 
3 2017 (8) SCC page 1 
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CrPC or even of Art icle 20(2) of  the Const itut ion of India to quest ion of 

the cont inuat ion of present  criminal prosecut ion from earlier penalty 

imposed by the both reduced by the appellate t ribunal.  

15. Coming to the 3 Judge Bench expression of the Apex Court  in 

Sri Gopal Jalan Vs. CSEA Limited4 it  deals with the dif ference between 

the allotment  and re-issue of forfeited shares in saying re-issue of 

forfeited shares is not  an allotment  and no quest ion of f il ing any return 

arises in such a case as in company law allotment  means appropriat ion 

out  of previously unappropriated capital of a Company of a certain 

number of  shares to a person and t il l  such allotment  the shares do not  

exist  as such and it  is an allotment  the shares comes into existence and 

once the forfeiture of the shares as valid as per Art icles of Associat ion of 

a Company, it  can validly forfeit  in terms of it  for any reason and what  

the shares forfeited re-issued is not  thereby allotment . 

16. From the above, coming to the facts of the case on hand, the 

shares were allot ted on 24.12.2002, which is as per Board Meet ing dated 

16.08.2002 to re-issue the forfeited equity shares to pet it ioner that  were 

re-issued supra from the AGM of the Company held earlier  on 

30.09.2002 and undisputedly SEBI directed the company on 23.06.2003 

pursuant  to it  by show cause not ice dated 03.01.2003, to make public 

announcement  within 45 days therefrom that  was not  complied with and 

for which under Rule 5 of SEBI Rules 1995 penalty imposed on 20.02.2004 

that  was in appeal reduced on 24.06.2004 that  was paid. As order supra 

23.06.2003 to make public announcement  within 45 days therefrom was 

not  complied, same is the subj ect  mat ter of the criminal prosecut ion 

u/ sec.24 of the SEBI Act . As referred supra it  is on same facts pract ically 

                                                            
4 AIR 1964 SC 250 
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and the punishment  provided u/ sec.24 of the Act , with effect  from 

29.10.2002 amendment  by Act , 2002 is 10 years or with f ine of 25 Crores 

or with both subst ituted for “ upto one year or with f ine or with both”  

leave about  said allotment  of equity shares endorsed as cancelled later 

and said cancellat ion was with no date. The pet it ioner in this regard 

contends said cancellat ion on 31-07-2003, with the say that  the 

Adj udicat ing Off icer gave a show cause not ice dated 31-07-2003 to the 

pet it ioner, though there was no allotment  of any shares in his favour and 

the same could be validly rescinded by the Board of Directors of the 

company without  at t ract ing the provisions of Reduct ion of Capital under 

the Companies Act , in it s meet ing held on 31-07-2003. His say thereby is 

that  the shares proposed to be allot ted in his favour was rescinded ab 

init io and he handed over the relevant  Share Cert if icates back to the 

Company duly endorsing that  the Share cert if icates have been cancelled 

and the pet it ioner also submit ted his explanat ion to the Adj udicat ing 

Off icer on 12.08.2003 to the above effect .  

17. The private complaint  f iled by SEBI was on 22.07.2005 which 

is for the alleged offence commit ted from said non-compliance of public 

announcement  within 45 days from 23.06.2003 subsequent  to the 

amended Act  came into force by the date of said offence as the law in 

force criteria, for nothing to show any bar of period of limitat ion to the 

complaint  to launch the prosecut ion for said offence u/ sec.24 supra. 

However, the fact  remains what  were the shares allot ted were cancelled 

and the quest ion of compliance with any public announcement  pursuant  

to the order supra 23.06.2003 within 45 days therefrom does not  arise 

for the reason that  meant ime said allotment  of equity shares endorsed 

as cancelled from the Board meet ing dated 31.07.2003 and he claims 

handed over the relevant  Share Cert if icates back to the Company where 
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duly endorsed of the Share cert if icates have been cancelled and the 

pet it ioner also submit ted his explanat ion to the Adj udicat ing Off icer on 

12.08.2003 to the above effect . Once such is the case, at  least  by said 

period given within 45 days to make public announcement , the share 

cert if icates once cancelled, from the moment  cancelled it  goes back to 

the date of allotment  and quest ion of compliance within the outer limit  

of 45 days does not  arise from the cancellat ion with an expiry of the 45 

days and once such is the case, irrespect ive of penalty what  was 

imposed even later for the original default ,  now to the prosecut ion for 

non-compliance within the t ime st ipulated does not  arise from the 

cancellat ion within that  period. In that  view of the mat ter, the 

prosecut ion is not  sustainable for not  a case of cancellat ion after expiry 

of said 45 days and said non-compliance within the outer limit  

const ituted the offence and not  a case of any rej oinder given to reply 

dated 12.08.2003 ment ioning already cancelled is not  correct .   

18. Having regard to the above and in the result ,  the Writ  Pet it ion 

is allowed and the proceedings in C.C.No.169 of 2005 on the f ile of the 

Special Judge for Economic Offences, Hyderabad pending against  the 

pet it ioner are quashed and he is acquit ted. His bail bonds shall stand 

cancelled. Consequent ly, miscellaneous pet it ions if  any pending shall 

stand closed.  

____________________________ 
             Dr. JUSTICE B. SIVA SANKARA RAO 

Date:18.03.2019 
b/ o.vvr. 

 


