
I 33031

IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

THURSDAY, THE TWENTY SIXTH DAY OF FEBRUARY
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE J SREENIVAS RAO

CRIMINAL PETITIO N NO: 2720 OF 2026

Between:

Puli Srikanth, S/o. Puli Abdul Raheman, Aged about 38 years. Occ Private

Employee, R/o. 7-20-648, '1Sth Lane, Sharada Colony, Guntur, Guntur District,

A-P,

...Petitioner/Accused No.1

AND

1. The State of Telangana, Rep. by its Public Prosecutor, High Court for the

State of Telangana, at HYderabad.

...RespondenUComPlainant

2. Smt.Puli Vandana, Wo. Srikanth, Aged about 29 years' Occ Private

Employee, Rio. D. No.14, Krupadeep Apartment, South Kamala Nagar, ECIL ,

Hyderabad.

...RespondenUDefacto Complainant

Petition under section 482 of Cr.P.C praying that in the circumstances stated in

the Memorandum of Grounds of criminal Petition, the High court may be pleased to

Quash the Proceedings in c.c. No. '1554 of 2025 on the file of the court of the ll

Additional Junior Civilludge-cum-ll Addl. Judicial Magistrate of First Class, Medchal-

Malkajgiri District, at Kushaiguda, against the Petitioner/Accused No '1

l.A. NO: 2OF 2026

Petition under section 482 of cr.P.C praying that in the circumstances stated in

the Memorandum of Grounds of criminal Petition, the High court may be pleased to

grant stay of all and further Proceedings in c.c. No. 1554 of 2025 on the file of the

6ourt of ihe ll Additionrl Junior civil Judge-cum-ll Addl. Judicial Magistrate of First

Class, Medchal-Malkajgiri District, at Kushaiguda, Ananthapuramu District, including

appearance of the Petitioner/Accused No.1 , pending disposal of the quash petition.



_ _This Petition coming on for hearing, upon perusing the Mr: rorandum of Grounds
of cnminal Petition and upon hearing ihe arguments of sri t'l.t arinadh, Advocate forthe Petitioner and sri Jithender Rao Veeramalla, learr:d Additional pubric
Prosecutor on beharf of the Respondent No. r and ncr: appeared for the
Respondent No.2.

The Court made the following: ORDER



IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE J.SREENTVAS RAO

CRIMINAL PETTTION No.2720 of2026

Date:26.02.2026

Puli Srikanth
...Petitioner

AND

The State of Telangana,
Rep. by its Public Prosecutor,
High Court lor the State of
Telangana, at Hyderabad
and another

..Respondcnts

ORDER

This Criminal Petition has been filed by the petitioner/accused

No.l, seeking to quash the proceedings in C.C.No.l554 of 2025, on

the fite ol' the II Additional Junior Civil Judge-cum-ll Additional

Judicial Magistrate of First Class, Medchal-Malkajgiri District at

Kushaiguda

2. Heard Mr.Harinadh, leamed counsel for the petitioner and

Mr.Jithendar Rao Veeramalla, leamed Additional Public Prosecutor

for respondent No.1 .

Between:
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3. With the consent of both the leamed cou i :el, the criminal

petition is disposed olat the admission stage, as evet according to the

leamed counscl for the petitioner, the matter befor: the leamed trial

Courl has not yet ripened for the trial Court. In .,, :w of the same,

notice in respect of respondent No.2lde-facto complainant IS

dispensed with

4. Upon perusal of the record, it reveals I at the leamed

Magistrate, without recording satisfaction and withr r rt assigning any

reasons, has taken cognizance against the petiti: rer and issued

summons mechanically and passcd cryptic docket order by using

rubber stamp. Therefore, the docket order passed by the learned

Magistrate is tiable to be quashed

5. Learned Additional Public prosecutor has I r, t opposed the

submissions made by the leamed counsel f,or the petitrt ner.

6. Having considered the riva[ submissions made b / the respective

parties and after perusal of the malerial available on l cord, it reveals

that the leamed Magistrate has taken cognizance, wi hout recording

satisfaction and without assigning any reasons against I re accused and

not against the offences, through docket order.
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'7 . It is very much relevant to mention that in Sunil Bharati Mittal

v. Centrai Bureau of Investigatiorr the Hon'ble Supreme Court held

that the order ol issuing process to accused to face criminal trial is a

serious issue. Such summoning cannot be done on mere asking and

the Court has to record reasons for summoning a person. ln GHCL

Employees Stock Option Trust v. India Infoline Limirct, the

Hon'ble Apex Court found fautt with the order of the Magistrate in

issuing summons when the Magistrate has not recorded his

satisfaction about the prima facie case against the accused. In Chief

Enforcemnet Officer v. Videocon International Limitet, the

Hon'ble Supreme Court while discussing the expression 'cognizance'

held that in criminal law 'cognizance' means becoming aware of and

the word used with respect to Court or a Judge initiating proceedings

in respect olan offence. Taking cognizance would involve application

of mind by the Magistrate to the suspected commission of an offence.

The Hon'ble Supreme Court in Sunil Bharati Mittsl's case (Supra),

further held as follows:

"Sine Qua Non for taking cognizance of the ollence is the

application of mind by the Magistrate and his satisfaction that the

t (2015) 4 seeEQ9

' lzor:; + scc sos
3 

lzooa; z scc +sz



4

allegalions, if proved, would constitute an offence. ,t is, therefore,
imperative that on a complainl or on a police rcport, I c Magistrate
is boutd to consider lhe qucstiotl as to whether tlu, ;, ntc discloses
commissiort of an offence and is required to Iorm suctr tn opinion in
this respect. IVhen he does so and decides to issue prt.css, he shall
be said to have laken cognizance. At tlrc stage of takin. cognizance,
the only considcration beJbre the Court remaLn. to consider
judiciously whethcr tlrc materiel on which the prosac,t ton proposes
to proseculc the accused brings out a prima.facie ca.\( ,t not."

8. In Fakhruddin Ahmad v. State of [Jttaranchttt and another4, it

is held as follows:

"Neverlheless, it is wcll se led that before a ll[, gistrate can
be said to have taken cognizance of an offencc, rt i. imperative
thal hc must lruve taken nolice o/ lhe accusations alt applied his
mind to thc allegations made in the complaint or r r the police
report or thc information receit ed from a sourcc tlher lhan a
police report, as the case may be, and the material ./itt C therewith.
It needs little cmphasis thal it is only when the Magis .ate applies
his mind und is satisficd that the allegations, i/ p" yed, u,oultl
constitute an offbnce and decides to initiate proceeil ags against
the alleged offcnder, that tt can be positively statel that he has
taken cognizance of the offence. Cognizance is in tt lard to the
ofience and not the offender_"

9. In view ol the observations and directions rf the Hon,ble

Supreme Court in the judgments referred to supra, t I r act of issuing

process of summoning the accused to face criminal t ial is a serious

issue and such orders directing summons to a person r .l face criminal

trial cannot be on the basis of cryptic orders and it shr rld be an order

reflecting application of mind by the presiding Oi{ir: r while taking

cognizance and issuing process.
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10. For the foregoing reasons and in view of the principles taid

down by the Hon'bie Apex Court in the judgments cited supra, and

without going into the other grounds, this Court is of the considered

view that docket order passed by the II Additional Junior Civil Judge-

cum-tl Additional Judicial Magistrate of First Class, Medchal-

Malkajgiri District at Kushaiguda, in C.C.No. l5 54 of 2025 is liable to

be quashed and accordingly quashed. However, this order will not

preclude the learned Magistrate from taking cognizance and passing

orders afresh in accordance with law, by giving reasons

I 1. Accordingty, the criminal petition is disposed of.

Pending miscellaneous applications, if any, shall stand closed.

sD/- N.C AN DRA SEKHAR RAO
DEPUTY REGISTRAB.

//TRUE COPY//

SECTION

1. The Court of the ll Additional Junior Civil Jud m- Additional Judicial

Magistrate of First Class, Medchal-Malkajgiri Distr t Kushaiguda

The Station House Officer, Kushaiguda Police Station, Rachakonda District

Two CCs to the Public P rosecutor, High Cou( of Te langana at HYderabad

8J"1a to Sri N.Harinadh' Advocate toPUCl
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HIGH COURT

DATED: 261021202G

ORDER

CRLP.No.2720 o12026 o|J

DISPOSING THE CRIMINAL PETITTON
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