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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

FRIDAY,THE TWENTY SEVENTH DAY OF FEBRUARY
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE J SREENIVAS RAO

CRIMINAL PETITION NO: 2850 OF 2026

Between:
1. Perala Ajith Rao, S/o Perala f\4anohar Rao, Aged about 36 years, Occ Self-

Employed, R/o Flat No 1202, Block-4, My Home Avatar, Narsingi R R
District.

2. Pujitha Bali Reddy, Wo Mahesh Echuri, Aged about 36 years, Occ
Housewife, R/o Flat No 606 Block-S. My Home Avatar, Narsingi.

3 Chebrolu Sridhar, S/o V L. Narsrmha Reddy. Aged about 47 years, Occ
Software Developer R o Flat No 606, Block-2, My Home Avatar. Narsingi

4 P Krishna Reddy. S/o Linga Reddy. Aged about 49 years, Occ Business, R/o
Flat No.1602, Block-S. lt4y Home Avatar, Narsingi.

5. Kotamra1u Surya Karthik. S/o Kameshwara Rao, Aged about 35 years, Occ
Self-Employed, R/o Flat No.1403, Block-7, My Home Avatar, Narsingi, R R.
District

6. Virinchi Rao lt4antani, S/o Kamalakara Rao, Aged about 37 years, Occ
Software Employee, R/o Flat No.2007, Block-10, My Home Avatar, Narsingi,
Gandipet.

...PETITIONERS/ACCUSED Nos. I to 6
AND

1 The State of Telangana, Rep. by its Pub|c Prosecutor, High Court for the
State of Telangana. Hyderabad

A. Vidya Sagar Reddy. S/o Sai Reddy, Aged about 41 years, Occ Salon
Business, R/o A-521, Western Plaza, Darga Hussain Shahvali, O.U. Colony,
Hyderabad.

...RESPONDENTS

Petition under Section 528 of BNSS praying that in the circumstances

stated in the Memorandum of Grounds of Criminal Petition, the High Court may

be pleased to quash the charge sheet filed in C C. No. 2566 of 2025 on the file of

the Xlll Additional Judicial Magistrate Of First Class, Rangareddy District At

Rajendranagar arising out of FIR No. 516 of 2025 PS. Narsingi for the offences
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punishable under section 329(4), 324(4), r/w 3(5) of t NS insofar as the
petitioners/Accused Nos. 1 to 6 are concerned

t.A. NO 10F 2026

Petition under Section 52g of BNSS praying that r the circumstances
stated in the lvlemorandum of Grounds of criminar petrtion the High court may
be pleased to stay a[ further proceedrngs rn c c. No 2566 , f zozs on the fire of
the Xlll Additional Judiciar [/agrstrate of First class, Ra r gareddy Drstrict At
Rajendranagar arrsrng out of FIR No 5j6 of 2025 pS Narsi. lr

This Petition coming on for hearing, upon perusinq re [\,4emorandum of
Grounds of criminar petition and upon hearing the argunr, nts oi [Vls p. Sree
Ramya, Advocate for the petitioners, sri Jithender Rir r Additionar pubric
Prosecutor for the Respondent No. 1 and none appeared fo- :he Respondent No.
2

The Court made the following: ORDER



IN TI.IE HIGII COURT FOR TIIE SI'ATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

THE HONOURABI,E SRI JUSTICE .I.SREENIVAS RAO

CRI\llN.\L PEl'lTlON No.2tl50 ol' 2026

Date: 2'l .02.2026

Betu ecn

Perala Ajith Rao and llr e others
...Pctitioners

^ND
Thc Statc o I Tclansana.
Rep. by its Public l)rosccutor.
High Court lor the Statc of l'elanqana, Hyderabad
and anothel

Respondents

OITDER

This Criminal Pctition is filcd bl the petit ioners/accused

Nos.I to 6, seeking to cl.rash thc proceedings in C.C.No.2566 ol

2025 on the lllc ol thc learnecl \tll Additional Judicial Masistratc

ol'First Class. l{anga Rctldy District at Ra.jendranagar

2. Heard Ms.P.Srce Ranrva. learned counsel tbr the

petitioners and Mr.Jithender Rao Veerarnalla, leamed Additional-

Public Prosecutor appearing for respondent No. 1.

3. With the consent of both the learned counsel, the criminal

petition is disposed of at the admission stage on thc ground that
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bclore thc trial Court has nor yr:t ripcned lor thc trir In vic'ni ol'

even accordinr: to the learrred counsel fbr the petitiorr, rs. the matter

the same. nolicc in t'espect o1'r'esporrden( No.2tlr,/alr , ce1q,r1,,i,1.,,,

is dispenscd u ith

I Upon pcrusll ol'the rccord, ir re'u'cals thrr tlti. lcar-ncd

N'lagistratc, u ithout record in.g satistaction and \\.itl lrrrt .rssignins

any l'casol1s. has taken coqnizance arraitrst thc 1r, 1i1ip11s15 npr:1

issued surnmrtns rncchanicalll and passed cnpti,: tlocket orclcr

b1'using rubbcr starnp. Therelbre, thc dockct orrlc. rassccl b1,the

learncd Magistrate is liable to bc quashcd

5 Learned Assistant Public Prosecutor has no dispLrted thc

sutrmissions nrade by tlre leanted couuse I firr thc 1t. itior)crs.

6 Havine considered the rival subrnissions riadc bv thc

rcspective parlies and aftel perusal of the rrater.i:r ar.,rrilablc on

record it rcveals that the learncd Magistr-rr .: has ta [<en

cognizance, rvithout recording satisfaction and u ir rout lssigning

any reasorls against the accused and not against the offences,

through docket order



3

l. It is very much reLcvant to mention that in Sunil Bharati

Mittal t'. CentrtI Bureuu of Investigationt the Hon'ble Supreme

Courl held that tlie ordt-r of issuing pr()cess to accused to lace

crin-rinaI trial is a serious issuc. Such sunrtrtonitrg cannot bc done

asking ancl tltc Cour-t ltas to recorcl r-easons filr

word used r,vith rcspect to Court or a Judge initiating proceedings

coqnlzilllcc

application of mind by thc Magistratc to the suspected

on lucre

sunrnrorring a per.son. ln GHCL Emplo.l'acs Stot'k Option Trust

v. Ittdia Infotine Limited:. the llon'blc Apcx C'otrrt found lault

',vith thc ordct ol' the \'lagistlate in issuirrg sull'ttllol'ts rvhen the

l\,{agistlatc has not rcii,iilcd liis iiilisl'aciii;ii irooiti tlic i;rimi lacic

case against the accLtscd. ln ('lticl EnJbrceutret Officer v.

Videocon Internationul Limiled\ , the Hon'blc- Suprelnc Courl

while discussing thc exprcssiou 'cognizancc' Ilcld tllat in

crirninal law 'cognizancc' tnealls becortting aw'ate ol and the

ln respect ol an offcnce. Taking woulcl involve

commission of an offlcnce. I! e tl"r'Utg Supreme CourI in Sunil

Bharati Mittal's case (Supra), further hcld as lbllows

' (20 15) 4 scc 609

' 1zo r1 l scc so:

'(2008) 2 scc 492



--t--r

4

''Sinc Qut Non .lbr raking cognizance of lfic offence is tltt: r

of uitld br lha l\ltJlt.ttratc end his sati5faction that thL ul ,

prot'cd, ttrttrld cttnstittie en of|cnce. It is, thercforc, unpan t

a co Vltitt or (']t Lt l)olica ftf)rt, the Mdsistt-uta t.\ boluti I

tlte qrrcttton u.t to t hathcr tlrc s(tmc tlisclosc.t ttttttn i ,

()fJltkr tutl i; r,-'qurr,-'d to fbnn such ut opittion in tltt.: t.. 1

ht't|,,,' 't' tutl t{,,Lttlt,.r 1r.r Lr'rrrt, Trrr.rcc.r.t, hc:lttll lr, srtir t,
(o!tlt:tl11('t ,1t tlt,..;tttge of tukin,! cOgrti:o (('. llt('t)nl\ , t l
l,t'fttrt th. ( otrr, r,'ttroitt.; to tort.itlar jwlicir)tt.\[l \l!tth.t t

rnt lrhitlt tltc ltttttLtt!tion prol)t).\t'\ lo pro.\t'cttt( thL tttt t

rtttt tt ltt i,tttr ltt(it t-d\r'ot'nt)t

tpltL:Lttion

!tttit)n.\, iJ

..:t lf"lt0t

8. ln FuAhruddin Ahtuud v. Stote oJ Iitt,t.utt(ltul und

onotltcr4, it is helcl as tbllori s

'.\ 
L,r ,erl//r,/(,.r r. it is ttt,ll sc lad tltut hc.for t u \!,i,- \tftut,cdt]

ht' .irttd trt hrnr'trt[t'n cttgrti:ttt,tcc o/ un ofii'ttcc, it tt tt,tl,, ,tt1, tltrt
Itc nt,st lttttL tltli(u noticc ctl the occtt.sutu:tns and tp1,i1,, t\ tltntl k)
lhc uliLgLtrion', nnia in tirc torttpiuLnt or in thc ytitr c t tttt.t ,t. tltL
irtfrtt ttLttiort n,Lci\t,l f'ront d source otlur tlrun u y irr, r, t)tt, ttt thr
(.r!(' ,rrtr bL'. onrl thc nrute riul f lcd thL,raLith I i 'LJ.: !lrl,,
c tplttt.\t.\ tlt l tt i! only, hen the Maeisttltta applict It , t iDd,Dtrl t:
seti\li(i that thc ullcgcttion.s, if proval, tottld utn.:ltttri .ttt oli,ttcL,
urul lLcitli:.s to initiole procccdings agdinst the ttllcgtrl , I nLltt thrtt
tl utn /),' posit[ttll stuted that lrc has takut (oll] ,1t., (l tht,
offt'nct. Cogni:utrcc is in regurd to tlr offi,nc, t r I ntt tl. .

olJt,tt,ltt .'

9. In vieu of the observations and directions t I'thc Hou'ble

Sullr-enrc ( oult ll1 thc judgments refclred [o sLr ' .il, the act o['

issuing process of sunrmoning the accused to I'uc, crinrinal triai

is a serious issue and such orders directing sumnt a ts t() a pcrson

to face crinlinal !11q!gannot be on the basis of cr'11 tic orders ancl

it should be an order reflecting application or rnind by the

Presiding Olficer while taking cognizance and iss _r ng l)l.ocess.

'1:008.1 r sct t;r
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10. For the loregoing reasons aud in view of the principles laid

down by the Hon'ble Apex Court in the ludgmcnts citcd 'rrrpra,

and u,ithout going into thc othcr grottncls. this Cou( is ol the

cor.rsidcrcd viov that docket orclcr passccl by the learned Xlll

,A.dditional Judicial MagislraLc of f ilst ( la.s. llanga Rcdcll' District

at Rajendranagar in C.C.No.2566 ol-2015 is liablc to bc quashed

and accorclingly quashed. [{ou'et et, this or-del ri'ill not prccltrde

the learned Magistrate froln taking cosnizance and passing

orders afrcsh in accot'dance ',,.''itli ll',"', b1" gi"'ing loascns

t l. Accorclingly, the criminal pctition is disposed oI

Pending miscellaneous applications, if any, shall stand

closed

SD/- V.HARI PRASAD
EPUTY REGIST

//TRUE COPYII
ECTION OFFICER

To,

1. The XIll Add
Rajendranag

itional Judicial Magistrate of Frrst Class, Rangareddy Diskict At
ar

2. The Xlll Judicial First Class Magistrate, Cyberabad at Rajendranagar

3. The Station House Officer, Narsingi Police Statron, Ranga Reddy District

4. Two CCs to the Public Prosecutor, High Court for the State of Telangana at
Hyderabad [OUT]

5. One CC to Ms. P. Sree Ramya, Advocate [OpUC]

6. Two CD Copies

Vt{,,PSI,



HIGH COURT

DATED: 2710212026

ORDER

CRLP.No.2850 o12026

DISPOSING OF THE
CRIMINAL PETITION
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