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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

FRIDAY, THE TWENW EIGHTH DAY OF NOVEMBER
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FIVE

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE E.V.VENUGOPAL

CRIMINAL REVISION CASE NO: 262 271 AND 2720F 2025

CRIMINAL REVISK)N CASE NO: 262OF 2o2s:.

...Petitioner/Complainant

AND

Criminal Revision Case filed under Section 438 and 442 of BNSS to set
aside the Judgment dated 28-10-2024 made in Comp.G.No. Crl. M.P. No, 90-of
2022 in SR No.1472 ot 2O21 on the file of the court of the Special Judge for
Economic Offences at Nampally, Hyderabad.

Between :

Registrar of Companies, (For the State of Telangana) ll Floor, Corporate
Bhawan, Bandlaguda, Nagole, Hyderabad-500 068.

1 . Goplakrishna Nair Shankaran (Managing Director), S/o Shankaran
Goialakrishnan Nair, Aged about 77 years, No 8-3-22411 1lCl14-G, H-32,
Madhura Nagar, Hyderabad-500890.

2. Ravi Shankar Gopalakrishnan (Director), S/o.Gopalakrishnan Nair Shankaran,
Aged about 44 ydars, Fi/o. H.No.8-3-224l1 1lC 14-G. H-31 Madhura Nagar'
Hyderabad Telangana.- 500890

3. tVl/s.Hyderabad Polltrtion Contmls Limited-Proforma Party, Plot
No.90/G.1.D.A., Jeedimetla Hyderabad.

..Respondents/Accused

lA NO: 3 OF m25

Petition under Section 438 and 442 ot BNSS praying that in the
circumstances stated in the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High
Court may be pleased to set-aside the Order dated 28-1O-2024 passed in

Comp.G.No. Crl. M.P. No.90 of 2O22 in SR No.1472 of 2021 on the file of the
Learned Special Judge for Economic Offences Court at Hyderabad.



Criminal Revision Case filed under Section 438 and 442 of BNSS to set
asi_d-e the Judgment dated 28-10-2024 made in Comp.G.No. Crl.M.p.No.87 of
2022 in SR No.139B of 2021 on the file of the court of the Speciat Judge for
Economic Offences at Nampally, Hyderabad.

Between :

Registrar ^of Companies, (For the State of Telangana) ll Floor, Corporate
Bhawan, Bandlaguda, Nagoie, Hyderabad-S00 068.

CRIMINAL REVISION CASE NO: 271 OF 2025:

AND
1

lA NO: 4 OF 2025

CRIMINAL REVISION CASE NO: 272 OF 2025 ;

AND
1

...Petitioner/Complainant

...Respondents/Accused

...Petitioner/Complainant

2

3

Goplakrishna Nair Shankaran (Managing Director), S/o Shankaran
9opalakrishnan Nair, Aged about 77 ye5rs, No B'-g-224t1 1tct14-c, H-32,
Madhura Nagar, Hyderabad-500890. 

-

Ravi.Shankar Gopalakishnan (DirectoQ, S/o.Gopalakrishnan Nair Shankaran,
Aged about_44 years, R:/o. H.No.8-3-224111!C 14-G. H-31 Madhura Nagar,
Hyderabad Telangana-- 500890

M/sHyderabad Pollution Controls Limited-proforma party, plot
No.90/G.1.D.A., Jeedimetla Hyderabad.

Petition under Section 397 and 401 of Cr.pC praying that in the
circumstances stated in the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High court
may be pleased to set-aside the Order dated 28-10-2024 passed in Comp.G.No.
crl. M.P. No. 87 of 2022 in sR No.1398 ot 2021 on the file of the Learned Special
Judge for Economic Offences Court at Hyderabad. in the interest of justice.

Criminal Revision Case filed under Secti911^:l3g.and 442 of BNSS to set
aside the Judgment dated 28-10-2024 made tt"Crtlvllp.ruo.89 of 2022 in SR
No.1 263 of 2021 on the file of the court of the special Judge for Economic
Offences at Nampally, Hyderabad.

Between :

Registrar^of Companies, (For. the State of Telangana) ll Floor, Corporate
Bhawan, Bandlaguda, Nagole, Hyderabad-SO0 068.

Goplakrishna Nair Shankaran (Managing Director), S/o Shankaran
Gopalakrishnan Nair, Aged 1b9ut 77-ye5rs . No slS_zZqi.t ltitta_c, U-SZ,
Madhura Nagar, Hyderabad-500890. -



2. Ravi Shankar Gopalakrishnan (Director), S/o.Gopalakrishnan Nair Shankaran,

^Sed 

aboqt_,+4 years, Rl/o. H.No.8-3-224l1 1lC 14.G. H-31 Madhura Nagar,
H(erabad Telangana.- 500890

S lr(.Iyqgr1Oad Pollution Controls Limited-Proforma Party, ptot
No.90/G. t.D.A., Jeedimetla Hyderabad.

.. Respondents/Acc used

lA NO: 4 OF 2025

Petition under Section 397 and 4O1 of Cr.pC pralng that in the
circumstances stated in the affidavit filed in suppo( of the petition, the Hioh Court
may be pleased to set-aside the Order dated 2B-1O-2O24 passed if,8rll [ .p. Uo.
89 ot 2022 in SR No.1263 ot N2'l on the file of the Leamed Special Judge for
Economic Offences Court at Hyderabad, in the interest of justice.

Counsel for the Petitioners in all CRPs : Mr.Abdul Matin Qureshi, representing
Mr.N.Bhujanga Rao, Deputy Solicitor
General of lndia.

Counsel for the Respondents

The Court made the following : COMMON ORDER



)
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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA

AT IIYDERABAI)

THE HONOURABLE SRT JUSTICE E.V.VENUGOPAL

LIRIMINAL REVISION CASE Nos.262 27L aod.272 qf 2o25

Dated: 28.LL.2o25

Between:

Registrar of Companies ... Petitioner

And

Goplakrishna Nair Shankaran and two others

... ResPondents

COMMON ORDER

Sincc, the issue involved in all these Revision Cases is one

and the same, they are heard together and disposed of by way of

a common order

2. Criminal Revision Case Nos.262 of 2025 is hled aggrieved

by the order dated 2a.rc.2o24 in Crl.M.P.No.9O of 2022 in

S.R.No.1472 of 2O2l on the hle of the learned Special Judge for

Economic Offences, at Nampally, Hyderabad (for short,, "the trial

Court") by allowing the Criminal Revision Case and pass such

other order or orders.

3. Criminal Revi.sion Case No.271 of 2025 is hled aggrieved by

the order dated 2a.1O.2024 in CrI.M.P.No.87 of 2022 in
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S.R.No:1398 of 2O2l on the file of the trial Court by allowing the

Criminal Revision Case and pass such other order or orders.

4. Criminal Revisior. Case No.272 of 2025 is fiied ,:^ggrieved by

the order dated 28.10.2024 fr!.M.P.No.89 of 2122 in

S.R.No.1263 of 2O2l on the hle o[ the trial Court by allowing the

Criminal Revision Case and pass such other order or orders.

5. Heard Mr.Abdul Matin Qureshi, learned counsel

representing Mr.N.Bhujanga Rao, learned Deputy Solicitor

General of tndia appearing for the petitioner. No appearance on

behalf of respondents.

6. This Court is inclined to proceed rvith the matter on rnert'ts

of the case as per the tlecision of the Hontrle Apex Court in "Bani

Singh and otLers Vs. State of (lttar Pradeshr ", wherein it rvas

categorically held that the High Court cannot dismiss any appeal

for non-prosecution simpttciler without examining the merits'

Perused the record.

For the sake of convenience, the facts in Crl.R'C'No '262 of

2025 are discussed as hereunder: -

I 
11996;4 supreme Coun Cases 720

\\



7. The brief facts of the case are that the present prosecution

is hled by the petitioner/complainant by virttre of the orders

passed by the Government of India Ministry of Corporate Affairs

(MCA) i'ide letter F.No.OZ / t572ot4/CL-[SER) dated 10.O2.201b,

to inspect under Ser.tiorr 206(5) of the Companies Act, 2013 into

the books of accounts and other records of the Company namely

M/s.Hyderabad Pollution contrors Limited (herein after referred

as Respondent No.3 Company/Accused) which is a public limited

company limited by shares, registered in the ersfzrhile State of

Andhra Pradesh (Now State of Telanganal on 21.12.197g, under

the Companies Act, I956. Respondent Nos. 1 and 2 are alleged to

have committed the offences, while they were working as the

Managing Director and Director of respondent No.3_Company.

8. [,earned counsel for the petitioner contends that the

Ministry's letter vide F.No.O7l tSZ /2Ot4/CL_II(SER), dated

IO.O2.2016 was challenged by the Company. para Nos.22 and 23

of the common order dated 04.O2.2O2O in W.p.No. 1020 | of 2OlZ

and 12296 of 2019 it is held as follows:-

"Thc decisions MOOLCHAND GUpTA,s case (l supra),
ROI{TAS INDUSTRIES,s case (2 supra} and BARIUM
CHEMICALS IiMITED,s case (3 supra) relied on by thelearned counsel for the petitioners deal with theprovisions of lau, under repealed Act and relates toordcring investigaiion under Section 237 of the repealed

\
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Act, which is equiv'alent to Section 210 of the Act 2013,
arrd lhat stage has not come in the instant case, as such
the decisions cited are not applicable to the facts of the
present case. Even otherwise, there is no material in rhis
case to show Li:3t the respondent-authorities have acted
in violation of law The discretion exercised tr, order for
inspection, inquirr ls based on disclosable facts and
circumstances and this Col'rt.qnnot sit in appeal ovcr
the such discretion exercised by the authorities by
invoking the power of .iudicial review urder Arttcle 226 of
the Consdnrtion of India.

23. In the circumstances, there are no merits in the writ
petition (wp no. 102O1 of 2Ol7l and it is accordingly
dismissed and as a necessary corollary writ petition
no. L2296 of 2Ol9 is also dismissed. The connected
miscellaneous petitions, if any, pending in these writ
petitions are also dismissed. There shall be no order as to
costs"-

9. l,earned counsel for the petitioner further contends that by

virtue of the common order dated 04.O'2.2O2O in W.P.Nos.102Ol

of 2Ol7 and. 12296 of 2019, the date oi commission of the alleged

offence shall be reckoned as 04 .O2.2O20 and not the date of

inspection submitted to the Ministry. He contends that the trial

Court vide order dated 28.LO.2O21 in Crl.M.P.No.9O of 2022 in

SR.No.1472 of 2O2l dismissed the application filed by the

petitioner/Registrar of Companies seeking to condone the delay

in fiIing the complaint under Section 295$l ol the Companies

Act, 1956 for violation of Section 295(1XA) of the Companies Act,

1956.
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to l.earned counsel for the petitioner furthe r contends that the

matter u'as sub-judice before this Court and that the common

orCer was passed on 04 .02.1020 due to which, the petitioner

faileci to file the complaint within a. year i.e., on or before

Ot.O2.2Ol9; that the period of time from the date of closure of

limitation for frting the complaint be herewittr excluded in terms

of Section 47O Cr.P.C. by taking into consideration that the

petitioner has taken due diligence in good faith to prosecute the

respondents; that attaining f-rnality in the common order, the

petitioner could not hle the prosecution immediately due to

outbreak of Covid-19 Pandemic. Therefore, he contends that the

petitioner has shown sufficient cause for not preferring the

complajnt u'ithin the limitation period. Relying on the decision

passed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Basawaraj & Another

Vs. The Special Land Acquisition Offrcer i:r Civil Appeal

No.6974 of 2o132, State of Himachal Pradesh Vs. Tara Datt

and another3, Manindra Land and Building Corporation

Limited Vs. Bhootnath Banerjee & Ors.a, Lala Matadin Vs.

A.Narayanans, Parimal Vs. Veena @ Bharti6, Maniben Dewraj

'(2011) 14 scc- 811
r 1999 supp(4) scR 514

' AtR t9('4 s(' lt36
' eJR tgto sc tg5:uArR2orrscIl5o
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Shah Vs. Municipal Corporation of Brihan MumbaiT, he seeks

to pass appropriate orders.

11. On careful scrutiny tf the material available on re':ord and

the inpugned order it can be Secr: .5 at no such reasonable

explanation was found to be forthcoming from the

petitioner/complainant for the cause of the delay in frling the

complaint and it is hopelessly barred by limitation. At this

juncture, it can be re-iterated that limitation is a matter of

statute and must be strictly enforced. Therefore, this Court is of

the opinion that the petitioner failed to show sufficient reason for

day-to-day delay in filing the complaint. Hence, I do not find any

perversit5r in the ordet passed by the trial Court and these

Revisions Cases are liable to be dismissed.

12. Accordingly, these Criminal Revision Cases are dismissed

Miscellaneous Petitions . pendine if anv. shall stand clo
SD/- A.V.S.PRASAD

Tere zqz s-\621 DEPUW REGISTRA

/TTRUE COPY//
SECTION OFFICER

To,
1. The Special Judge for Economic Offences Court a Hyderabad.

2. One CC to Mr.N.Bhu,anga Rao' Deputy Solicitor General of lndia Advocate

IoPUCI

3. Two CD CoPies
Svs/PSL

Y&



HIGH COURT

DATED:28 t11t2025

COMMON ORDER

CRIMINAL REV|S|ON CASE NOs: 262,211 AND272 0F 2025

DISMISSING THE CRIMINAL REVISION CASES

6c*(dqr-
4q,t


