
IN THE HIGH COURT FOR-THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

FRIDAY, THE TENTFJ DAY OF APRIL
TWo rHousAND AND rweruw sli

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE J SREENIVAS RAO

[ 33031

F 2026

...Petitioner/Accused No.3

CRIMIN L PETITI ON NO : 44O5 OA

Between:

AND

l.A. NO: 10F 2026

Ravutla Prashanth Goud. s/o lvtohan Goud Age. 40 yrs, Occ. Toddy Shop Rt/o.H. No 1 - 1 -5l25l9 t 2, Mahai axmr cotony ioriJng"aol # Boon y, Armoor.

' Jffir:3t?f 
relangana, Represented through Pubric prosecuror High court

, yr, XfrHArfath, 
S/o nor known, Aged about. not known, Occ Stp of Armoor

...RespondenUDefacto Complainant
Petition under section 52g of B.N.s-s. :raying that in the circumstances stated

in the Memorandum of Grounds of criminar petition, the High court may be preased
to quash the cr'No.64gl2025 0n the fire of p.s.Armoor against the petitioners

Petition under section 528 of B.N.s.s. praying that in the circumstances stated
in the Memorandum of Grounds of criminar petition, the Hrgh court may be preasect
to stay a' further proceedings incruding arrest of the petitioner/accused no.3 in
Cr.No.649/2025 on the file of p.S.Armoor at Rajendra Nagar.
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This Petition coming on for hearing, upon perusing the Memorandum of
Grounds of criminal petition and upon hearing the arguments of Mrs. L.pranathi
Reddy, Advocate for the petitioner and Sri Jitender Rao Veeramafla, Additionar
Public Prosecutor on behalf of the Respondent Nos.l and 11.

The Court made the following: ORDER
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HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA AT HYDERABAD

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE J. SREENIVAS RAO

CRIMINAL PETITION No. 44OS of2026

DATE: 10.0,4.20/26

Betqreen :

Ravutla Prashanth Goud

Petitioner/Accused No.3

AND

The State of Telangana and another
...Respondents

:ORDER:

This Criminal Petition has been filed by the petitioner/ accused

No.3 seeking to quash the proceedings in Crime No'649 of 2025 of

Armoor Police Station, Nizamabad District, registered lor the offences

under Sections 8(c) tlw 22(c) and' 29 of the Narcotic Drugs and

Psychotropic Substances Act, 1985 (hereinafter referred to' as the

NDPS ActJ.

2. Brief facts of the case:

On 10.12.2025, on credible information received at the police

station regarding mixing of Alprazolam in toddy at Mahalaxmi Colony'

Armoor, the Sub Inspector of Police, Armoor Police Station' complied

with Section 42 NDPS Act by reducing the information into writing'

informing the superior officer, an<I making a GD entry' After obtaining

necessary permissions and securing indepcndent panch witnesses

"'t'2
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through the Municipal Commissioner, he along with other excise

officials, proceeded to the spot. Upon interrogation, accused Nos.1 and

2 admitted the presence of Alprazolam in the house. A search and

seizure operation u.as conducted in accordance ,,rrith law, leading to

reco\/ery of 499.500 grams of suspected Alprazolam, properly sealed,

labelled M- 1 and M-2, and documented through a seizure

panchanama. Mobile phones and other materia,l objec[s were also

seizcd, and the entire process was videographed. During investigation,

accused Nos.l and 2 disclosed that they, along with the petitioner,

consprrcd Lo Drocure Alprazolam and mix it rvith toddy to earn proiits,

Lherebv cnclangering public health. The contraband was allegedl5,

sourccd b1,'the petitioner and distributed for use i;n toddy preparation

at thcrr depor. The seized material was depositerl in the malkhana,

and accused \os.1 and 2 and the petitioner were medically examined

and found fit for remand. Based on the material collected, a case in

Crime No-649 ol 2025 was registered under Sections g(c) read rvith

22(cl and 29 of the NDpS Act, and investigati,cn proceeded u.ith

examiratio. oI r.it,esses, scene of offence panchanama, and colection

of further evidcnce establishing illegal possessiolt, conspiracy, and

co mmerc ial - scaic narcotics activity.

3. Heard Mrs. L. Pranathi Reddy, learned counsel for the petitioner,

and Mr. Jithender Rao Veeramalla, learned Additional public

Prosecutor for respondent Nos.1 and 2_State.
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4. Submissions of learned counsel for the Petitioner:

4.1 [,earned counsel for the petitioner submitted that the petitioner

has not committed the alleged offence and has been falsely implicated

in the present case. Even according to the allegations made in the

complaint, the ingredients of the offences under Sections 8(c) r/w 22(c)

aod,29 of the NDPS Act are not attracted against the petitioner' The

police have not seized any contraband from the possession of the

petitioner and he was not present at the scene of offence However'

the petitioner has been implicated as an accused solely based on the

confessional statement given by accused No l and the same is nol

permissible under law as per the provisions of Section 27 of the Indian

Evidence Act, 1872 and Section 67 of the NDPS' She further

Submittedthatnopimafaciematerialexistsconnectingthepetitioner

with the alleged offence' Hence' continuation of the proceedings

agains[ the petitioner is a clear abuse of the process of law'

4.2. In support of her contention' she relied upon the following

orders:

' 2o2s (2) ALD (crl.) 64

'Z 2019 scc onLine MP 944

1 C. Adithya Narayana Reddy v' The state of

Telanganal and;

2. Ismail Khan and another v' State of M'P'2'
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accused No. I in

brousht 2.S kgs.

per kg. and lranded it over to

housc and it u,as mixcd u,ith

quantity of about 5OO grams.

5. Submissions of learned Additional public prosecutor:

5. I Per contra, learncd Additional public prosecutor submitted that
therc are specific allcqations levelled against the petitioner, which
attract the ingredicnts o[ the offences under Sections g(c) r/rv 22(c) and
29 ol the NDpS Ar:t. Drrring the course of investigation, it is revealed

that accused No.1 ancl the petitioner are broLhers and partners,
running a toddv business, where they mixed Alprazolam in toddy to
incrcase sales and earn higher prohts. He further submitted that

his stalement specifically stated that the petitioner

o[ Alprazolam from unknown persons @ Rs. 1O lakhs

him and the same was kept in their

toddy and used, leaving a remaining

The police seized the contraband from

zrccused No.l after following due procedure as

oontcmplated under the provisions of the NDpS Act and the substance
of two packets u'eighcd 499.soo grams and its worth about Rs.5 lakhs.

He furtht'r subn'ritLcd that there was telephonic conversation
betu,t'en the pctitioner and the other accuscd. The petitioner had
approached this Court and lilcd Crl.p.No.S7l of 2026 for grant of pre-
arresr l:ail and the sama \r.as dismissed on 09.02.2026 by giving cogent
reaso.s. whereby it is specificalry observed that. the investigation
material d:sclose a prirna facie link of the accused with the alleged
olfenccs, such EsI'his involvement is being reflected from the

thc posscssior-r oI

3.2
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state ments of co-accused, electronic communications or ltnancial

transactions, tlte petitioner is not entitled for grant ol pre-arrest

protection and the same seriously hamper the process of investigation'

He also submitted that the investigation is still in progress and at this

stage, the petitioner is not entitled to seek quashing of the proceedings'

especially the petitioner involved in heinous offence and F l R is not an

encyclopedia.

Analysis:

6. This Court has considered the rival submissions made bY the

respective parties and perused the material available on record' [t is

not in dispute that the petitioner had approached this Court and filed

Criminal Petition No.571 of 2026 seeking pre-arrest bail and thc same

rvas dismisse d. uide ord,et dated 09.o2.2O26 taking inlo consideration

the principle laid down by the Hon'ble Apex Court in Dinesh Chander

v. State of Haryana3, wherein it was observed that whcre the

investigation material discloses a pima facie link of the accused wit.h

the alleged offence, such

s[atements of co-accused,

as, his involvement being reflected from

electronic communication, or financial

transactions, the grant of pre-arrest protection would seriously hamper

the process of investigation.

3 sLP (crt.) No.gsz+o of 2025
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7. The record further revcals that the police seized 499.5O0 grams

o[ Alprazolam h-om thc posscssion of accuseci No. I and the petitioner

and accuscd No.1 are brothers.

8. The record furlher reveals that accused No.l in his statement

specifically statcd thilt the pctitioner purchascd 2.5 kgs. of Alprazolam

at the rate ol Rs.l O lakhs per kg. lrom unknown persons and handed it
over to him. The said contraband was allegedly kept in their house

and used in thc prcparation of todd_r,. Out of the said 2.5 kgs. of

Alprazolam, thc policc scized 499.500 grams frorri the possession of

accused No. 1.

9. Whether the p(jtitioner, along nith accused No.1, was engaged in

toddl, 6q";n"ss. u,hcthcr thc pe titioncr had purchas ed 2.5 kgs. of

Alpraz.lam from unkno,"r,, persons and handed it o.uer to accused No. r

and thc alleged contr-aband u,as used ir-r toddy preparation or not; and

whether an1. other ;natcrial rs u,ith the prosecubon to connect the

petitioner *,ith rhe o{lcncc, are disputed facts and the same cannot be

adjudicated i'r ir pror:cedings undcr Section 52g of the BNSS/4g2 of

the Cr.P.C. at threshold, since the complaint pimo faciediscloses the

ingredicnts of tire allcged offe.ce and the same have to be revealed

during the course ol invcstigation, especially when the investigation is

unde4 p:eg1'6'5s.
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10. The order in Aditya Narayan Reddy supra relied, upon by the

learned counsel for the petitioner is not applicable to the facts and

circumstances of the present case, as in that case the Court was

dealing with quashing of the hnal report in SC.NDpS.No.3Og of 2024,

wherein the prosecution had failed to produce any other material and

except the confessional statement of a co-accused to connect the

petitioner with the alleged offence. In the present case, the

investigaLion is still under progress.

11. The other order relied upon by the learned counsel for the

petitioner in Ismail IKhan supra is also not applicable to the facts and

circumstances of the present case, as there are specific allegations

Ievelled against. the petitioner that he, along with accused No. 1, was

engaged in toddy business and that the petitioner purchased 2.5 kgs.

of Alprazolam and handed it over to accused No.1, and they mixed it

toddy to earn profits. Whether the petitioner is having any connectin

with accused No.1 for the offences levelled in the complaint, the same

will be revealed during the course of investigation.

12. It is relevant to mention that in State of Haryana and others v.

Bhajan Lal and othersa, the Hon'ble Supreme Court delineated the

limited scope of the High Court's jurisdiction under Article 226 of tine

Constitution of India and Section 482 Cr.P.C. to quash criminal

o 1992 Supp ( 1) SCC 33s

2026:TSHC:13023



8

proceedings, holding that such power may be exercised only in

exceptional cases lvhere the allegations, even if taken at face value, do

not disclose any offence, are inherently improbable legally barred, or

manifestly mala fide, u'hile cautioning that the categories so

enumerated are illustrative and the power must be exercised sparingly'

The said principles wcre reiterated in Neeharika Infrastructure

Private Limited v. State of Maharashtra and otherss, wherein it was

emphasized that the police have a statutory right and duty to

investigate cognizable offences and that coLlrts should not interdict

investigation at thc threshold unless no cognizable ,cffence is disclosed

on a plain reading ol the FIR; the FIR is not expected to be an

encyclopedia of all facts, and criminal procceding,s ought not to be

scuttled at their nascent stage. It was furlher hekl that the power to

quash proceedings should be cxercised sparingly, with circumspection,

and only in the rarest ol rarc cascs, u'here the allegations do not

disclose any offence or are manifestly attended with mala hde or are an

abuse of the process of lar.r',

13. For the forcgoing reasons and the precedent decisions, this

Court does not frnd any ground to quash the proceedings against the

petitioner.

'(2021) 19 scc 40l
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14. Accordingly, the criminal petition is dismissed' However, it is

made clear that any of the observations made in this order are

conl-rned for the purpose of deciding this case only.

Miscellaneous applications, pending if any, shall stand closed'

SD/- A.H.S.GOWRI SHANKAR
ASSISTANT REGIS

//TRUE COPY//

SECTION OFFICER

1. The Judicial First Class Magistrate at Armoor.
2. The Station House Officer, Armoor police Station, Nizamabad
3- One CC to Mrs. L.pranathi Reddy, Advocate [OpUC]
4. Two ccs to PUBLIG PROSECUTOR High court for the state of rerangana,

at Hyderabad [OUT]
5. Two CD Copies
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HIGH COURT

DATED: 10t04t2026

ORDER )
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