
[ 338s I

HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA AT HYDERABAD

THURSDAY, THE TWENTY THIRD DAY OF APRIL
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

:PRESENT:

THE HONOURABLE SMT JUSTICE K. SUJANA

I.A.No.2 OF 2026
IN

CRLA NO: 403 OF 7026

Between

Rajashekarni Laxman Rao, S/o Anjaneyulu

...Appellant/Accused No. I
(Appellant in CRLA NO: 403 OF 2026

on the file of High Court)

AND

The State of Telangana, Represented by its Public Prosecutor, High Court for the State of
Telangana, High Court, Hyderabad. Through Hanumakonda Police Station.

...RBSPONDENT

(Respondent in-do-)

Counsel for the Petitioner: SRI S GANESH

Counsel for the Respondent: ADDL. PUBLIC PROSECTITOR

Application under Section 430(1) of B.N.S.S. praying that in the circumstances stated

in the Interim Bail Application, the l{igh Court may be to suspend the operation of the

conviction and suspension of sentence of fine an amount of Rs,2,00,000/- (Two lakhs

Rupees), sentence passed in S.C.(NDPS) No.l0 of 2023, dated 25-03-2026, on the file of the

Special Sessions Judge For NDPS Cases-Cum-l Additional Sessions Judge, Hanumakonda

and release the Petitioner/Al on bail during the pending disposal of the CRLA.

The Court made the following

ORDER:

This Interlocutory Application s filed with a prayer to grant bail

to the petitioner dated 25,0,3.2026 passed in S.C.(NDPSI No.10 of 2o.2:c.

by the learned Special Sessions Judge for NDPS Cases-cum-I Additional

Sessions Judge, Hanumakonda. Accused Nos. 1 to 3 were each



sentenced to 10 years rigorous imprlsonmer't and a fine' of

Rs.lrOOrOOO/- (in dr:fault, 6 months simple imlrrisonmentf for the

offence under Sectio,n 21 NDPS Act read wtth Section 34 IPC' and 10

years rigorous imprlpslloelt with e tiu-e qf RS'1'Q()'Q981- (iu defeu-lt' 6

months simple ilmprisonment| for the offence unde r Section 22lcl NDPS

Act read with Section 34 IPC. The total flne irnposed on all three

accused is Rs.6.OO,O0O/-.

Heard learned counsel for the petitioner and learned Additional

Public Prosecutor.

Learned counsel for the petitloner submittert that the conviction

is unsustainable due to serious contradictlons and deficiencies in the

prosecution evidence, as several key witnesses turned hostile, material

wltnesses gave lnco:rslstent statements regarding reizure, colour of the

cgqtrabend, p.repqtatigg qf peuqbet_aUqq, er_r-d plgsqnce of panch

wltnesses, thereby r:reating grave doubt about the alleged recovety and

lnvestigation. He further contended that the rnandatory procedure

under Section 52-A of the NDPS Act was not prollerly followed, as the

inventory certiflcate lacked essential details, no :ertified photographs

of the seized contraband or sample-drawing proces's were produced, and

therefore the statuliory presumption under Section 54 could not have

been lnvoked agqiUst tbe petitiott_ef, Hq cqRtended that thouglt there

is no evldence on rcrcord to prove the allegations e gainst the petitloner,

the trial Court erroneously convlcted the petlt roner and that he is

having good grouncls to succeed in the appeal and the final hearlng of



the appeal may be taken considerable time. Therefore, he prayed the

Court to allow this petition.

On the other hand, the learned Additional Public Prosecutor

appearlng for respondent, opposed the bait petition, contending that

there is no illegality in the order of the trial Court and that the trial

Court has rightly passed the impugned order. He further submitted

tbqt- there ere eqe qther eqaee pend.iug egais-gt the petitipner.

Therefore, while advocating that there is ample evidence on record

against the petitioner, he prayed the Court to dismiss the petition.

Perused the contents of the affidavit filed in eupport of the

petition.

In the light of the rival submlssions and upon consideration of

the material available on record, it'appeare that there are Bpecific and

grave allegatlons against the petltioners involving offeuces under the

NDPS Act relating to commerclal quantity contraband. The trlal Court

has already considered in detail the contentions raised regarding

alleged procedural irregularlties, including delay in forsarding samples

to the Forensic Sclence Laboratory and alleged non-compliance with

the mandatory provisions of the NDPS Act. The record further

dlgclqses th.et the getzed qsqt.ra.band wag predrrsed bgfore the

competeat Court in a sealed condition, inventory proceedlngs were

undertaken under Judictal supenrision, and samples were drawn and

folsarded for chemical examlnation. At this interlocutory stage, no



patent illegalitty, perverslty, or glaring inflrmtt5' in the Judgment of

conviction hars been demonstrated so as to wrrrant suspension of

sentence.

It is also notir:ed that the petitioners were c onvicted recently and

have undergone o:nly a limited period of posl:-conviction custody.

Having regard to the rigour of Section g7 of the NDPS Act, the

sgrisus4elg 9f tbe etfeuce, eq-d the quaqtity of contraband involved,

this Court is required to exercise greater caution while considerlng

suspension of sent:ence. The princlples laid c own by the Hon'ble

Supreme Court in Daler Singh v. State of Punj;rb also indicate that

custody undergone is a relevant consideratlon in riuch matters, and the

petitioners have :not completed the minimu:n period ordinarily

warranthg such in,i[u1gstce. No exceptlonal or special circumstances

are show4 to Jurstlfy dgpartqre ffoq-r the settled pflqrciples.

Accordingly, thls Interlocutory Appltcation iu dlsmissed.

sd/- r\{oHD.rsilmlL
DEPUTY REG.ISTRAR. )

mRuE coPV// .4. -SECTION OFF'ICER

To,

1. The Special Sessions Judge For NDPS Cases-Cum-I rrdditional Sessions Judge,
Hanumakonda.

2. The Station Jlouse Ofii-cer, Police Station Hanumakonda.

3. One CC to Sri S.G.{NESH, Advocate [OPUC]
4. Two CCs to PUBLIC PROSECUTOR High Courr for he State of Telangana, at

Hyderabad [OUT]
5. One sparg copy
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HIGH COURT

sKS, J

DATED:23-04-2026

LIST ON 29.06.?.026

ORDER

f.A.No. 2 OF 202'6
IN
CRLA NO: 403 OF 202G

DISMISSING TUt0I.A.
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