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}IIGI{ COUITT FOIT TI.IB STATIi OF TELANGANA

AT HYDERABAD
I

FRIDAY, THE FIFTEENTH DAY OF MAY
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

:PRESENT:
THE HON'BLB SRT JUSTICE E.V. VENUGOP,A.L

CRL.P NO: 7892 OF 2026
Befween
Smt. Danam Maneesha, W/o. Abhinav Kishen Puvvala,

Petitioner

AND

l. The State of Telangana, rep. by its Public Prosecutor, I{igh Court for the State of
Telangana. at Hyderabad

2. Syed Zainulla Abedin, S/o. late Mohd. Sadiq, R/o. LI.No. 1278, Kotlafaliza.
Hyderabad.

..,..Respondents/Complainant

WI{EREAS the Petitioner above named through her Advocate Sri Rohan Aloor,
presented this Petition under Section 528 of B.N.S.S., praying that in the circumstances stated
in the petition, the High Court may be pleased to set-aside the Recall Docket Order dated
11,05.2026 passed in Crl. M.P.No. 1636 of 2026in STC.NI. No.4638 of 2022, on the file of
the IX .ludicial Magistrate of First Class, t{yderabad, in so far as direction issued to tlre
petitioner to appear on next date of hearing;

AND WHEREAS the High Court upoh perusing the petition and memorandum of
grounds filed therein, and upon hearing the arguments of Sri A.Giridhar Rao, Senior Counsel
representing Sri Rohan Aloor, Advocate for the Petitioner, and the Public Prosecutor for the
Respondent No.l, directecl issue of notice to the Respondent No.2 herein to show cause as to
why this CRIMINAI- PETITION should not bd admitted.

You viz:

Syed Zainulla Abedin, S/o. late Mohd. Sadiq, IVo. H.No. 1278, Kotlafaliza, Hyderabad.
I

are directed to show cause on or before 24-06-2026 to which date the case stands posted as to
why in the circumstances set out in the petition and the memorandum of grounds filed
therewith (copy enclosed) this CRIMINAL PETITION should not be admitted.

I.A. NO: I OF 2026

Petition under Section 528 of B.N.S.S.. ppaying that in the circumstances stated in the

petition. the Fligh Court may be pleased to suspend the Recall Docket Order dated

11.05.2026 passed in Crl.M.P.No. 1636 ol 2026 in STC.NI. No.4638 of 2022 on the file of
the lX Judicial Magistrate of First Class. Hyderabad, in so far as direction issued to the



petitioner to appear on ,rext date of hearing and any subsequent date in STC.NI. No.4638 of
2022, pending disposal ,,,f Crl.l). No 7892 of2026, on the file of the Hi3h Court.

The Court made the following:
ORDER:

Notice bcfore :, d missiron.

Learned coun*el for the petitioncr is pcrmitted to takc out personnl noticc on

respondent No.2 by S,PAD nnd file proof of service of noticc in the Registry by the next

date of hearing.

Aggrieved t,y the recall docket order dated I1.05.2026 passed in

Crl.M.P.No.l636 of 2026 in STC.NI.No.4638 of 2022 by the learned IX Judicinl

Magistrate of First tllass, Hyderabad, in so lhr as direction issued to the petitioner tn

appear on next date of hearing, the present criminal petition is f rled.

Learned Senior Counsel. Sri A. Giridhar Rao, appearing on behalf of the learned

counsel for the petitioner submits that the petitioner, who is ;rrrayed as accused No.4

filed a petition urrder Section 70(2) of Cr.P.C. seeking to recall the Non-Bailable

warrant (lbr shorl "NB\V") issued against him on the file ol the learned IX Judicial

Magistrate of First Class at I'lyderabad (hereinafter referred ai "trial court"). The trial

court allowed the lletition directing the petitioner / accused No.4 to appear on the next

date of hearing for examination.

He would Irrrther submit that on bare perusal of the order, the trial court neither

gavc any date for appearance nor had appreciated the fact that the petitioner / A4 and

thc other accused Al, A2, A3 and A5 approached this Court and filed Crl.P.No.2765 of

2026 seeking to qrrash the proceedings against them in STC.I\I1.No.4638 of 2022 pending

on the file of the learned IX Metropolitan Magistrate Special Judicial First Class

Magistrate for Ixcise Cases, Hyderabad, where this Court t,ide order dated 27,02.2026

had granted interim order as follows.'

"The pre:;ence o.f the petitioners therein / Al to A5 in STC N1.No.4638 of 2022
on tlte Jilr of the learned IX Metropolitan Magistrah: Special Judiciol First
Class Moi4istrate'for Excise Cases, Hyderabad, is dispensed with, subject to the

condition that they sholl be represented through the,'r counsel on each ond
every dat',' of hearing ond d the presence of the petitioners is required, they
shall opp,tar be.fore the trial courl. In cnse of their non-oppeoronce on the
speciJic date fxed lty the trial court for their appeorflnce, the triol court is
entitled l. proceed with the ntatter, in accordonce n,iilt lflhs."
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Learned Senior Counsel further submits that the trial court ought to have

appreciated the fact that the subject matter is pending before this Court for appropriate

adjudication, where quashment of the proceedings has been prayed by the petitioner

along with other accused and that the petiti'bner is not a day to day in-charge of the

company affairs and not even the signatory of the cheque in question, therefore, rvhile

the order of this Court is persisting i.e. dispensing with the appearance of the petitioner

herein and that to without granting an opportunify, directing the petitioner to appear

on the next date of hearing for exanrination would amount to non-compliance of the

directions passed by the Co-ordinate Bench of this Court in Crl.P.No.2765 of 2026,

dated 27.02.2026.

He would further submit that complaint lodged against the petitioner under

Section 138 of the N.l. Act, particularly at paragraph No.l8, it is an admitted fact that

the petitioner is not involved in the said complaint. He would draw the attention of this

Court to the Paragraph No.l8, which is extracted hereunder:

18. The complainant submits that ufter relurn of the clteque he has tried to

contact the accused no,2 ond the accused no.S on phone but the accused no,2

& the accused no,S deliberately not lifted tlte calls. The complainant submits

lhat he has got suspicion ahout the heltaviour of the accused no.2 and veriJied

and came to know thot i). M/s. Shri Vaishnavi Builders, ii). M/s. Pragathi
Infra Tech, iii). M/s, Sun Rise Developers and iv). M/s. Classic Constructions

behind the back without any manner of right executed sale deed document

bearing no. 2439 of 2021 doted 2l-10-2021 registered ot S.R.O, Secunderabad

in favour of the accused no,l represented by the occused no.2 to 5 and

through which land udmeasuring 7,385.73 Sq. Yards out of Ac.5-13 guntas of
the above said lsnd in Sy.No. 184,185,186 and 195 situated at Prakash Nagar,

Begumpet Village, Balanagar Revenue Mandal, Medchal-Malkaigiri District
(The then Ronga Reddy District) was olleged to have transferred. The

contplainant subnits thal the accusedpo.l to 5 and i). M/s. Shri Vakhnavi

Builders, ii). M/s. Pragathi Infro Teclt, iii). M/s. Sun Rise Developers and iv),

M/s. Classic Constructions colluded with each other and conspired to cheat

the contplainant and witlr that dishonest intenlion ond cortspiracy they hove

createtl ofoke sale deed document bedring no.2439 of 2021 datetl 2l-10-2021

registered at S.R.O, Secundercrbad to defraud the complainant and in the sale

deed tlrcy hove shotun link docunrcnt i.e. invalid Sale deed documenl bearing

no, 356 of 1969 dated 19-2-1969 and the said link document was olready

declared as invnlid document by the Joittt Collector, Ranga Reddy District

(The Then A.P.) in Proceedings No.F2/8455/2002 vide order dated 26-02-

200s.
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Stating so he w,ruld submit that the above paragrag h itself indicates that, the

petitioner was nt,,t directly involved in the negotiations or execution of the settlement

agreement. Mere making averments in the complaint that accused Nos.l to 5

intentionally cntt:red into the subject matter cannot be inferred that the petitioner

rvould be arrayerl :rs accused No.4. It is further contended ttLat paragraph No.18 of the

complaint disclos,"'s that the complainant attempted to contact only Accused Nos.2 and

5, and not the pr.rS€rt petitioner/Accused No.4. Therefore, there is no specific allegation

or material to establish any direct transaction or legally enfrrrceable liability as against

the petitioner.

He woukl therefore submit that, on bare perusal cf paragraph No.l8 ol'the

complaint, it is e',ident that the petitioner has becn arrayed irs Accused No.4, though he

is neither a party to the settlement agreernent nor a signatory thereto or to the cheque in

question. The avr:rments in the complaint filed under the N.l. Act also substantiate the

same. In paragrr.rph No.l8, the complainant has specifically stated that Accused No.l,

represented by ,\ccusr:d No.2, approached the complainant and informed him that

Accused Nos.l to 5 intended to develop the subject land.

This mattr:r requires detailed examination and the facts can only be ascertained

upon hearing of rrhe respondents by way of their counters.

Primo focie it appears in the impugned recall docket order dated 11.05.2026,

though the recalll petitirrn has been allowed by the trial court and directed the petitioner

I A4 to appear t'efore the said Court on the next date of hr:aring for examination, the

ncxt date of he:rring is not specified in the said order lnd secondly prior to the

impugned ordcr dated 11.05.2026, NBWs rvere issued to the petitioner. Despite the Co-

ordinate Bench ilf this Court has passed the interim order in Crl.P.No,2765 of 2026

rlated 27.02.2026 dispensing with thc appearance of the petilioner / A4 & othcr accuscrl

Al, A2, A'3 and ,\5 in STC.NI.No.4638 of 21122 subject to the condition that thcy shall be

represcnted through their counscl, irrespective of the said Ihct, NllW's are issued to the

petitioner for no rr-appearance.

In the imllugnerJ order, it has also been recorded by thc learned trial court that

the counsel was present and since the counsel was present, lurther directing the

pctitioner to appear on the next unspecified date of hearing, would establish that the



trial court has not applied its nrind on the aspect that in the interim order in

Crl.P.No.2765 of 2026, thc appearancc of the petitioner / A4 is dispensed wittt.

In view of the facfs and circurnstances, this Court decms i( appropriate to

suspend the direction passed by thtr learned trial court directing the petitioner to appear

before the trial court by the next date of hearing. Further, the appearance of the

petitioner in the next date of hearing stand dispensed with and the petitioner is

permitted to file a special vakalat through their counsel, who shall appear before the

trial court in the said N.l. Act proceedings as N.I. Act proceedings may go on.

Learned Additional Public Prosecutor appearing for the respondent - State is

present and submits that he is only a formal party.

Post this matter on24.06.2026 along with Crl.P.No.2765 of 2026.

Sd/. M.NAGAMANI
ASSISTANT REGISTRAR' 1

To,

//TRUE COPY//

SECTIO OFFICER

I . The IX Judicial Magistrate of First Class, Hyderabad.

2. Syed Zainulla Abedin, S/o. late Mohd. Sadiq, R/o, H.No. 1278, Kotlafaliza.
Hyderabad. (llY SPAD along with a copy of petition and grounds)

3. Twcl CCs to Public Prosecutor. High Court for the State of Telangana, at Hyderabad
(ouT)

4. One CC to Sri Rohan Aloor, Advocate (OPUC)
5. One Spare Copy
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