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HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANAAT HYDERABAO
(Special Original Jurisdiction)

MONDAY, THE TWENTY NINTH DAY OF DECEMBER
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FIVE

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE J SREENIVAS RAO

WRIT PETITION NO: 26249 OF 2015

Between:
1. Arshad Ayub, S/O of the late Mohammed Ali, aged about 57 years,

occupation President of the Hyderabad Cricket Association, resident of Lake
View Apartments L3, Road No. 11, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.

2. K. John Manoj, son of the late K R William, aged about 57 years, occupation
Honorary Secretary of the Hyderabad Cricket Association, resident of H
No.10-1-605, East Marredpally, Secunderabad - 500

..,PETITIONER

AND
1 The State of Telangana, represented by its Principal Secretary, Home

Department, Secretariat Buildings, Hyderabad.

The Commissioner of Police, Cyberabad, Ranga Reddy District.

The Station House Officer, Uppal Police Station, Uppal, Ranga Reddy District

S.Sunil Kumar, lnspecting Officer/ADE/DPUHT-ll, Operation Uppal Sub-
Division, (Southern Power Distribution Company of TS Limited) TSSPDCL,
Uppal Ranga Reddy District.

The Station House Officer, Vigilance and APTS Team, R.R. East, Uppal,
Hyderabad.

R5 is impleaded as per C.O. dt.9-9-15 in WPMP 34951 of 15

...RESPONDENTS

Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of lndia praying that in the

circumstances stated in the affidavit filed therewith, the High Court may be

pleased to issue a Writ, Order or Direction, more particularly one in the nature of

Writ of Mandamus, declaring the registration of Crime No. 1279120'15 dated

01.08.2015 by the 3rd Respondent is as an abuse of executive powers vested in
it, violative of judicial precedents, law and fundamental rights and consequenUy
quash the same-
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petition Lrnder Section J51 CpC.praying that in the circumstances stated inrhe affidavit fited in support 
?J 

rle^f ltl;l inJ urJn Bjrn ,r, be pteased to stavrne rnvestigatior of crime No.1279/2015 o"1"J"b'rlo1"zo15 0n the fire of p.sUppar' R'R Dislrict incruding. a rres t of-the puiiti"nui rrro'. 1 & 2, pending disoosalof the Writ petiticn pending jirporrr 
"rlnl r["r"'*r,iiT,,,,on

I.A. NO: 2 OF 2015 PMP. NO: 34098 0F 2015

I.A. NO:1 OF 20151WVMP NO: 4347 OF201s)

Between:

The Station Houst> Officer, Vigilance and ApTS Team, R.R. East, Uppal, Hyderabad

...PETITIONER/RESPONDENTS

Arshad Ayub, S/O of the

vm,;,"**,u,;g#.:,t#"1iffi:*ft"tf f; 
g^,",kyj":l"ii:['d

K John Manoj, son of the lat

n:r";,r..t+:iril::;:fiiliffixq#;j,"jiif ss.i.l:L',i"r*3Eiro8l,"il

3 The state of retanqa "' RESPoNDENTS/PET|r|oNER

Department, s*;"i;Xfd A".fr!?ffi l:._fr?U:i:iincipar secretary, Home

4 The Commissioner of police, Cyberabad, Ranga Reddy District.
5. The Station House Officer, Uppal police Station, Uppat, Ranga Reddy District.. 

S,;q!,?jL L giin g;o;:,,,, officer/ADE/DpE/Hr-1, o_perarion U ppa r Sub_
U ;p; iil;;"#H !i i ;3[?i ?''o'o'tion 

com pa nv ot rs Limiteo ; rs s pDC L,

...RESPONDENTS/RES PONDENTS
Petition under section 151.cpc praying that in the circumstances stated inthe-affidavit fited in support 

9f ge.g.e1t#,in"',rig'h''b"rrt may be pteased tovacate the interim orders granted in w.p:No. zaz+s it zarcdated 19_8_2015.

Counsel for the petitioner : SRI M.SARATH KUMAR,
: . - .. _ rep., SRt V.RAMCHANOER GOUDLounset ror rhe Respondents No.1,2,3&S : SRI B.SR|DHAR, ASST.GP FOR HOMECounset for the Respondent No.4 : N_SREEbHAi Ri'#i ('ic FoR TGSeDcL)The Court made the?ollowing: ORDER "'-'"---' I \

AND
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IN THE HIGH COURT FORTHE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAI)

THE HONOURABLE SRI T'USTICE J.SREENTVAS RAO

WRIT PETITION No.26249 of 2015

Date:29.L2.2O25

Between:

Arshad Ayub and another.
.Petitioners

AND
The State of Telangana,
Represented by Principal Secretary,
Home Department, Secretariat
Buildings, Hyderabad and 4 others.

.. . Respondents

ORDER

This Writ Petition has been filed seeking to quash the

proceedings in Crime No.1279 of 2O 15 on the file of the A.P.T.S.,

Ranga Reddy East Police Station, registered for the offence

under SecLion 135(A,) of the Electricity Act, 2003 (hereinafter

referred to as "the Act"), against M/s.Hyderabad Cricket

Association.

2. Heard Mr.M.Sarath Kumar, learned counsel representing

Mr.V.Ramachander Goud, learned counsel for the petitioners;

Mr.B.Sridhar, learned Assistant Government pleader for Home

appearing for respondent Nos. 1,2,3 and 5; and Mr.N.Sreedhar

Reddy, learned Standing Counsel for TGSpDCL appearing for

rSpondent No.4.

3. Learned counse.l for the petitioners submitted that the

petitioners have not committed the alleged offence and that
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their namcs wort: not mentioned in the F I'R' Even according to

the allegations made in the complaint, the ingredients of the

offence under liection 135(A) of the Act arc not attracted against

the petitioncrs Petitioner No' 1 has discharged his duties as the

Presiclent of ttre Hyderabad Cricket Association and petitioner

No.2 has discharged his duties as the Honorary Secretary of the

Hyderabad Cricket Association' They have not committed any

offence and th,:re are no specific ailegations against them' still

they have been arrayed as accused' Hou'ever, subsequent to the

rcgistration of t.he crime, the lnvestigating Officer issued notices

under Section 41-A of the Cr'P C' to the petitioners' Aggrieved

b1, the sarne, .:hr: petitioners have approached this Court by

filing the Pres(rnt rvrit petition seeking quashing of the said

CTIMC

4. He furthcr submitted that the petitioners are not liable to

be prosecuted, as they have not committed any theft of enerry'

They were not present at the alleged scene of offence' Hence, the

continuation of proceedings against the petitioners is a clear

abuse of the process of law. In support of his contentions,

learned counsel placed reliance on the principle laid down by

the l-Ion'ble AperK Court in Mahaveer Vs' State of Maharastra

and Another', //

' 2025 scc onlint: SC 2180
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5. Per antra, learned Standing Counsel for TGSPDCL,

submitted that the Hyderabad Cricket Association has

committed the offence of pilferage of enerry, and that the loss

estimated by respondent No.4 comes to Rs. 1,6a,13,035/-.

Whether the petitioners have committed the offence or not,

whether the offence has been committed by their employees or

not has to be revealed during the course of investigation and the

grounds raised by the learned counsel for the petitioners are

disputed questions of fact, and on such grounds, the petitioners

are not entitled to seek quashing of the crime.

6. He furttrer submitted that the principle relied upon by the

Iearned counsel for the petitioners it Mahanner supra is not

applicable to the facts and circumstalces of the present case, as

none of the witnesses have spoken about the presence of the

petitioners at the scene of offence. Further, rvhen the

investigation is still in progress, the petitioners approached this

Court by filing the present writ petition and obtained an ex-

parte interim stay of all further proceedings. Therefore, the writ

petition is liable to be dismissed.

f Having considered the rival submissions made by the

respectivc parties and upon perusal of the material available on

record, it reveals that the offences levelled against the

petitioners are punishable with imprisonment of less than seven

years. Hence, this Court is of the considered view that the

I
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lnvestigating Officer ought to have followed the procedure

conremplated under Section 41-A of the Cr.P.(l/Section 35(3) of

the Bharatiya Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita, 2023, as well as the

guidelines for mulated by the Hon'ble Apex Court rn Arnesh

Kumar Vs. State of BihaP.

B. During iht: course of hearing, the learned counsel for the

petitioncrs submitted that notices under section 4 1-A of the

Cr.p.C. have already been issued by the Investigating Officer to

the petitioners. In view of the same, the petitioners are granted

tiberty to sucmit their reply/ explanation, along with the

documents availablc with them, to the Investigating Of{-rcer. The

Investigating C)fficer is further directed to scntpulously follow

the guidelines issued by the Hon'ble Apex Court in Arnesh

Kumar (suPra)

I With thc above said direction, the writ petition is disposed

of.

As a scquel, miscellaneous petitions, pending if any,

stand closecl.

Sd/.AHMED ABDULLA KHAN
SISTANT REGTSTRAR

//TRUE COPY//

) SECTION OFFICER
To, I

The Princrpal Secretary, Home Department, SAc/etariat Buildings, Hyderabad

The Commissioner of Police, Cyberabad, Ranga Reddy District.

The Station House Officer, Uppal Police Station, Uppal, Ranga Reddy District

The lnspecting Officrer/ADE/DPE/HT-ll, S.Sunil Kumar, Operation Uppal Sub-
Division, (Southern Power Distribution Company of TS Limited) TSSPDCL,
Uppal Ranga Reddy District.

The Station House Officer, Vigilance and ApTS Team, R.R. East, Uppal,
Hyderabad.

One CC to SRI \'RAI/CHANDER GOUD, Advocate. [OpUC]
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7. One CC to SRI N.SREEDHAR REDDY, (SC FOR TGSPDCL). [OPUC]

8. Two CCs to GP FOR HOME, High Court for the State of Telangana. IOUTI

9. Two CD Copies.

BSK/PMK
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HIGH COURT

DATED:2911212025

ORDER

1 i' tilAy 2026
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-'rr)/WP.No.26249 of 2015

DISPOSING OF THE WRIT PETITION
WITHOUT COSTS
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