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UPON hearing the counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER

In these SLPs, the State of Andhra Pradesh has
assailed final judgnents and orders dated 25.09.2012 and
11. 10. 2012 passed by the Hi gh Court of Judicature for
Tel angana and Andhra Pradesh rel easi ng respondents in
the said SLPs on bai | pending trial. I n connect ed
SLP(Crl.) No. 5088 of 2013 the petitioner assails an
order dated 30.04. 2013 whereby Hi gh Court has declined
bail to the petitioner.
It is a conmon ground that respondents in SLP(Crl.)
Nos. 1764-1765 of 2013 as al so petitioner in SLP(Crl.)
No. 5008 of 2013 all arrayed as accused persons in Cr.
No. 8/ ACB-Cl U Hyderabad in CC 12 of 2012 pendi ng before
Princi pal Special Judge SPE and ACB cases Hyder abad.
The char ge- sheet inthe said case was filed by the
I nvesti gati ong agency as far back as on 03.12.2011 in

which the Trial Court has not even framed charges sof ar

Not only t hat si nce 20.12. 2013 t he Trial Court is
wi t hout a Presiding O ficer M. L.N Rao, |earned ASG

3
on instructions subnits t hat in t he absence of a

Presiding Oficer no progress has been nade in CC No.

12/ 2012. He submits that posting of a Presiding
Oficer is the prerogative of the H gh Court but that

fact remains that the State does not appear to have

taken up the issue with the High Court for an early

posting of a suitable of ficer to take up the pending
matters. It is noteworthy that the case in question
has attracted considerable public attention inasmuch as
paynment of a huge anount of bribe running into crores of
rupees to A1l Patt abhi rama Rao, a Judicial Oficer with

a view to securing bail for A-9 Janardhan Reddy i s what
is alleged by the prosecution. Janaradhan reddy is in

turn alleged to be an accused in Cbul apuram M ni ng



scam Certain cases are being i nvestigated by the CB
inregard to the alleged scamin which al so charge-sheet

have been filed before the jurisdictional court. G ant
of bail to the respondents in the present cases has been

assailed by the State primarily on the ground that there

was no real justification for the High Court to have

ext ended that concession to the alleged rackteers. Be
that as it nmay the position that obtai nZ today is that

al t hough a charge-sheet has been filed as early as in

the year 2012 no neani ngful headway has been nmade in the

case by t he trial court primarily because of t he
transfer of the officer concerned and onission of the
Hi gh Court to post suitable officer in his place. M .
Rao, argued t hat keepi ng in view the nature of the
accusati ons made in t he i nst ant case, a sui tabl e
direction for posting of a presiding officer deserved to
be i ssued.

M. M N Krishnamani, |earned senior counsel for the
petitioner in the connected SLP (Crl.) No. 5008 of 2013
submitted that all the accused persons involved in CC
No. 12 of 2012 have al ready been enlarged on bail by the
H gh Court. Besi des there are no prospectus of an
early comencenent and conclusion of the trial. Such
being the case there is no justification for denial of
bail to the petitioner in SLP(Crl.) No. 5008 of 2013 who
is said to have facilitated the paynent of bribe to the
Presi di ng O ficer- Respondent No. 1 in SLP( O No
1764- 65 of 2013.

The contention ur ged by M. Kri shnamani is not
wi t hout nerit. A charge-sheet having been filed as

early as in the year 2012, the trial court ought to have

heard the accused persons for fram ng of charges and



the trial should have in the ordinary course comenced
by now especi al |y when one of the accused persons was

deni ed bail by the High Court and the case invol ved

serious ramifications for the rest. Be that as it may

the fact remains that the trial has not conmenced partly

if not whol |'y because of absence of t he Pr esi di ng
Oficer. Deni al of bail to the petitioner in SLP (Crl.)
No. 5008 of 2013 woul d therefore be unfair

reagrd to the fact that he has been in custody for 2=
years and all others involved in the all eged epi sode
have al ready been granted bail. We are in that view of

t he matt er i nclined to gr ant interim bai

petitioner in SLP(Crl.) No. 5008 of 2013 with

direction that he shall be enlarged fromcustody on his

furni shing bail bonds in a sumof Rs. 2,00,000/- with

two sureties in the like amobunt to the satisfaction of

t he Tri al Court. e further direct t hat t he
petition shall forbear fromtanpering with the evidence

or delaying the commencenent or conpletion of the tria

i n any nanner.

In the peculiar facts and circunstance of the case
we al so deemit proper to request the Hi gh Court of A P.
to post a suitable officer as Principal special Judge
SPE & ACB Hyderabad to ensure that commrencenent and
the conpletion of the trial is not indefinitely del ayed.
We hope and trust that the High Court would do the
needful as early as possible and in any case within six
weeks from today. The Judicial Oficer once posted to
the Court will take up the matter on a day today basis,
hear the alleged persons on the question of fram ng of
charges and proceed with the trial w thout any del ay.

These petitions shall in the neantime stand over
for further orders and direction to be posted after six

weeks by which tine we expect the Registrar of the High

havi ng

t he

a

sai d



Court to comruni cat e to this
Pr esi di ng O ficer havi ng been
concer ned.

(Shashi Sareen)

Court Master

Court

post ed

t he f act of

to t he court

(Veena Kher a)
Court Master



