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IN THE HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA AT BENGALURU
DATED THIS THE 25™ DAY OF AUGUST, 2026

BEFORE
THE HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE M.NAGAPRASANNA
CRIMINAL PETITION NO. 9793 OF 2025
BETWEEN:

1. SMT SANGETHA MEHROTRA
D/O. RAJENDER NARAYAN MEHROTRA
AGED ABOUT 60 YEARS,
NO.159, VINAYAKA MANSION,
8TH CROSS,
HMT LAYOUT,
RT NAGAR,
BENGALURU 560 032.

...PETITIONER
(BY SMT. VAISHALI HEGDE, ADVOCATE)

AND:
Digitally signed
by BAKESH 5 1. STATE OF KARNATAKA
Location: High BY R.T. NAGAR POLICE STATION,
Dharwad Bench REPRESENTED BY

STATE PUBLIC PROSECUTOR,
HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA,
BENGALURU-560 001.

2. SRI. MOHAMMED UZAIR KASHMIRI,
S/0. MOHAMMED SHAFI KASHMIRI,
AGED ABOUT 35 YEARS,

RESIDING AT NO. 42/1, 2ND FLOOR,
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CNR:

SHEIKH RESIDENCY,
4TH CHURCH ROAD,
MARAPPA GARDEN,
J.C NAGAR- 560 006
FATHIMA COTTAGE,
BUNDAR ROAD,
3RD CROSS,
BHATKAL,
UTTARA KANNADA.
...RESPONDENTS

(BY SMT. WAHEEDA M.M., HCGP FOR R1;
SRI. SYED MOHAMMED IRBAZ, ADVOCATE FOR R2

(ABSENT)

THIS CRL.P. IS FILED U/S 482 CR.PC (FILED U/S 528
BNSS) BY THE ADVOCATE FOR THE PETITIONER PRAYING
THAT THIS HONOURABLE COURT MAY BE PLEASED TO QUASH
THE PROCEEDINGS IN C.C.NO.15258/2022 PENDING BEFORE
THE COURT OF THE 32ND ACMM, BENGALURU FOR THE

ALLEGED O/U/S 289 OF THE IPC, 1860 VIDE ANNEXURE B.

THIS PETITION, COMING ON FOR ORDERS, THIS DAY,

ORDER WAS MADE THEREIN AS UNDER:
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CORAM: HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE M.NAGAPRASANNA

ORAL ORDER

The petitioner is before the Court calling in question the
proceedings in C.C.No0.15258/2022 registered for the offence

punishable under Section 289 of the IPC.

2. Heard Smt. Vaishali Hegde, learned counsel
appearing for the petitioner, the learned High Court
Government Pleader, Smt. M.M. Waheeda appearing for
respondent No.l1. Respondent No.2 - the complainant has
remained absent throughout. Therefore, the learned counsel
appearing for the petitioner and respondent No.1 - State are

heard in the matter.

3. Facts adumbrated are as follows:

It is the case of the prosecution that, on 28.11.2021,
when the complainant was on his way to the Court, he was
allegedly attacked by the dogs owned by the petitioner. The
complaint narrates that the petitioner is having 10 dogs in her

custody and those dogs attacked the complainant when he
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went to take his bike which was parked near Cafe Coffee Day at
the time when the complainant was on his way to the Court.
This becomes a crime in Crime No0.267/2021. The police
conduct investigation and file a charge sheet for the offence
punishable under Section 289 of the IPC. The filing of the
charge sheet and issuance of summons in C.C. N0.15258/2022
is what has driven the present petitioner to this Court in the

subject petition.

4, Learned counsel Smt. Vaishali Hegde, appearing for
the petitioner, taking this Court through the documents
appended to the petition, would prima facie demonstrate that
the complainant who is said to be an Advocate is allegedly
attacked by dogs belonging to the petitioner on the way to the
Court on 28.11.2021, which is a Sunday. The
complainant - Advocate, who was wanting to attend the Court,
has indicated in the complaint that due to the attack of the
dogs, he could not attend the Court. Which Court was working
on a Sunday for the complainant to attend is a mystery. That is
the first blush of falsehood in the complaint is the submission of

the learned counsel appearing for the petitioner. The learned
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counsel further contends that the complainant is an advocate
who is fighting the litigation qua the property that is abutting
the property of the petitioner and therefore, there is a dispute
between the two. This dispute is given a colour of nuisance by

registering the subject crime.

5. Per contra, the learned High Court Government
Pleader would submit that the police after investigation have
filed a charge sheet. The filing of the charge sheet must
necessarily end in a trial and it is for the petitioner to come out
clean in its full-blown form. Learned High Court Government
Pleader would submit that the dogs have attacked the
complainant and the dogs attacking the complainant is also
witnessed by a few people, who have stood as eyewitnesses to
the said incident. Therefore, the proceedings must not be
obliterated at this juncture and the petitioner must be tried and

come out clean in the said trial.

6. I have given my anxious consideration to the
respective submissions made by the learned counsel and have

perused the material on record.
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7. The afore-narrated facts are a matter of record. On
28.11.2021, the complainant, who is said to be a practicing
Advocate, walks to the police station and registers the

complaint. The complaint reads as follows:

"From:

Mohammed Uzain
Advocate

N.14, first Floor
R.T.Nagar Main Road,
Bangalore

Ph.No. 8749085596

To:
SHO
R.T. Nagar, Bangalore.

Sir,

Complaint against unknown person who having
custody of around 10 dogs and that dog assault me.

Xk k%

I the undersigned kindly submit that while I
was going to appear before court from my office
when I had gone to take my bike where I was park
in front of Coffee day in that time around 10 dogs
come around me and barked infront of me when I
was scared Dog started Bite me. After my shouting
the owner Dog come around me. I immediately call
to police on 100 number police had not answered
my call.

Kindly to my complaint against the owner of Dog."
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The complainant narrates that the complainant was on his
way to appear before the Court from the office and when he
took out his bike and was in front of a particular Cafe Coffee
Day, 10 dogs come and attack him from the front. The
complainant is said to have got scared and shouted and at that
point in time, the dogs went away. In all, the complainant
alleges that he was stopped from attending the proceedings in
the Court on 28.11.2021, which is admittedly a Sunday. Which
Court was open for the complainant to attend the Court on a
Sunday, which was stopped allegedly by the dogs owned by the
petitioner attacking is a mystery. But the police machinery is
now used for investigation on an offence under Section 289 of
the IPC in a complaint that even vagueness could be shocked
as it is so vague. The police begin investigation as if it would be
a heinous offence and file a charge sheet even in the case at
hand against the petitioner, owner of 10 dogs for them having
attacked an Advocate who was on his way to the Court on a

Sunday. The summary of the charge sheet reads as follows:

"0m08:29.112023  Zomd  BeR 10-40 Row¥edg my-13[
SLETFROT  BReEFrR e Ade Bondedsnd ¢Tf..sns Sedexr®
TR He0n TR SF, e e, TIWOTT Tseron® x;@wg QT
3, QT TI™, InchIedwr BeTbITR B TBetTURT ITW POO-
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480 SZRDATLT $TRLZED TIHLE 5 FOLRT T ~18TTRY, &otdotoon
HAITIDH  BRMHDTY DT-03 a’né eSS N0 wOWRY TeORYOT 3~
133 dzééémome;mq T3 RAePHowd TR, W -1STDH KeedoT
araﬁ%m*%gcgoéo%c w0n WI-TIX TTFRIFD  WE-1TNS TR
Rrermd3zodode @BReLBod WO ToORNER, FOTHEROT RRENTHTS. B
TeonoR oSnRBe W, VP, Tone zée,afa‘n& TYTRE QTR o WORT,
™3 -1050R  Townwy, MO HFTeondRy, T SeePows SRR
wBReBon BeRTRO Tone aoraéoﬁoc FOTLOTRNTHZW Q0T BR30WO0T
T BT,

BBO0T  sTURELZOD 5350?59 ﬁawéocs BOOS WIOD OSPTE  VITOP
RANHTTOTD BBREQLZOD &)docé TBRCTDTRCTTBODT, SPBSONT."

(Emphasis added at each instance)

The summary of the charge sheet is further full of
embellishments. The complaint is that the petitioner ran away.
The summary of the charge sheet narrates that there were 5
dogs, not 10; the complaint says there were 10 and not 5.
Therefore, on these factors, a trial is wanting to be conducted
by the State. If this is permitted to be tried for the offence
under Section 289 of the IPC, nothing can be a better
illustration of permitting an abuse of the process of the law to

go to the stage of trial for the petitioner to come out clean.

8. The police ought not to have registered the crime at
the asking of a person as the allegation is he was stopped from

attending the Court proceedings on a Sunday. The police have
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not looked into the fact whether that was a Sunday or a
working day for the Court proceedings to be attended by the
complainant. The complaint is bald and cryptic. The action of
the police is also so cryptic that it is sans countenance. It is
such cases, in the considered view of the Court, that are
clogging the criminal justice system, as the police machinery is
used for investigation and filing of a charge sheet in a case
which ought not to have been registered even, and the learned
High Court Government Pleader submits that it must be tried.
In that light, permitting further proceedings in the case at hand
would become an abuse of the process of law and result in the

miscarriage of justice.

9. For the aforesaid reasons, the following:

ORDER
(i) The petition is allowed.

(i)  Proceedings in C.C.N0.15258/2022 pending before
the Court of VIII Additional Chief Judicial
Magistrate, Bengaluru, stands quashed qua the

petitioner.
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Pending applications, if any, stand disposed as a

consequence.
Sd/-
(M.NAGAPRASANNA)
JUDGE
SIK

List No.: 1 Sl No.: 2
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