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In the Karnataka High Court, Bengaluru Bench
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Vs

Sri. Sudarshan K. RESPONDENT

Date of Decision : 05-08-2026

Acts Referred:
Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 — Section 397, 401
BNSS — Section 438, 442
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Hon'ble Judges : H.P. Sandesh, J

Bench : Single Bench

Advocate : Sri. Thanish C. Reddy, Sri. Abhinav Ramanand A., Sri. Shashank C., 
Sri. Venugopal M.S.

Final Decision : Dismissed

Judgement

This matter is listed for admission. I have heard learned counsel for the
petitioner and learned counsel for the respondent.

2. The only contention of learned counsel for the petitioner before this Court is
that the amount was paid by P.W.2-Geethamma and not by the complainant. But,
the Trial Court taken note in paragraph No.17 that amount was paid to P.W.2 by
P.W.1-complainant and Ex.P6 evidence the fact of transferring the amount of
Rs.3,00,000/- by the complainant to P.W.2. In addition to that, accused himself
suggested, he issued Ex.P1-Cheque to the complainant for security, but not
explained as to what was the necessity for issuing the Cheque in question.

3. It is also important to note that, as per Ex.P8, P.W.2 paid Rs.3,00,000/-
through RTGS to one Shanthamma, who is admittedly the wife of accused and
said account is a joint account of accused and his wife Shanthamma. As such,
the receipt of Rs.3,00,000 by the accused through his wife is clearly established
by the complainant through Exs.P7 and P8. When such reasoning is given, now
the contention of learned counsel for the petitioner is that P.W.2 may approach
this petitioner to make payment. When the complainant himself was examined to
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the effect that P.W.2 made payment to the accused in terms of Ex.P6 and he
made the payment of Rs.3,00,000/- to P.W.2 and the said amount was paid to
the accused, that too, transferring the amount by way of RTGS, question of rival
claim made by P.W.2-Geethamma, who has been examined, wherein she
categorically deposed before the Court that with the amount of the complainant
itself, she paid the payment as per the instructions of the complainant P.W.1, the
contention of learned counsel for the revision petitioner cannot be accepted.

4. Having perused the material available on record, no dispute with regard to the
fact that amount was transferred by way of RTGS, that too, to the joint account
of the accused and his wife and the same is admitted. When such material is
available before the Court, I do not find any error on the part of the Trial Court
and the First Appellate Court in considering the material with regard to the
transaction between the complainant and accused. The orders of both the Courts
not suffers from its legality and correctness and this Court can exercise the
revisional powers only if there is miscarriage of justice in appreciating the
evidence and the documents of Exs.P6 to P8 was taken note of by the Trial Court
as well as the First Appellate Court. Hence, it does not require any interference.

Accordingly, the revision petition is dismissed.
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