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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT MADRAS

Reserved on       :  20.07.2023

Pronounced on    :  21.12.2023

CORAM:

 

THE HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE R.SURESH KUMAR

AND

THE HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE K.KUMARESH BABU

Crl.A.No.206 of 2019

and Crl.M.P.No.17691 of 2019

Jamuna Rani            ..... Appellant / Accused

Vs.

The State represented by

Inspector of Police,

R.8, Vadapalani Police Station,

Chennai - 600 026.        ..... Respondent / Complainant

Prayer  : Criminal Appeal filed under Section 374(2)  Cr.P.C.,  against  the 

Judgment  and  sentences  of  the  Mahilar  Neethi  Mandram,  Chennai  in 

S.C.No.321  of 2016,  convicting and  sentencing the  appellant  to  undergo 

imprisonment  for  life and  to  pay  a  fine of  Rs.5,000/-  and  in  default  to 

undergo further period of 6 months simple imprisonment by its Judgment, 

dated 12.04.2018. 

For Appellant          : Mrs.S.Sridevi 

For Respondent          : Mr.S.Raja Kumar APP 
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JUDGMENT

R.SURESH KUMAR, J

This Criminal Appeal has  been directed against  the conviction and 

sentence imposed by the Sessions Judge / Mahila Court, Chennai (Mahalir 

Neethimandram, Chennai) in S.C.No.321 of 2016, dated 12.04.2018.

2. Briefly the prosecution case are as follows :

(i) That the appellant / accused had been residing as a tenant in 

the  house  of  P.W.1  and  deceased  Krishnaveni.  The  P.W.1,  Rani  is  the 

daughter of the deceased Krishnaveni. The appellant's aunt one Padma and 

the appellant were the members of a Self-Help Group headed by the P.W.1, 

Rani.  In  the  Self-Help  Group  transaction  there  had  been  some  wrangle 

between the appellant  and  P.W.1.  Though the appellant  was  a  tenant  of 

deceased's  house,  where  the  P.W.1  also  was  residing  along  with  the 

deceased  in  one  portion,  at  one  point  of  time the  deceased  Krishnaveni 

wanted the appellant to vacate the house because there were number of male 

persons  movement in the house which was  not  conducive. The appellant 

immediately not agreed for vacating the house and in this regard also, there 

2/27

https://www.mhc.tn.gov.in/judis



Crl.A.No.206 of 2019

was some commotion between them, thereafter for two months rent was not 

paid  and  the  appellant  asked  the  P.W.1  and  the  deceased  to  deduct  the 

advance  amount,  accordingly  for  two  months  advance  amount  was 

deducted.  The  remaining  amount  of  Rs.7,000/-  was  paid  back  to  the 

appellant by the P.W.1 and the deceased, thereafter the appellant vacated 

the house. 

(ii) After some months, the appellant had given a police complaint in 

Vadapalani police station against P.W.1 that, a sum of Rs.85,000/- was due 

and payable by the P.W.1 to the appellant / accused. The said case having 

been enquired was closed by the police.

(iii) Even thereafter, the appellant / accused had come to the P.W.1 on 

01.07.2016 morning and demanded the money, for which the P.W.1 claimed 

to have stated that, there has been no due payable by them to the appellant 

and this issue has been closed by the police. Therefore the P.W.1 asked the 

appellant to leave the matter and go. 
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(iv) These commotion according to the prosecution had created some 

vengeance  in  the  mind  of  the  appellant  /  accused  as  she  felt  that,  the 

deceased, i.e., the mother of the P.W.1 was instrumental for the appellant 

vacating the premises of the deceased and P.W.1 also had not returned back 

the money allegedly payable by P.W.1 and for all these reasons the appellant 

/ accused wanted to teach a lesson.

(v)  With  that  intention,  the  appellant  on  the  same  day,  i.e.,  on 

01.07.2016  at  about  5.30  p.m,  went to Balavinayagar Temple, where the 

deceased Krishnaveni was tying the flower as she used to sit in front of the 

temple for selling the flower. At that time, P.W.1 Rani was also along side 

with her where the appellant / accused came to the spot with some lamps 

(mfy; tpsf;F)  in a  bowl and  when the appellant  comes closer to the 

deceased  Krishnaveni,  immediately  the  appellant  poured  the  oil  like 

substance at the body of the deceased and also the burning mfy; tpsf;F, 

i.e.,  light at  the body of the deceased.  With the result,  the deceased was 

burnt and the persons in the nearby tried to rescue the deceased by pouring 

water but  in the meanwhile the appellant  / accused left the place and the 

deceased sustained burn injuries at the face, chest, both hands and legs.
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(vi)  The  people  nearby  called  108  Ambulance  vehicle,  where  the 

deceased was taken to Kilpauk Medical College Hospital accompanied by 

P.W.1 and her son and one more person.  At that  time, the deceased was 

conscious and she was able to speak.

(vii) At about 7.30 p.m, the prosecution, i.e., the Vadapalani Police 

came and enquired about the incident, where, the mother of the P.W.1, i.e., 

the deceased was able to give statement to the police. Thereafter at about 

11.30 p.m, the Magistrate came to the Hospital and after he consulted with 

the Doctor, he left,  as at that time, the deceased was not conscious and she 

was not able to speak. Though  treatment had been continuously given in the 

Hospital to the deceased, at about 4.30 a.m, in the next day morning, the 

deceased succumbed to injuries as the Doctor came and declared her death.

3.  The  prosecution  has  examined  15  witnesses  on  their  behalf. 

Exs.P.1 to P.17 were marked. That apart, Material Objects M.Os.1 to 8 were 

also produced and marked. 

5/27

https://www.mhc.tn.gov.in/judis



Crl.A.No.206 of 2019

4. The learned Sessions Judge having recorded the evidence of the 15 

witnesses who deposed on behalf of the prosecution and after hearing the 

arguments of both sides, having gone into Exs.P.1 to P.17 and M.Os.1 to 8, 

and had come to a conclusion that, the death of the deceased was the direct 

consequence to the burns of her due to the fire set on her body on the day of 

the occurrence by the accused. Therefore the learned Judge has come to the 

conclusion that,  by setting fire on the body of the deceased and  causing 

death of the deceased due to the burn injuries, the accused had committed 

the offence of murder. Accordingly, the learned Sessions Judge has imposed 

the punishment of life sentence on the appellant / accused and also imposed 

a fine of Rs.5,000/-, in default to undergo further period of six months S.I.

5.  Challenging  the  said  conviction  and  sentence  imposed  by  the 

Sessions Judge as stated supra, the present Criminal Appeal has been filed.

6.  According to the prosecution, there were two eye witnesses,  i.e., 

P.W.1,  Rani and P.W.2,  Durai.  P.W.1,  Rani, who is none other than  the 

daughter of the deceased Krishnaveni, has deposed that,  she was with her 
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mother who is the deceased on the fateful day at the evening 5.30 p.m in 

front of the Balavinayagar Temple, where the mother of the P.W.1 was tying 

the flowers for selling the same to the devotees who come to the temple. At 

that  time,  the  appellant  /  accused  came  with  burning  lamps 

(mfy; tpsf;F) in a bowl, which she poured on the body of the mother of 

P.W.1 uttering the word that you should die. Immediately, it was set on fire 

on the body of the deceased and attempt has been made with the help of 

neighbours who poured water collected in a bucket on the burning body of 

the deceased and she was immediately rushed to the hospital through the 

108 Ambulance, where she was admitted at about 7 p.m, where immediate 

treatment  had  been  given.  She  further  deposed  that,  the  deceased  was 

conscious enough to speak to the police people who came at about 7.30 p.m 

and statement was recorded by the police from the deceased. Thereafter at 

about 11.30 p.m, when Magistrate came, by that time, the deceased become 

unconscious as only she was breathing and that position continued till 4.30 

a.m,  where the  deceased  had  a  last  breathe  and  accordingly,  the  Doctor 

declared her death.
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7. P.W.1 has also stated with regard to the motive and intention of the 

appellant / accused against the deceased, for which, she narrated that,  the 

appellant / accused was a tenant in one portion of the house of the deceased 

and  P.W.1,  where the  deceased  P.W.1  also was  living together  with  the 

deceased,  in other  portion of the house.  Initially the appellant  came as  a 

tenant by giving assurance that, she was single and therefore a small portion 

was  enough  for  her  and  the  monthly  rent  was  fixed  at  Rs.1500/-  and 

advance was fixed at Rs.10,000/- and after some time since there was lot of 

men movement to see the appellant,  the deceased,  i.e.,  the mother of the 

P.W.1  got  annoyed  and  therefore  she  asked  the  appellant  to  vacate  the 

premises. P.W.1 has further stated that,  the appellant immediately did not 

agree for vacating the premises and after some time she agreed to vacate it 

and  without  paying  the  rent  for  two  months,  which  was  asked  to  be 

deducted from the advance of Rs.10,000/-, accordingly a sum of Rs.3,000/- 

was deducted, i.e., Rs.1,500/- rent for two months and  remaining Rs.7,000/- 

of the advance amount paid by the appellant has been returned back to her 

by P.W.1. 
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8.  Thereafter  a  police complaint  after  some time was  given by the 

appellant against the P.W.1 as if the P.W.1 has to pay a sum of Rs.85,000/- 

payable to the appellant / accused during the alleged transaction in the Self-

Help  Group,  where  the  appellant  was  the  member  and  P.W.1  was  the 

President.  The said complaint has  been closed by the police after enquiry 

and  even thereafter  on the fateful day,  i.e.,  on 01.07.2016,  the appellant 

again came to the house of the P.W.1 as well as the deceased and started 

asking money and  picked up  quarrel and  where the appellant  had  stated 

that, she will teach a lesson to the P.W.1 and her mother. Only in the same 

day,  i.e.,  on  01.07.2016  evening at  5.30  p.m,  this  occurrence had  taken 

place and rest of the thing also had been stated by the P.W.1 till death of the 

deceased at Hospital on the next day early morning at 4.30 a.m.

9. P.W.2 is also an eye witness and he is an independent witness as he 

has no connection with the family of the deceased. He had deposed that, on 

01.07.2016 at about 5.30 p.m, he opened the Temple and went inside and at 

that  time, the deceased Krishnaveni was sitting in front  of the temple by 

tying the flowers, with her,  P.W.1,  daughter was also available. When he 
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was performing the pooja to Navagrahas,  at  that  time, the appellant  had 

come with a bowl, wherein she had a lamp lighted already. When that being 

so, at that time, when he was performing the pooja to Navagraha, he thought 

that the appellant was bringing the lamp to light the lamp at Navagraha but 

the appellant  suddenly poured the oil as  well as  the burning lamp at  the 

body of the deceased Krishnaveni and immediately ran away. Therefore the 

fire was set at the body of the deceased Krishnaveni, she was running inside 

the temple and fell down where the people who were available in that place, 

immediately poured  water  collected from the  tap  and  thereafter  she  was 

taken to Hospital. He saw that there was burn injuries at the head, back, leg 

and  hand  of the deceased.  Thereafter he left the temple after  closing the 

same and the next day when he came to the temple, he came to know that 

the deceased died that day at 4.30 a.m.

10. P.W.2 also identified the yellow green colour plastic bowl which 

was carried by the appellant at the time of pouring the oil at the body of the 

deceased.
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11. Apart from these two eye witnesses, P.W.3 who is the son of the 

deceased and sister of the P.W.1 had deposed after hearing the occurrence 

through her sister P.W.1. 

12.  P.W.4  is the mahazar  witness  who also deposed.  P.W.5  is the 

Doctor who was on duty on the day of the occurrence. He only admitted the 

deceased on 01.07.2016 at 7.05 hours. He deposed that, when the deceased 

was examined she was conscious and was capable to speak, she understood 

the question posed her and replied properly. He also deposed as if stated by 

the  deceased  that,  on  01.07.2016  at  about  6  p.m,  at  Vanniyar  Street, 

Kodambakkam,  Balavinayagar Temple, a known women poured kerosene 

on her and set her on fire, in the result, she sustained burn injuries at face, 

leg, chest, back and hands.

13. Like that, P.W.6 is also a witness who deposed with regard to the 

arrest and the statement the appellant / accused gave to the police. P.W.7 is 

the photographer who had taken photos at the place of occurrence as well as 

the body which was kept at the mortuary of the Hospital. P.W.8, Padma is 
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an  important  witness  as  she claimed to be the relative of the appellant  / 

accused  and  she  also  supported  the  case  of the  prosecution.  P.W.9  was 

running a shop at the platform selling soap oil, phenoyl etc., and he deposed 

that for a sum of Rs.15 to Rs.20, the appellant / accused on 01.07.2016 at 

about  11 a.m,  purchased the acid. P.W.10 was running a vessel shop at 

Bajanai Kovil Street, Vadapalani and he deposed that,  on 01.07.2016,  the 

appellant / accused purchased a silver bowl worth Rs.60/-. P.W.11 claimed 

to be the flower as  well as  the Agal Vilakku seller who deposed that,  on 

01.07.2016  the appellant  / accused had purchased two Agal Vilakku and 

placed it in a plate just one hour prior to the occurrence. 

14. P.W.12 is the Doctor, i.e., Assistant Surgeon (Plastic Surgery) at 

Royapettah Hospital and when she was working on 01.07.2016 at Kilpauk 

Medical College, a 70 years old lady, i.e., Krishnaveni, the deceased was 

taking  treatment  as  inpatient  and  when  she  enquired  at  7.30  p.m,  on 

01.07.2016,  the  deceased  stated  that  a  lady  named  Jamuna  Rani  near 

Kodambakkam on 01.07.2016 at 6 p.m had poured kerosene on her body 

and set her fire and the deceased was admitted in the Hospital at 64% burn 
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injuries and on 02.07.2016 at about 4.30 a.m, in the early morning she died. 

The Death Report given by her was marked as Ex.P.7.

15.  P.W.13  is the Doctor  who had  conducted  the postmortem and 

after postmortem he had given an opinion that, due to the shock of extensive 

burns  the deceased appeared  to have died and  the postmortem certificate 

given by  him was  marked  as  Ex.P.8.  P.W.14  is  the  Assistant  Director, 

Chemical Division, Forensic Science Department and she deposed that, the 

Material Objects were placed before her  for chemical examination,  where 

she found that, in Item No.1, plant oil was available along with Hydrochloric 

Acid, like that in Item No.2, Hydrochloric Acid was available, in Item No.3, 

Chloride was available, in Item No.4 Hydrochloric Acid was available, in 

Item No.5,  Hydrochloric Acid was  available, in Item No.6,  Chloride was 

available, in Item No.7 Chloride and vegetable oil was available and in Item 

No.8 Chloride was available. But in any of these material objects, the highly 

inflammable materials was not found. 
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16.  However, the Assistant  Director,  Chemical Division of Forensic 

Science Department, in her cross-examination has deposed as follows :

"Ma;thsh;  vd;id  tprhhpj;jhh;/ 

thf;FK:yk;  gjpt[  bra;atpy;iy/ 

icwl;nuhFnshhpf; mkpyk; mlh; mkpykh 

my;yJ  ePh;j;j  mkpykh  vd;W 

Fwpg;gpltpy;iy/  icwl;nuhFnshhpf; 

mkpyk;  jhdhf  jPg;gw;wp  bfhs;shJ/ 

jhtu  vz;bznahL  ,Ug;gjhy; 

jPg;gw;wpf;bfhs;s  tha;g;g[  cs;sJ/  ehd; 

Ma;t[  bra;j  bghUl;fspy;  vspjpy; 

jPg;gw;wp  bfhs;s  Toa  bghUl;fs; 

fhzg;gltpy;iy/ lha;yl; fGt[k; Mrpoy; 

bghJthf icwg;ngh Fnshiul;!; vd;w 

ntjpg;bghUs; fye;jpUf;Fk;/ ehd; Ma;t[ 

bra;j bghUspy; icwg;ngh Fnshiul;!; 

,Ue;jjh  vd;why;  mJ  epiyahd 

ntjpg;bghUs;  ,y;iy  vd;gjhy;  mJ 

FnshiuL Mf khwptpLk;/"

17. P.W.15 is the Investigating Officer who has also deposed that, on 

receipt of the information from the Kilpauk Medical College Hospital, on the 

date of occurrence at about 7 p.m, he rushed to the Hospital and after taking 
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statement from the deceased,  then he went back to the police station and 

registered FIR at about 10 p.m, thereafter he rushed back to the scene of 

occurrence, where in the mahazar, he has recovered some material objects in 

the presence of witnesses and thereafter he requested for postmortem as the 

deceased died at  about  4.30  a.m,  on the next  day,  before which,  he had 

conducted  the  inquest  also  and  after  completing  his  investigation,  by 

recording the statement given by the witnesses, he had prepared the charge 

sheet and filed the same.

18.  If we look at  the  evidences that  has  been recorded  before the 

Court below on behalf of the prosecution, all the 15 witnesses have deposed 

before the Sessions Court almost corroborating each other. There were two 

eye witnesses, one is P.W.1 and another is P.W.2. P.W.1 is the daughter of 

the deceased and who had been accompanied throughout the occurrence till 

the death of the deceased, therefore simply her evidence cannot be brushed 

aside only because she is the blood relation to the deceased.  The reason 

being that, P.W.2 was the independent witness as he was the Archagar of 

the Temple, had  made a  clear  deposition before the Sessions  Court.  The 
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relevant portion of the deposition of P.W.2 reads thus :

"1/7/2016 md;W khiy 5/30 kzpf;F ghy 

tpehafh; nfhtpiy jpwe;Jtpl;L nfhtpy; 

cs;ns  brd;Wtpl;nld;/  mg;nghJ 

fpUc&;;;;zntdp  nfhtpy;  thrypy; 

cl;fhh;e;J  g{  fl;of;bfhz;L  ,Ue;jhh;/ 

mtUila  kfSk;  cld;  ,Ue;jhh;/ 

nfhtpYf;F  tyJ  g[wj;jpy;  etfpufk; 

cs;sJ/  ehd;  etfpufj;jpw;F  g{i$ 

bra;J bfhz;oUe;njd;/  mg;nghJ M$h; 

vjphp ifapy; xU ghj;jpuk; mjpy; nky; 

xU gt[y; itj;J mjpy; cs; xU mfy; 

tpsf;F Vw;wp  vLj;J bfhz;L te;jhh;/ 

ehd;  etfpufj;jpw;F  g{i$  bra;J 

bfhz;oUe;j  nghJ vjphp  nfhtpYf;Fs; 

jhd;  tUfpwhh;  vd;W  epidj;njd;/ 

Mdhy;  M$h;  vjphp  ifapy;  ,Ue;j 

ghj;jpuk;  kw;Wk; tpsf;if fpUc&;zntdp 

nky; nghl;Ltpl;L M$h; vjphp Xotpl;lhh;/ 

fpUc&;zntdp nky; jPg;gw;wp vhpe;J rptd; 

rd;djpf;F neuhf nfhtpy;  thry; Kd; 

te;J  Xo  te;J  tpGe;jhh;/  m';fpUe;j 

eh';fs;  fpUc&;zntdp  nky;  jz;zPiu 

Cw;wp  jPia  mizj;njhk;/ 

fpUc&;zntdpia  nrhpy;  cl;fhu 
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itj;njhk;/ gpd;g[ Mk;g[yd;!; tutiHj;J 

fpUc&;zntdpia  kUj;Jtkidf;F 

mDg;gpndhk;/" 

19.  P.W.5  Doctor  who  admitted  the  deceased  at  the  Hospital  has 

deposed in the following manner :

"ehd;  nkw;go  kUj;Jtkidapy;  nkw;go 

gzpapy;  ,Ue;j  nghJ  1/7/2016  md;W 

,ut[  7/05  kzpf;F  108  nfhak;ngL 

Mk;g[yd;!; K:yk; fpUc&;zntdp vd;w 70 

taJ  kjpf;fj;jf;f  bgz;  egiu 

jPf;fha';fSld; rpfpr;irf;fhf miHj;J 

te;jhh;fs;/  mtiu  ghpnrhjpj;j  nghJ 

mth;  Ra  epidt[ld;  ,Ue;jhh;/  mth; 

ngrf; Toa epiyapy; ,Ue;jhh;. nfl;Fk; 

nfs;tpfis  g[hpe;J  bfhz;L  gjpy; 

mspj;jhh;/  mtiu tprhhpj;jnghJ mth; 

jd;id  1/7/2016  md;W  khiy  6/00 

kzpastpy; td;dpah; bjU nfhlk;ghf;fk; 

ghytpdhafh;  nfhtpy;  bjUtpy;  jdf;F 

bjhpe;j  xU  bgz;  egh;  jd;  kPJ 

kz;bzz;bza;  Cw;wp  jPapl;ljhff; 

Twpdhh;/  mtUf;F  Kfj;jpYk;.  ,uz;L 

iffspYk;. khh;gpYk;. KJF gf;fj;jpYk;. 
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,uz;L  fhy;fspYk;  jPg;g[z;  fha';fs; 

,Ue;jd/  mtUf;F KjYjtp  rpfpr;ir 

mspj;J  nky;  rpfpr;irf;fhf  jPtpu 

jPg;g[z;  rpfpr;ir  gphptpy;  cs; 

nehahspahf  cldoahf  mDkjpf;fr; 

bra;njd;/  ehd;  tH';fpa  tpgj;J 

gjpntl;L  efy;  m/rh/M/3/  nghyprhh; 

vd;id  tprhuiz  bra;jhh;fs;/  V/Mh;/ 

efiya[k; bgw;Wf; bfhz;lhh;fs;/"

20. P.W.8 also an independent witness, who in fact a relative of the 

appellant / accused. She has deposed in the following manner:

"vjphp  vdJ  cwtpdh;/  vjphp 

fpUc&;zntdp tPl;oy; FoapUe;jhh;/  vjphp 

rpdpkh c&Pl;o'; bry;thh;/ ,e;j tHf;fpy; 

,we;J nghd egh; bgah; fpUc&;zntdp/ 

mth;  ghy  tpehafh;  nfhtpypy;  g{ 

tpahghuk; bra;J te;jhh;/ mth; nfhtpy; 

mUfpy;  cs;s  re;jpy;  FoapUf;fpwhh;/ 

vjphp  ,we;J  nghd  fpUc&;zntdpapd; 

kfs;  uhzp  vd;gtUf;F  gzk; 

bfhLj;jpUe;jhh;/  mJ  rk;ge;jkhf 

mth;fSf;fpilna  gpur;rid  ,Ue;jJ/ 

vjphp  gzk;  bfhLj;j  tptuk;  th';fpa 
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tptuk; bjhpahJ/ fpUc&;zntdp vjphpia 

tPl;il  fhyp  bra;a[khW  brhd;dhh;/ 

mjdhy; vjphp tPl;il fhyp bra;J ntW 

tPl;ow;F  Fobgah;e;J  tpl;lhh;/  vjphp 

fpUc&;zntdp  kPJ  fhty;  epiyaj;jpy; 

g[fhh;  bfhLj;jpUe;jhh;/  rhpahd Mjhuk; 

,y;yhjjhy;  fpUc&;zntdpaplk;  vJt[k; 

vGjp  th';f  Koatpy;iy/  vjphpa[k; 

fpUc&;zntdpa[k; nfhtpy; mUfpy; rz;il 

nghl;ljhft[k;  mg;nghJ  vjphp 

fpUc&;zhapy;  vLj;J  brd;W 

fpUc&;zntdp  kPJ  Cw;wptpl;ljhf 

brhd;dhh;fs;/" 

21. P.W.10 and P.W.11 were the shop holders who deposed that, the 

appellant purchased some of the material objects which were used by her for 

carrying the lamp as well as the oil / acid which she poured on the body of 

the deceased as per the deposition of the eye witnesses.

22. The Doctor report also says that, due to the heavy shock because 

of the burn injury throughout the body, the death had occurred. Even the 

P.W.14  has  deposed  that,  though  there  has  been  no highly inflammable 

19/27

https://www.mhc.tn.gov.in/judis



Crl.A.No.206 of 2019

materials available in those material objects which were placed before her 

for chemical analysis, but in each of the object, the Hydrochloric Acid and / 

or vegetable oil were found. In her cross-examination she stated that, in the 

toilet acid, generally a chemical called Hypochlorides would be available and 

since the said Hypochlorides is not a standard chemical and it would easily 

become chloride at the time of examination, whether the Hypochlorides was 

available or not was not analysed by her. Even this answer extracted from 

P.W.14 from the defence side in the cross-examination will not help the case 

of the defence side. 

23. Insofar as P.W.15 who is the Investigating Officer, he has deposed 

completely  from  the  movement  he  received  the  information  from  the 

Hospital on the fateful day at 7 p.m, till he completes the investigation and 

files  the  charge  sheet,  where  absolutely there  has  been  no  contradictory 

found and what has been stated by the Investigating Officer based on the 

charge of the prosecution side has been corroborated by all the witnesses.
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24.  Insofar as  the motive of the appellant  is concerned,  it has  been 

proved by the prosecution because of the episode, where, she was the tenant 

under  the  deceased  and  compulsorily she  was  vacated,  where,  there  had 

been a quarrel between them and thereafter there had been a commotion and 

quarrel between the family of the  deceased including the P.W.1  and  the 

appellant  regarding the alleged money transaction in the Self-Help Group 

went to the police station, where it was closed. Therefore all these earlier 

happenings makes it clear that, there had been a ill-will and motive in the 

minds  of the appellant  to  teach  a  lesson to the  deceased and  her  family 

including the P.W.1. 

25.  Assuming  that,  the  P.W.1  is  the  daughter  of  the  deceased, 

therefore her eye witness cannot be taken into account, P.W.2, the Archagar 

of the temple is an independent witness, he had no compulsion to make such 

a  evidence to  be  recorded  before the  Court  and  therefore the  witness  of 

P.W.2 cannot be easily brushed aside.
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26. The eye witnesses, the witness as well as the entire prosecution 

case  has  been  corroborated  by  each  of  the  witnesses  who  have  been 

examined before the Court  below and  therefore we can easily come to a 

conclusion that, the prosecution has cogently presented the case with proper 

evidence recorded and deposed before the trial Court without any flaw.

27.  These  aspects  have been  considered  by  the  trial  Court  in  the 

Judgment  impugned,  where  the  learned  Judge  has  come to  a  following 

conclusion :

"34. The deceased was admitted in the burns ward 

in  KMC  Hospital  on  01.7.2016  and  she 

succumbed to her  injuries on the next day (i.e.,) 

02.7.2016 at about 4.30 a.m. Death Report-Ex.P.7 

confirms  the  same.  Dr.Jithendar  Singh,  who has 

conducted  postmortem  has  been  examined  as 

P.W.13.  P.W.13  has  given  opinion  that  the 

deceased would appear to have died of shock due 

to extensive burns.  Viscera  Report  is  marked  as 

Ex.P.9.  So  it  is  proved  that  the  death  of  the 

deceased was the direct consequence of the burns 

on her due to the fire set on her body on the day of 
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occurrence  by  the  accused.  By  having  a  ill-will 

against the deceased and by conceiving an idea to 

kill her and preparing a design and plan to achieve 

that  end and  by completing the same, by setting 

fire on the body of the deceased and  caused the 

death of the deceased due to the burn injuries, the 

accused has committed the offence of murder.

35.  P.W.15  Investigation  Officer  has  conducted 

inquest  on the body of deceased Krishnaveni on 

02.7.2016 in the presence of panchayatars and the 

Inquest Report is available as Ex.P.16. The opinion 

of the panchayatars as to the cause of death is also 

found to be due to setting up of fire on the body of 

deceased by Jamuna Rani (accused) by throwing 

lighted lamps and acid on 01.7.2016 at about 6.00 

p.m.

36. P.W.1 Rani has stated in her evidence that at 

the time when the Magistrate came to the Hospital 

to record the dying declaration of the deceased, the 

deceased  was  not  conscious  and  hence  the 

Magistrate  did  not  record  the  statement  of 

deceased.  As  per  her  evidence,  the  Magistrate 

came to the Hospital at about 11.30 p.m. However, 

the deceased was conscious at about 7.30 p.m and 
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the  police  came  and  recorded  the  complaint 

statement.

37.  The  learned  counsel  for  the  defence  has 

submitted  that  P.W.15  failed  to  get  the 

endorsement  of  the  Doctor  in  the  Complaint 

statement Ex.P.12 that the deceased was conscious 

when she was giving statement before the police. 

The Investigation  Officer  P.W.15  submitted  that 

the doctors  refused  to make any endorsement  in 

the statement.  However, P.W.5,  Dr.Suresh Babu, 

who  admitted  the  deceased  in  the  Hospital  on 

01.7.2016  at  about  7.30  p.m  and  P.W.12, 

Dr.Sankari  who  has  given  treatment  to  the 

deceased  subsequently  have  confirmed  that  the 

deceased was conscious at the time when she was 

brought to the hospital and she was admitted in the 

burns ward also and more particularly at 7.30 p.m. 

So in these backdrop of facts and evidence Ex.P.12 

complaint  statement  of  the  deceased  cannot  be 

thrown away as a concocted story by the police.

38.  According  to  the  law  of  Criminal 

Jurisprudence, every offence consists of four stages 

namely  :  (1)  Intention,  (2)  Preparation,  (3) 

Attempt, (4) A completed act. The evidence of the 
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prosecution  as  analysed  above  is  found  to  be 

sufficient enough to prove all the four elements of 

Intention, Preparation, Attempt and completion of 

the  offence  of  murder  by  the  accused  beyond 

reasonable doubt. Hence, I proceed to record that 

the  prosecution  has  proved that  due  to  previous 

motive, the accused has committed the offence of 

murder of the deceased Krishnaveni by setting fire 

on the body of the deceased by throwing lighted 

clay lamps and by pouring acid and vegetable oil 

along with it and thus the prosecution has proved 

the  charge  of  murder  u/s.  302  IPC  against  the 

accused. And thus the point is answered." 

 28.  Having  gone  through  the  evidence  recorded  on  behalf  of  the 

prosecution before the Court below, we are of the view that, the prosecution 

has  proved the case beyond reasonable doubt  and therefore the reasoning 

given by the learned Judge and the conclusion reached by her to declare the 

appellant / accused has guilt of offence punishable under Section 302 IPC is 

fully justifiable. Therefore the conviction and sentence imposed by the trial 

Court against the appellant / accused is not liable to be interfered with.

29.  Resultantly,  this  Criminal  Appeal  fails  and  the  conviction and 
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sentence made by the trial Court in S.C.No.321 of 2016, dated 12.04.2018 

is  hereby  confirmed.  Accordingly,  this  Criminal  Appeal  is  dismissed. 

Consequently, connected miscellaneous petition is closed. 

 (R.S.K., J.)          (K.B., J.)

  21.12.2023
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