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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 :

(1) 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
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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.

(i1) 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.

(111) 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
(&60  allond@) 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 &y&60  aller s,
1.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.

(vil) 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.
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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
(560 allond) 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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Science Department, in her cross-examination has deposed as follows :

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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16. However, the Assistant Director, Chemical Division of Forensic

" gpuieumani 6T607 60) 60T ol Fmri & S,
6UM & & (psuld TEADY OlFliwallssmev.
2L Crr&Carniled  yudlevh Lt yudlsviom
3I606V & B ydlsvinrm 61637 1)
GoloUlLallsbemsv. 2L Ern@eannid
gudlsvy  Frerns  SUumpl  C&marent &.
SIeuy 6T 61 ) vt G wim (b @ mwLILSTs0
Suumplé0smener  eumiily 2 6TeTgl.  BI6
Hlil6Y O FUIS Clum mL&aflsv 61611 D60
Suiumn) Cl&BmoTan G lg Ul Clum(mL&ai
SreavliuLallssmev. LMl Supeyd 4 &ligso
Ourgiunrs e muGur GCmmsnglead 616IM
CougliGum(meT  HvbS(HBGLWL. B Il6y
OFus Gummaflsh w2 plGur  &GamemL e
QMBS ST 67631 MIT 6V Y& 151636V ULIT 68T
CougliQummer  @evemey  GTRILUSTEY I
&Gonmemrh & wrmlallkw."

17. P.W.15 is the Investigating Officer who has also deposed that, on
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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 :
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"1.7.2016 Syeimy wremsv 5.30 wenlldH@ wumsv
alprust GCasralosy spbHallth Carallsy
2 6i1Gan Ol Fssrmyall” GL 6. QLCUT S
&1 (523 601 G 611 65 ] Camallsh 6um & 6Ul60
o L HMILG L Slgdtsrawh QmbSH.
36U (6L L0 & @pLD 9 L 6ol QmBSTI.
Camallansd@  vg  UndHled By
2 aTeNGl. B  BUSISSIHDG  Lewe
OFug Oaratigmbesear. HJOCUTSH Yol
oIl maulsd om urdHslrn  HHle Glosd
Q(h UYL 6USH ABIL 26T QU &0
allons@ gyl ahs e &Tatih  UbBSTIT.
5T 68T BaUSIT &S DHIMS L2 AL
Oaraigmbs GCurgk aslfl  Carallay) s
&I 68T 6 (I &I it 61631 (1) 5165651 & 6 H 60
Qpernsd ot aslfl  msulsh @QmbBS
uTSSlpn  woHmn  allmébad  &l(m23 666
Guev Gurl(halll(h i sl gualllLmf.
&lmotemGoussl] Guosd Srumnfl 6B & &louest
FOIOBIHSG CHITG CHTallsh 6uraFsd  (Lper
wubg gy wbS alWbsri.  IKSBHS
BIRIG6T — H(MmoiamCousi  Cuosh  SHeawanismny
o mnj] SHeou 26561 &6 HTLD.
&1 (2.3 61 G 61t lsmw G &flsh 2 &y
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meuSHeHmn. Ll plysveien euTaIeS S
&I (m 2% 659 G 6uestlsmw L0(1h & &l 611062651 &
eIl Germin."

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

deposed in the following manner :
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"Brel  Gumuy  1hSSHleunemearuilsh  GlamLlg
ueflulsd  @mbs  Gurg  1.7.2016 e
@uey  7.05 wefleg 108 CasmwibGuk
gploLevesray  fpevth  HlmakawGeusst] eterm 70
UW B 0B & & H & &b AT BLIED]T
SEETURISELO B EFHFSLBTH  Imlpd Sl
UbSTT&H6T.  Yeusmy UfCFTHISHS  GUTH
Uit W pleoaTajLeal  @wBSTT. el
Cusd Guyw plowulsy @B, GCHL G
Caarallsamen  yfbg  O&raih — USlsy
oG,  yeusmy TS SeuUTSH — 6ui
soiemer  1.7.2016 yeim  wremev  6.00
weeflwerallsh  susiaflwi  G&m GCHTLUTSSID
urevallsiTwasi  Garallsh  CHmallsh  He b
Oaflbs om  OQuer  wBUT  Sa 105
10 6557 o) 6o 6557 o) 6597 UL 9 i) ] SUNL L BT &
ST,  AUMHSG (PSSIh,  @QIei(h
& &eflayn, wridlen, WHS USHssBlain,
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Quew(h  HTO&Hafen Sy  SMTWEISHET
QmBHE.  JumHbSE WsNsal FelFama
oMl & &l @Lo6y FplGmassrs  Hallp
VI & @& & Uifaflsb 2 61
Crrwmefluim s 9 I GNTIQUIT & DB & & &
Ol &F 116 & 60T 5T 63T 6ULRI Sl allug &
UG (Hh  B&HL  Y.&FM.9.3.  GumellEmi
sissisme  allgmgemne  CFUSTiTSEaT. 6. .

B&meU L LM Gl mesLmis6."

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

appellant / accused. She has deposed in the following manner:
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@Quibg  Cumer mui  CQuwi  &lmadewCeue.
geu  umev  ellprwasi  Gasmallalley L
allwrurgy  CQ&ls ubsTI. Yo CsHmallsh
QMm&ly 2 6iem  FHSlL  GulmeSImTi.
gl @mbLH  Gurer  &lHedew 6 eueflulle
L0 & 61 717 65011 6163 LI6U (Th & (S L1687 LD
C&M(hSB(HBHS. T FLOUH HIOT B
JTsEMSHL 6w  UgdFmar Qb Il
sl uewh  C&EThSHS  alleugh  eumEISIUI




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
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alloury  GaMwurg). &l(meiawGousl &lMlsmw
alewL &1l GEdywory  CErsismi.
ISy g allewL &Tell CFUg GCoumy
alhe  Guouwinbg el 6T 1]
Hl(HemGouel] 10&  HToUL  Blemwovw s BHle0
yani  6&snh &S mbserit. aflumer Sy
Qeveurs M0 HlHeiamGousflulliy  sT&HayLh
s s puuwellsemsv.  SlMlujn
&Ml Goussilyy GCaosmalled ymelsh FetiemL
CUTL L ST &AL QLIGUT &) 1B
&I (m 23 s uflsh 6T(h & &l Ol & 6Ty
&1 (2.3 61 G 61 65] & smmflefll’ L & &b

O FmesTeoTmiT Hor."

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

the deceased as per the deposition of the eye witnesses.

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://lwww.mhc.tn.gov.in/judis

22. The Doctor report also says that, due to the heavy shock because
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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 1s 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.

21/27

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



Crl.A.No.206 of 2019

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.

(RS.K., J.) (K.B., J.)
21.12.2023
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To

1. The Sessions Judge / Mahila Court,
Chennai.

2. The Inspector of Police,
R.8, Vadapalani Police Station,
Chennai - 600 026.

3. The Public Prosecutor
High Court of Madras, Chennai.
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