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***

O R D E R

This  Criminal  Appeal  has  been  filed  to  set  aside  the  Judgment  of 

conviction and sentence passed by the learned Sessions Judge, (Fast Track 
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Mahila  Court),  Tiruvannamalai  made  in  S.C.No.171/2013  dated 

30.05.2017.

2.The brief facts which are necessary for the disposal of this Criminal 

Appeal are as follows:-

2.1.The Complainant in this case P.W-1 was unmarried.  She dropped 

out of school.  When she was studying 10th Standard.  The Appellant in this 

case was her classmate throughout her school days.  P.W-1 was admitted in 

Tiruvannamalai  Medical  College Hospital  as  she  suffered  miscarriage on 

10.10.2012.  On intimation from the Doctors at the Government Hospital, 

the woman Constable Gr-I - Kuppulakshmi was sent by the Sub Inspector of 

Police  to  record  the  oral  statement  from  the  patient  admitted  in  the 

Government Hospital (P.W-1).  As per the oral complaint of P.W-1 from the 

hospital bed, one year prior to the date of admission i.e.,  on 10.10.2012 

when she was proceeding to the agricultural field to provide lunch to her 

father,  her schoolmate and classmate, who is the first  Accused/Appellant, 

waylaid her and pulled her towards Kannimar Chunai.  She cried aloud but 

no one came to her rescue and no one was available in the nearby vicinity. 

She was unable to wriggle out from his hands.  She was taken to the bushes 

and he had forcible sexual intercourse with her.  Subsequently, her father 
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was injured in an accident some nine months prior to the date of occurrence 

he was hospitalized.  Since her father suffered fracture in his leg, he was 

taken for treatment at Chennai.  Her mother accompanied her father.  Her 

sister was married and living separately.  Her elder brother is also married 

and living with his wife as daily wage earner in Bangalore.  Therefore, she 

was alone at home.  She was looking after the children of her sister and 

brother  who were attending school at  Rayandapuram Village.   Since her 

parents were away and the children were in the Village, she has to take care 

of the children.   When she was alone at  home, the Appellant herein/first 

Accused came to her residence  and invited her for sex.  He also threatened 

her that if she is not cooperating, he will spread false message in the village 

that she is immoral.  The Appellant/first  Accused was married and living 

with his wife and two children.  The Complainant had protested stating that, 

“you  are  already  married  and  living  with  two  children.   Why  are  you 

disturbing me?”  For which, he replied that he will marry her.  Misusing the 

relationship  and  after  the  children  had  gone  to  school,  he  had  been 

continuously  indulging  in  sexual  intercourse  with  her.   She  became 

pregnant.  By the time she came to know her pregnancy, it was four months. 

When she informed the first Accused on 06.10.2012, he had taken her to a 

private hospital where the Doctor had administered injection.  She became 
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unconscious.  By the time she regained from unconscious, she was lying in 

the verandah of the hospital.   She enquired about her condition with the 

Appellant/first Accused.  The Appellant/first Accused informed her that she 

was administered medicine for abortion as he could not marry her as he has 

wife and family.  Also, he threatened her, if she discloses anything to people 

outside,  she  has  to  face  social  stigma  and  shame.   After  regaining 

composure, she took a bus and came back to her village. She reached home. 

She informed the occurrence to her elder sister when she returned home. 

Her sister took her to Government hospital on 07.10.2012 by around 8 p.m. 

As  per  the  Doctors,  who  attended  her  in  Tiruvannamalai  Government 

Medical  College Hospital,  she  was  subjected  to  abortion  which  was  not 

successful.  Therefore, she developed complications.  She was brought to 

hospital in a dangerous condition.  It was performed without proper medical 

skill.   Therefore, the Doctors at  the Tiruvannamalai Government Medical 

College  Hospital  had  to  necessarily  inform  the  Police  regarding  the 

dangerous condition of the patient P.W-1.  Based on the oral statement of 

P.W-1,  the Inspector of Police P.W-10 registered a case in Crime No.349 of 

2012 on the file of the Thandarampattu Police Station and proceeded with 

the investigation.  He had examined P.W-1, her sister who accompanied her 

to  hospital,  the  Doctor  who treated  her  and  also obtained  the  certificate 
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regarding  her  medical  treatment  and  arrested  Appellant/first  Accused, 

subjected him to medical examination and obtained his medical Certificate 

also.  He visited the scene of crime and the place of residence of the victim 

P.W-1 and prepared rough sketch and observation mahazar in the presence 

of witnesses.   After  completion  of the  investigation,  laid  the  final  report 

before the learned Judicial Magistrate, Tiruvannamalai.  The learned Judicial 

Magistrate, Tiruvannamalai had taken the final report on the file as PRC 

No.3 of 2013.  As the offence was exclusively triable by Court of Sessions, 

he had issued summons to the Appellant herein as Accused No.1 and his 

sisters and brother who were arrayed as A-2 to A-5.  As the investigation by 

the Inspector of Police, Thandarampattu  Police Station disclosed that  the 

victim P.W-1 was taken to private hospital by the Appellant/first Accused 

and his sisters and his brother,  who were arrayed as A-2 to A-5, thereby 

endangering the life of the victim P.W-1 by making her to undergo abortion 

without any proper medical skill/care which endangered her life.  Therefore, 

the offence under Sections 312 and 313 of IPC was invoked against A-1 to 

A-5.  Since the case was exclusively triable by the Court of Sessions, it was 

taken by the learned Judicial Magistrate as PRC No.3 of 2013 and he had 

issued summons to Accused 1 to 5.  On appearance of the Accused, copies 

were  furnished  to  them under  Section  207  of  Cr.P.C.  and  the  case  was 
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committed to the learned Principal Sessions Judge, Tiruvannamalai.   The 

learned Principal District and Sessions Judge, Tiruvannamalai had taken the 

case on file as S.C.No.171 of 2013 and since the offence involved woman as 

victim the case was made over to the file of the learned Sessions Judge, Fast 

Track Mahila Court and the Accused was bound over to the Court of the 

learned  Sessions  Judge,  Fast  Track  Mahila  Court,  Tiruvannamalai.   On 

appearance of the Accused before the learned Sessions Judge, Fast Track 

Mahila Court, Tiruvannamalai, the Prosecution and the defence were heard. 

Based on the arguments  of the Prosecution and the defence, the charges 

were framed under Section 341, 366, 376 and 312 and 313 of I.P.C. and 

Section 4 of the Medical Termination of Pregnancy Act, 1971.  Since the 

Accused-1  to  Accused-5  denied  the  charges,  the  learned  Sessions  Judge, 

Fast  Track Mahila  Court,  Tiruvannamalai  ordered  trial.   In  the trial,  the 

Prosecution  had  examined  witnesses  P.W-1  to  P.W-10  and  marked 

documents  Ex.P-1 to P-6.   After closing of the Prosecution evidence, the 

Accused-1  to  Accused-5  were  examined  under  Section  313  of  Cr.P.C. 

regarding the incriminating evidence available against them.  They denied 

the  incriminating  evidence.   They did  not  produce  any  evidence.   After 

hearing  the  arguments  of  the  learned  Public  Prosecutor  and  the  learned 

Counsel  for  the  defence,  the  learned  Sessions  Judge,  Fast  Tract  Mahila 
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Court, Tiruvannamalai by judgment dated 30.05.2017 acquitted A-2 to A-5 

from the charges and convicted the A-1 alone for the offence under Section 

312  r/w.  Section  313  of IPC and  sentenced  him to  undergo three years 

Rigorous Imprisonment.

2.2.Aggrieved by the same, the first Accused alone as Appellant filed 

this Appeal seeking to set aside the judgment of conviction passed by the the 

learned  Sessions  Judge,  Fast  Track  Mahila  Court,  Tiruvannamalai,  dated 

30.05.2017 in S.C.No.171 of 2013 and acquit the first Accused/Appellant.

3. The learned Counsel for the Appellant submits that the Appellant is 

first Accused along with four other Accused persons A-2 to A-5 and they 

were charged for the offences as follows:

Number of Charges                    Charges framed

Charge 1 341 IPC against A-1

Charge  2 366 IPC against A-1

Charge 3 376 IPC against A-1

Charge 4 312 r/w. 313 IPC against A-1 to A-5

Charge 5 5 (2)(3) r/w. 3 and 4 Medical 

Termination of Pregnancy Act, 1971 

against A-2

4. The Accused 1 to 5 denied charges.  The learned Principal Sessions 

Judge, Fast Track Mahila Court, Tiruvannamalai ordered trial.  During the 
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trial,  the Prosecution had examined witnesses viz.,  P.W-1 to P.W-10 and 

marked documents viz., Ex.P-1 to Ex.P-6.  P.W-1 -victim, P.W-2-mother of 

the  victim,  P.W-3  and  P.W-4  are  sisters  of  the  victim.   P.W-5-Mahazar 

witness,  P.W-6-Woman  Constable,  P.W-7-K.Natarajan,  Special  Sub 

Inspector of Police registered the FIR based on the Complaint given by P.W-

1.  P.W-8 and P.W-9 are Doctors and P.W-10-R.Chinnaraj, the Investigating 

Officer.  After closing the Prosecution Witnesses, A-1 to A-5 were examined 

under  Section  313  of  Cr.P.C.,  The  Accused-1  to  Accused-5  denied  the 

incriminating evidence against them.  After examined under Section 313 of 

Cr.P.C., the arguments of the learned Additional Public Prosecutor and the 

learned  Counsel  for  the  Accused  1  to  5  were  heard.   After  hearing  the 

arguments  and  on  perusal  of  the  materials  available  before  the  learned 

Sessions Judge, Fast Track Mahila Court, Tiruvannamalai had acquitted A-1 

to  A-5  from  the  charges  framed  against  A-2  to  A-5.   But  the  first 

Accused/Appellant herein alone had convicted under Section 312 r/w. 313 

of IPC.

5. The learned Counsel for the Appellant invited the attention of this 

Court to the contents of the Complaint under Ex.P-1.  He further submitted 

that from the evidence of P.W-1, it can be presumed that P.W-1/victim aged 

8/18

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



CRL.A.No.410 of 2017

about  24  years  on  the  date  of  alleged  occurrence.   Therefore,  it  was 

consensual relationship between her and the first Accused.  Both are living 

in  the  same  neighbourhood  and  the  first  Accused  was  her  Schoolmate 

during the School days and he was aware of that she was already married. 

Therefore, the said relationship was consensual relationship through which, 

she  had  developed  pregnancy and  she  does  not  disclose  it  with  anyone 

including her sisters.  She alleged to have accompanied A-1 to the Hospital 

of A-2/Dr.Malarvizhi  where she  was  subjected  to  medical  termination  of 

pregnancy and she came back to her house on the same day.  Subsequently, 

she fainted  in the Village and  the neighbours  taken her  to the Hospital. 

Only after that, she had given the Complaint.  From the evidence of P.W-7, 

it  is  found  that  he  had  already  received  wireless  message  from 

Tiruvannamalai Government Hospital.  But the Complaint was suppressed. 

This is the second Complaint.  There are materials available before the trial 

Court that this is the second Complaint.  In the evidence of P.W-4, the elder 

sister of P.W-1, stated that they had drafted the Complaint from the person 

at Rayandapuram.  Based on which, the Complaint under Ex.P-1 was given 

by her and FIR was registered under Ex.P-3. When she was in Hospital, it 

had  not  been  stated  or  explained  by  the  Prosecution  regarding  what 

happened to the earlier Complaint given by P.W-1.  Therefore, there are two 
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Complaints.  The second Complaint given by the elder sister of P.W-1 was 

taken and based on which, FIR was registered under Ex.P-3.

6. Further, the learned Counsel for the Appellant submitted that after 

conclusion of the trial and after hearing the arguments and on appreciation 

of  evidence,  the  learned  Sessions  Judge,  Fast  Track  Mahila  Court, 

Tiruvannamalai acquitted A-2 to A-5 from all the charges.  Whereas the first 

Accused alone was convicted for the offence under Section 312 r/w. 313 of 

IPC and sentenced him to undergo Rigorous Imprisonment for three years.

7. Further the learned Counsel for the Appellant invited the attention 

of this Court to the evidence of P.W-1 to P.W-4 and the evidence of P.W-6-

Woman Constable and P.W-7-Special Sub Inspector of Police, P.W-8 & P.W-

9/Doctors and the cross-examination of P.W-10.  He further submitted that 

there are contradictions between the evidence of P.W-1, P.W-2-mother of the 

victim,  P.W-3  and  P.W-4-the  elder  sisters  of  the  victim.   There  are 

contradictions among P.W-6 and P.W-7,  the Police Officials and P.W-10-

Investigation Officer.  In spite of the same, the learned Sessions Judge, Fast 

Track Mahila  Court, Tiruvannamalai, in his Judgment in Paragraph Nos.14 

& 15 had observed as follows:

10/18

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



CRL.A.No.410 of 2017

14.  ,t;tHf;fpd;  midj;J  rhl;rpa';fisa[k; 
rhd;whtz';fisa[k; ed;F guprPypf;ifapy; kyu;tpHp vd;w kUj;JtuJ 
kUj;Jtkidapy;  fUf;fiyg;g[  bra;ag;gl;lnghJ  m/rh/1  fz;;tpHpj;J 
ghu;j;jnghJ  m';F  3  Kjy;  5  vjpupfs;  ,Ue;jjhf  Twpa[s;sjw;F 
m/rh/1d; rhl;rpaj;ij jtpu;j;J kw;w rhl;rpfs; Mjhuk; ,y;iy/ vdnt 
3  Kjy;  5  vjpupfs;  kPjhd  Fw;wr;rhl;Lf;fs;  muRj;  jug;gpy; 
re;njfj;jpw;fplkpd;wp  epU:gpf;fg;gltpy;iy  vd;nw  ,e;ePjpkd;wk; 
jPu;khdpf;fpwJ/ 2k; vjpupiag; bghWj;Jk; m/rh/d; rhl;rpaj;ij jtpu;j;J. 
me;j  kUj;Jtu;jhd;  Kjypy;  Vw;gl;l  KGikailahj fUf;fiyg;ig 
nkw;bfhz;ltu;  vd;gjw;F  rhl;rpankh.  rhd;whtz';;;;fnsh  Mjhuk; 
,y;iy/  vdnt 2k; vjpupapd; kPjhd Fw;wr;rhl;Lfs; muRj; jug;gpy; 
re;njfj;jpw;fplkpd;wp  epU:gpf;fg;gltpy;iy  vd;nw  ,e;ePjpkd;wk; 
jPu;khdpf;fpwJ/

15/   nkYk;  m/rh/9  kUj;Jtu;  enlrd;  rhl;rpaj;jpy; 
ciuj;Js;sgo  fpuhkj;J  ehl;L  itj;jpau;  gapw;rp  bgwhjtu;  K:yk; 
,j;jifa  epiy  Vw;glyhk;  vd;gija[k;  ,e;ePjpkd;wk; 
fUj;jpw;bfhs;fpwJ/ Kjy; vjpupiag; bghWj;J ,UtUf;Fk; ,ilapyhd 
gHf;fj;jpd;  fhuzkhf  m/rh/1  cld;;  mtu;  beU';fp  gHfpa[s;shu;/ 
,UtUk; cwt[ bfhz;Ls;shu;/  xU Kiwf;F 5 Kiw me;j cwt[fs; 
epfH;e;Js;sd/   mjd;K:yk;  m/rh/1  fu;g;gKw;Ws;shu;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;  vd;w  epiyapy;. 
m/rh/1d;  KG rk;kjk;  ,Ue;jjhfnt  fUjp.  ,jid  fw;gHpg;ghf 
fUJtjw;fpy;iy/  vdnt 1k; vjpupapd; kPjhd gpupt[ 376d; goahd 
Fw;wkhdJ  epU:gpf;fg;gltpy;iy  vd;nw  ,e;ePjpkd;wk;  jPu;khdpf;fpwJ/ 
khwhf jhd; jpUkzkhdtu; vdj; bjupe;jpUe;Jk;. JpUkzkhfhj xU 
bgz;Qqld;  gHfp  gyKiw  cwt[  bfhz;L.  me;jg;  bgz;iz 
fu;g;gkhf;fpaJld;  mjid  fiyg;gjw;fhd  ftdf;Fiwthd 
fUf;fiyg;gpy; <Lgl;L me;j bgz;zpd; clYf;Fk;. kdjpw;Fk; bgUk; 
nfL tpistpf;Fk; tifapy; bray;gl;ltu; ,e;j Kjy; vjpupna vd;gjpy; 
ve;j  IaKkpy;iy/   mjd;  tpisthfj;jhd;  jpUtz;zkhiy muR 
kUj;Jtkidapy;  08/10/2012y;  Kgikahd  fUfiyg;g[  me;jg; 
bgz;Qqf;F  bra;ag;gl  ntz;oa  mtrpa.  mtru  njit 
Vw;gl;Ls;sJ////////////////////

8. The learned Sessions Judge had found that there are no material 

available against the second Accused as per the evidence of P.W-1 who had 

performed abortion and had acquitted her from the charges under Section 
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312 r/w. 313 of IPC.  The first Accused cannot be held guilty for the same 

charges.  He was reportedly connected to the offence under Section 376 of 

IPC is concerned.  The learned Sessions Judge, Fast Track Mahila Court, 

Tiruvannamalai, acquitted the Accused 2 to 5 from the charges.  Therefore, 

the Judgment of conviction recorded by the learned Sessions Judge, Fast 

Track Mahila Court, Tiruvannamalai as against A-1 in S.C.No.171 of 2013 

dated 30.05.2017 is perverse.  Therefore, he seeks to set aside the Judgment 

of conviction recorded against A-1.

9.  In support of his contention, the learned Counsel appearing for the 

Appellant  relied  on  the  decision  of  the  Hon'ble  Supreme Court  in  Ram 

Laxman -vs- State of Rajasthan reported in (2016) 12 SCC 389 wherein it 

is held as under:

“C.  Criminal  Trial  –  Acquittal  –  Acquittal  of  co-accused/some  

accused/Benefit  of  their  acquittal  –  Acquittal  of  co-accused  –  

Parity – Entitlement to – Testimony of eyewitness found unreliable  

– His evidence cannot be split to grant benefit to some co-accused  

while  maintaining  conviction  of  another,  who  stands  on  same  

footing  and  deserves  parity  –  Conviction  of  remaining  accused  

also reversed.”

10.  The learned Additional Public Prosecutor vehemently objected to 

the submissions of the learned Counsel for the Appellant stating that there 

are evidence from the deposition of P.W-1 that the first Accused had forced 
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her and committed rape on her by force when she was taking food to her 

father.  Subsequently, he blackmailed her, invited her, forcibly taken her and 

committed the offence.  Therefore, the first Accused himself taken the victim 

to  A-2/Dr.  Malarvizhi  and  forced  her  to  undergo medical  termination  of 

pregnancy against her consent.  Therefore, the learned Sessions Judge, Fast 

Track  Mahila  Court,  Tiruvannamalai,  on  appreciation  of  evidence  had 

acquitted the other Accused from the Charges.  Based on the same evidence, 

the learned trial Judge convicted the first Accused/Appellant herein alone for 

the offence.  She further submitted that the first Accused/Appellant herein 

was instrumental for her suffering abortion.  Therefore, the Judgment of the 

learned  Sessions  Judge,  Fast  Track  Mahila  Court,  Tiruvannamalai  in 

S.C.No.171  of 2013  dated 30.05.2017  is a  well reasoned Judgment  that 

does not warrant any interference by this Court.  Therefore, this Court has 

to  confirm  the  Judgment  and  findings  of  guilt  recorded  by  the  learned 

Sessions Judge, Fast Track Mahila Court, Tiruvannamalai. 

Point for Consideration:

Whether  the  Judgment  passed  by  the  learned  

Sessions Judge, Fast Track Mahila Court, Tiruvannamalai in  

S.C.No.171/2013  dated  30.05.2017  is  to  be  set  aside  as  

perverse?
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11. On consideration of the rival submissions and on perusal of the 

evidence  of  the  Prosecutrix/victim/P.W-1,  it  is  found  that  she  was  a 

consensual partner  in the act.   In her  cross-examination,  she had clearly 

stated  that  she  had  accompanied  the  first  Accused  five times,  when  he 

invited  her  for  sexual  pleasure.   She  had  denied  the  suggestion  of  the 

defence that she was already married to one Poppy and it was a Christian 

marriage  and  the  said  Poppy  died  within  one  year  of  the  marriage, 

subsequently,  she  was  not  married.   She denied  the  suggestion.   To the 

pointed question that  why she was not  married off by her  parents.   She 

would submit that due to poverty, they were unable to get her married.  The 

cross-examination of the Prosecutrix/P.W-1 reveals that she has knowledge 

of her conduct and its repercussions, she had clearly admitted that the first 

Accused is residing in the same Village with his wife and children.  The 

claim  of  the  Prosecutrix  that  she  was  pulled  and  dragged  by  A-1  to 

Anjaneyar Kovil Chunai and committed sexual intercourse on her, reveals 

that  it  was  during  day  time,  it  is  unbelievable.   Subsequently,  for  five 

occasions, A-1 called her and she accompanied him.  Therefore, the claim 

that she became pregnant due to the sexual intercourse under the pretext of 

promise to marry cannot at all be accepted.  Also, the Charge under Sections 

312 and 313 of IPC will not hold good.  She herself is a party to the said 
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conduct.   Section  312  of  IPC  relates  to  causing  miscarriage  which  is 

extracted hereunder:

“312.Causing  miscarriage  –  Whoever  voluntarily  

causes a woman with child to miscarry, shall, if such miscarriage be  

not caused in good faith  for the  purpose of  saving  the  life  of  the  

woman, be punished with imprisonment of either description for a  

term which may extend to three years,  or with fine,  or  with both;  

and,  if  the  woman  be  quick  with  child,  shall  be  punished  with  

imprisonment of either description for a term which may extend to  

seven years, and shall also be liable to fine.”

12.  The  submission  of  the  learned  Counsel  for  the  Appellant  that 

when the co-accused/Sisters of first Accused and Doctor who alleged to have 

performed the procedure for abortion had been acquitted by the Court and 

the same reasoning has to be extended to A-1 also, is found acceptable in 

the facts and circumstances of the case as gathered from the records.  

13. The submission of the learned Additional Public Prosecutor that 

the conviction recorded by the learned Sessions Judge, Fast Track Mahila 

Court, Tiruvannamalai, against A-1 alone for the offence under Sections 312 

& 313 of IPC and acquitting A-2 to A-5 is a well-reasoned Judgment which 

does not warrant any interference by this Court, cannot at all be accepted. 

Considering the facts that for the offences under Sections 312 & 313 of IPC, 

A-2 to A-5 had been acquitted, the same reason had to be extended to A-1 

also.  As per the evidence of Prosectrix/P.W-1, she had stated that A-1 to A-5 
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took her to Hospital for performing abortion on her.  In the light of such 

specific evidence, A-2 to A-5 were acquitted by the learned Sessions Judge 

from the Charges under Sections 312 and 313 of IPC.  When that be so, the 

same yardstick is to be applied to A-1 also. For the same Charges, based on 

the same evidence, A-2 to A-5 had been acquitted from the Charges whereas 

A-1 alone had been convicted cannot be accepted as reasonable in the light 

of the reported ruling cited by the learned Counsel for the Appellant in Ram 

Laxman  -vs-  State  of  Rajasthan reported  in  (2016)  12  SCC  389. 

Therefore,  the  Judgment  of  conviction  recorded  by  the  learned  Sessions 

Judge, Fast Track Mahila Court, Tiruvannamalai in  S.C.No.171/2013 dated 

30.05.2017 against the Appellant/first Accused is to be set aside.

14.  In the light of the above discussions, the point for Consideration 

is  answered  in  favour  of  the  Appellant/first  Accused  and  against  the 

Prosecution. The Judgment of Conviction recorded by the learned Sessions 

Judge, Fast Track Mahila Court, Tiruvannamalai in  S.C.No.171/2013 dated 

30.05.2017 is set aside as perverse.

In the result,  this  Criminal Appeal is  allowed.  The Judgment  of 

conviction and sentence of Rigorous Imprisonment of three years imposed 
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on the Appellant/first  Accused by the learned Sessions Judge, Fast  Track 

Mahila Court, Tiruvannamalai in S.C.No.171/2013 dated 30.05.2017 is set 

aside.   The Appellant/first Accused is acquitted from the charges. The bail 

Bond executed by Appellant/first Accused is ordered to be cancelled. The 

fine amount paid, if any, by the Appellant/Accused is to be refunded.

17.04.2024
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dh/srm

To

1.The Inspector of Police,

   Thandarampattu Police Station, 

   Thandarampattu,

   Tiruvannamalai District.

2. The Sessions Judge, 

    Fast Track Mahila Court, 

    Tiruvannamalai.

3. The Public Prosecutor,

    High Court, Madras.

SATHI KUMAR SUKUMARA KURUP, J.
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Judgment made in

CRL.A.No.410 of 2017
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