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For Respondent  : Mr.A.Gokulakrishnan

                       Additional Public Prosecutor

JUDGMENT

(Order of the Court was delivered by SUNDER MOHAN,J.) 

This Criminal Appeal has been filed by accused 1 to 3, challenging 

the  conviction  and  sentences  imposed  upon  them  vide  judgment  dated 

26.10.2018  in  S.C.No.41  of  2016  on  the  file of  the  learned  Additional 

Sessions Judge, Namakkal, Namakkal District.

2(i) It is the case of the prosecution that the son of the deceased fell in 

love with his uncle's (Mr.Panayakali) daughter; that they got married with 

the  help  of  Mr.Panayakali  and  there  have  been  differences  of  opinion 

between the  two families ever since then;  that  A2 and  A3 were sons  of 

Mr.Panayakali and A1 is the cousin of A2 and A3 and they decided to do 

away  with  the  male  members  of  the  family  of  the  deceased;  that  on 

12.04.2011  at  about  7.00  a.m.  the  first  and  second  accused  shot  the 

deceased  with  an  unlicensed  gun;  that  the  third  accused  attacked  the 

deceased with  bill hook (aruval), as a result of which the deceased died.

(ii) It is further the case of the prosecution that P.W.1/the wife of the 
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deceased   and   sister of   the   said Mr.Panayakali, lodged a complaint 

[Ex.P1] on 12.04.2021 at 10.00 a.m., which was registered in FIR [Ex.P21] 

by the Sub Inspector of Police [P.W.14] in Crime No.40 of 2011,  for the 

offences under Sections 302, 506 (ii) of the IPC and Section 25 (1-B) (a) of 

the Arms Act.

(iii)  P.W.14  commenced  an  investigation  and  sent  the  FIR to  the 

Court. He went to the scene of the occurrence and prepared the Observation 

Mahazar [Ex.P22] and Rough Sketch [Ex.P23]. He seized the phosphorous 

pellets [M.O.8],  a rope [M.O.7] by Seizure Mahazar [Ex.P24].  He seized 

the blood stained earth [M.O.9] and the earth that  was not blood stained 

[M.O.10]  under  Seizure  Mahazar  [Ex.P25].  He  conducted  the  inquest, 

prepared the Inquest Report [Ex.P26] and made a requisition for conducting 

[Post-mortem]. P.W.12 conducted Post-mortem and issued a Post-mortem 

certificate [Ex.P19]. 

(iv)  P.W.15/the  Inspector  of  Police,  took  up  the  investigation. 
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Thereafter, on 04.04.2012 all the accused surrendered and P.W.15 took the 

accused into police custody on 12.04.2012 after obtaining orders from the 

learned Judicial Magistrate – II, Namakkal. On 13.04.2012, he recorded the 

confession of the accused. On the confession of A1, he seized an unlicensed 

gun (M.O.1 series) under Seizure Mahazar (Ex.P27). The admissible portion 

of  the  confession  of  the  first  accused  was  marked  as  Ex.P7.  On  the 

confession given by the second accused, he seized an unlicensed gun (M.O.1 

series)  under  Seizure Mahazar  [Ex.P29].   The admissible portion  of the 

confession statement of the second accused was marked as Ex.P9. On the 

confession given by the third accused, he seized a bill hook [M.O.2] under 

Seizure Mahazar [Ex.P31].  He thereafter sent the pellets found in the body 

of the deceased and the guns seized for analysis. On 06.02.2013, he sought 

sanction to prosecute the accused under the Arms Act. 

(v) PW15 handed over the investigation to P.W.16/the Inspector of 

Police.  After  receipt  of  the  order  of  sanction  from  the  Collector  and 

examining  the  other  witnesses,  PW16  filed  the  Final  Report  before  the 

learned Judicial Magistrate – II, Namakkal, on 06.11.2014 for the offences 
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under Sections 302, 506 (ii), 25(1-b) (a) r/w 3 of the Arms Act against the 

accused. 

(vi)  On the appearance of the appellant, the provisions of Section 207 

Cr.P.C.,  were complied with, and the case was committed to the Court of 

Session in S.C.No.41 of 2016 and was made over to the learned Additional 

Sessions Judge, Namakkal, for trial. The trial Court framed charges u/s.302 

r/w 34 and 506 (2) r/w 34 of the IPC and 25(1-B) (a) r/w 3 of the Arms Act 

as against the appellants and when questioned, the appellants pleaded  'not 

guilty'.

(vii) To prove the  case,  the  prosecution  examined 16  witnesses  as 

P.W.1 to P.W.16 and marked 33 exhibits as Exs.P1 to P33, and marked 10 

Material Objects as M.O.1 to M.O.10. When the appellants were questioned, 

u/s.313 Cr.P.C., on the incriminating circumstances appearing against them, 

they  denied  the  same.  The  appellants/accused  neither examined  any 

witnesses, nor marked any documents.
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 (viii)  On  appreciation  of  oral  and  documentary  evidence,  the  trial 

Court found that the prosecution had established its case beyond reasonable 

doubt and held the appellants/A1 to A3 guilty of offences charged against 

them.  The appellants/A1 to A3 were convicted and sentenced as follows:

Accused No. Offence under Section Sentence imposed

A1

302 r/w 34 of  IPC To undergo life imprisonment and to pay a fine 

of  Rs.10,000/-  in default  to  undergo rigorous 

imprisonment for one year 

25(1-B)  (a)  r/w  3  of 

Arms Act  

To undergo imprisonment for one year and to 

pay a fine of Rs. 1000/- in default to undergo 

rigorous imprisonment for three months.

506 (2) of  IPC To undergo rigorous imprisonment for one year.

Accused No. Offence under Section Sentence imposed

A2

302 r/w 34 of  IPC To undergo life imprisonment and to pay a fine 

of  Rs.10,000/-  in default  to  undergo rigorous 

imprisonment for one year 

25(1-B)  (a)  r/w  3  of 

Arms Act  

To undergo imprisonment for one year and to 

pay a fine of Rs. 1000/- in default to undergo 

rigorous imprisonment for three months.

506 (2) r/w 34 IPC To undergo rigorous imprisonment for one year.

Accused No. Offence under Section Sentence imposed

A3

302 r/w 34 of  IPC To undergo life imprisonment and to pay a fine 

of  Rs.10,000/-  in default  to  undergo rigorous 

imprisonment for one year 

506 (2) of IPC To undergo rigorous imprisonment for one year.

The  above  sentences  were  ordered  to  run  concurrently.   Hence,  the 

accused/appellants have preferred the appeal challenging the said conviction 
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and sentences.

3.  Heard,  Mr.V.Parthiban,  learned  counsel  appearing  for  the 

appellants/accused,  and  Mr.A.Gokulakrishnan,  learned  Additional  Public 

Prosecutor appearing for the respondent/State. 

4.(i) Mr.V.Parthiban, the learned counsel for the appellants, submitted 

that A3/third appellant, is no more and has produced the death certificate, 

which  reveals  that  the  third  accused/Mr.Nagaraj,  son  of  Raji  died  on 

29.10.2019. However, we find in the death certificate that the father's name 

of the accused does not match the father's name mentioned in the charge.  

(ii)  The  learned  Additional  Public  Prosecutor,  however,  on 

instructions  submitted  that  the  person  mentioned  in  the  death  certificate 

produced by the learned counsel for the appellants,  is A3 and produced a 

copy  of  the  Aadhar  Card  and  the  certificate  issued  by  the  Village 

Administrative Officer, in support of the same.  Hence, this appeal in so  

far as the 3rd appellant/A3 viz., Nagaraj is concerned, stands dismissed as  
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abated.

5  (i)  The  learned  counsel  for  the  appellants/A1  &  A2  primarily 

contended  that  the  version  of  the  witnesses  as  projected  during  the 

investigation was completely changed during their deposition in Court; that 

initially, it was stated that all three accused were armed with guns and an 

unknown fourth person armed with a bill hook attacked the deceased.   

(ii) The learned counsel further submitted that there is an unexplained 

delay in the FIR reaching the Court which suggests that  the FIR was not 

registered immediately.

6.  The  learned  Additional  Public  Prosecutor  submitted  that  the 

eyewitnesses PW1 to PW5 have corroborated each other's version and the 

defence  was  unable  to  shake  their  credibility;  the  non-examination  of 

independent witnesses by itself would not make their version unreliable; that 

the  motive has  been  established  by  the  prosecution;  and  that  the  other 
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circumstances of the recovery of material objections on the confession of the 

accused strengthen the ocular evidence let in by the prosecution.

7. We have carefully considered the rival submissions and perused all 

the relevant materials available on record.

8.  PW1  is  the  wife  of  the  deceased  and  an  eyewitness  to  the 

occurrence.   She  also  speaks  about  the  motive.  PW2  and  PW4  are  the 

daughters of the deceased; PW3 is the daughter-in-law of the deceased and 

PW5 is the son of the deceased.  PW2 to PW5 are also eyewitnesses to the 

occurrence;  PW6 is another relative who speaks about the motive for the 

occurrence; PW7 is the sister of the deceased and a hearsay witness; PW8 is 

the daughter-in-law of the deceased and sister of A2 and A3, turned hostile. 

PW9 is  an  Assistant  working in  the  Revenue Divisional Office and  is  a 

witness to the observation mahazar [Ex.P3] and seizure mahazar [Ex.P4]; 

PW10  is  the  Assistant  to  the  District  Collector,  who  speaks  about  the 

sanction accorded for prosecution of the accused under the Arms Act; PW11 
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is the Assistant Director of the Forensic Science Department, who issued the 

reports  [Ex.P16  to  Ex.P18],  after  examining the  bullets  that  were seized 

from the scene of the occurrence and the country made guns, seized from the 

accused; PW12 is the Doctor, who conducted a postmortem and issued a 

postmortem certificate [Ex.P19].  PW13 is the Sub Inspector of Police, who 

assisted  the  investigating  officer;  PW14  is  the  Inspector  of  Police,  who 

registered  the  FIR  and  conducted  the  investigation;  PW15  is  the  other 

investigating  officer,  who  continued  the  investigation;  and  PW16,  is  the 

investigating officer, who filed the final report.

9.  PW12  is  the  postmortem  Doctor  who  issued  the  postmortem 

certificate  (Ex.P19)  and  he  found  the  following external  injuries  on  the 

deceased:

(1)lacerated wound 1.5x2x bone depth over parietal area mid line;

(2)Incised wound 10x2xbone depth across right ear;

(3)Incised wound 14x3x5 cm over posterior aspect of upper neck;

(4)Abrasion 3x2 cm across back of chest;

(5)Incised wound 20x3x4 cm, back of right middle thigh;

(6)Incised wound 10x2x2 cm, below chin;

(7)Black coloured entry wounds present in 
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(a) right side lower face (8 in number)

(b) around right elbow (4 in number)

(c) back of right shoulder (17 in number)

(d) over right knee (2 in number)

During the examination in chief he had opined that  the death was caused 

due to shock and haemorrhage, on account of injuries on the vital parts of 

the deceased.  He had also stated that the  external injuries sustained by the 

deceased could be caused by the weapons viz., country made Guns [M.O.1 

series] and Billhook [M.O.2].  The defence have not disputed the evidence of 

the doctor relating to cause of death.  Therefore, we are of the view that the 

prosecution has established that the deceased died due to homicidal violence.

10.  The  next  question  would  be  as  to  whether  the  accused  were 

responsible  for  the  said  homicidal  violence.   PW1  to  PW5  have  been 

examined by the prosecution as eyewitnesses.  PW1 lodged the complaint at 

about 10.00 a.m., on 12.04.2011.  However, strangely we find that the said 

complaint  and  the printed FIR  [Ex.P19]  reached the Magistrate only on 

13.04.2011 at about 08.00 a.m.  The question is whether this delay would 

affect the prosecution case and the credibility of the eyewitnesses.
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11.  In the complaint,  PW1 had  stated that  while the deceased was 

tying the rope [K:f;fdhd; fapW] around the cows, A2, A3 and A1 armed 

with guns along with an unidentified person armed with Billhook (Machete) 

came there and that A1, A2 and A3 shot the deceased with the guns; that the 

deceased ran towards the house and at that time, A1 shot the deceased; that 

the  deceased  was  chased  by  the  unidentified  male  and  was  cut 

indiscriminately  with  Billhook  Machete  on  the  neck,  on  the  ear  and 

thereafter, A2 took the same Billhook Machete and attacked on the head, 

thighs and other parts of the body; that the daughters of the deceased viz., 

PW2 and PW4, sons of the deceased viz., Rajeshkumar (PW5), Thangamani 

and daughter-in-law of the deceased viz., Chinthamani (PW3) witnessed the 

occurrence. 

12.  However, in their deposition before the Court,  all the witnesses 

had stated that only three persons were involved in the offence and that A1 

and A2 were armed with guns and A3 was armed with a Billhook Machete. 

The  overt  acts attributed  to each of the accused also differ.   A3, is now 
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attributed with an  overt  act of causing the injuries with Billhook Machete 

and A2 is said to have taken Billhook Machete   from A3 and caused further 

injuries.   None  of  the  witnesses  have spoken  about  the  presence  of  an 

unknown person armed with Billhook Machete at the time of the occurrence. 

The evidence of all five witnesses is parrot-like in nature.

13.  PW1 in her cross examination confirmed that  she informed the 

police about the 4th person involved in the occurrence, who was aged about 

25 years.  The relevant portion of her evidence reads as follows:

“nghyPrpy;  4tJ  egu;  ifapy;  mWths; 

itj;jpUe;jjhf  ehd;  brhd;ndd;/  mWths; 

itj;jpUe;jjhf brhy;Yk; egUf;F vd;d taJ ,Uf;Fk; 

vd;why; Rkhu; 25 tajpUf;Fk;/”

14. The prosecution re-examined PW1 and asked her as to whom she 

had referred as unknown person.  She stated that she referred to A3 as the 

unknown person.  The relevant portion of the evidence of PW1 in the re-

examination reads as follows:

“ehd;  bfhLj;j  g[fhiu nghyPrhu;  vGjpf;  bfhz;L 
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vd;dplk; goj;Jf; fhl;odhu;fs;/  mjd; gpd;du; jhd; mjpy; 

ehd;  nuif  itj;njd;/  ehd;  FWf;f  tprhuizapy;  25 

taJ  egu;  mhpths;  itj;jpUe;jjhf  TwpapUg;gJ  vjhp 

ehfuhi$ brhy;fpnwd;;/”

This re-examination makes it worse for the prosecution. A3 is closely related 

to  PW1.   Hence,  there  was  no  necessity  for  her  to  refer  to  him  as  an 

unknown person.  The explanation in the re-examination exposes the falsity 

of the version. The above improvement in the evidence clearly reveals that 

the  truth  has  been  suppressed  by  the  prosecution.   If  four  people were 

involved in the offence, there was no necessity for the witnesses to reduce it 

to three and change the overt acts of all the accused to suit the prosecution 

case.  

15. PW14 the first investigating officer stated that besides PW1 all the 

other eyewitnesses had stated before him during the investigation that there 

were four persons along with A1 to A3; that the 4th person was armed with 

a Billhook Machete and the others were armed with guns.    The relevant 

portions of PW14's deposition in the cross-examination read as follows:

“....g[fhu;  thf;FK:yj;jpy;  ,uz;lhtJ gf;fj;jpy; 
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vd; mz;zd; kfd;fs;  bt';flhryk;. ehfuh$;. 

Kfd;  kzpfz;ld;  K:tUk; ifapy;  Msf;bfhU 

Jg;ghf;fpa[lDk;. kw;Wk; milahsk; bjhpahj xU 

Ms; ifapy; ePskhd mUths; clDk; te;jh';f 

vd;w  Fwpg;gplg;gl;Ls;sjh? vd;why; 

Fwpg;gplg;gl;Ls;sJ/ ehd;F ngUk; Ma[j';fSld; 

Xo  tpl;lhu;fs;  vd;W  g[fhu;  thf;FK:yj;jpy; 

fz;Ls;sJ vd;why; rhpjhd;/////

////

//////milahsk;  bjhpahj  egu;  ifapy; 

itj;jpUe;j  ePskhd  mUthshy;  vdJ 

mg;ghtpd;  gpd;  gf;f fGj;J. gpd;  gf;f fhJ 

mUfpy; btl;o uj;jf; fhak; Vw;gLj;jpdhu; vd;W 

brhy;yg;gl;Ls;sjh? vd;why;  m/rh/2  me;j 

thf;FK:yj;jpy;  brhy;ypapUf;fpwhu;/   Mdhy; 

vdJ  g[yd;  tprhuizapy;  me;j  milahsk; 

bjhpahj  eghplkpUe;J  vjphp  bt';flhryk; 

th';fp  vdJ  mg;ghtpd;  eL  kz;il.  nky; 

bjhil.  fPH;  bjhil.  eL  KJF  Mfpa 

,l';fspy;  khwp  khwp  btl;oajhf  m/rh/2 

thf;FK:yj;jpy; TwpapUf;fpwhu;/  m/rh/3 vd;gtu; 

m/rh/1d;  kUkfs;.  m/rh/3  thf;FK:ykhdJ 

m/rh/2  thf;FK:yj;ijna  mDrhpj;J 

brhy;ypapaUf;fpwhu;/////”

16. Further, the  FIR  on  PW1's   complaint was registered at 10.00 

a.m., on 12.04.2011.  It was sent to the Magistrate only on 13.04.2011 at 
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8.00a.m.  It is also seen from the evidence of PW1 that the deceased was 

taken to the Namakkal General Hospital immediately after the occurrence. 

The prosecution has not produced the entries made in the hospital records at 

the earliest point in time, when the deceased was taken to the hospital.  

17. PW15 the other investigating officer in his cross-examination had 

stated as follows:

“19/07/2013k; njjp tiu tHf;Ff; 

nfhg;g[fs; g[yd; tprhuizf;F vd;dplk; 

,Ue;jJ/ nkw;go njjptiu ehd;fhtJ 

vjphp gw;wp cWjpahf vd;Dila g[yd; 

tprhuizia g[y';ftpy;iy/”

Thus, PW15 also could not ascertain the identity of the 4th person involved 

in the occurrence.  

18. PW16, the investigating officer, who filed the final report, when 

specifically asked about  the version in the complaint  that  4 persons  were 

involved,  would  state  that  though  the  witnesses  informed  the  earlier 

investigating officer about the involvement of four persons, in their further 
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statement  given  to  him,  they  had  stated  that  only  three  accused  were 

involved.  The relevant portion reads as follows:

“gl;oay;  rhl;rpfs;  xd;W  Kjy;  gj;J 

tiuapyhd egu;fs; rk;gtj;jpy; ehd;F ngu;fs; 

<Lgl;ljhf vdf;F Kd;dhy; ,Ue;j g[ydha;t[ 

mYtyhplk;  brhy;yp  cs;shu;fs;/   Mdhy; 

mtu;fs;  vd;Dila  tprhuizapy;  kW 

thf;FKyj;jpy;  ,we;Jnghd  egiu  M$u; 

vjhpfs;jhd; jhf;fpajhf Twpa[s;sdu;;;/”

19.  As stated earlier, PW1 in her cross examination had stated that 

she told the police about the involvement of the 4th person.  However PW16 

would state that  PW1 and others  had  given a further  statement that  only 

three  accused  were  involved in  the  occurrence.   The  above exaggerated 

depositions of the witnesses and the investigating officers would show that 

the witnesses and the prosecution have changed the version to suit them.

20.  That  apart,  there  is  another  admission  of  PW16  in  the  cross 

examination that his investigation revealed that the witnesses had given an 

exaggerated  version that  the  banana/plantain  trees  were damaged  by  the 
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accused and  that  the said version is false.  The relevant portion reads  as 

follows:

“vdJ  g[yd;  tprhuizapy;  brhy;y 

b$auh$;  njhl;lj;jpy;  rk;gtj;jpd;nghJ 

kjpg;g[s;s  bghUl;fs;  vJt[k;  nrjk; 

Vw;gl;ljhf  bjhpatpy;iy/  vdf;F  Kd;du; 

g[yd; tprhuiz bra;j g[ydha;t[ mYtyhplk; 

bghUl;fs;  nrjk;  Vw;gl;ljhf  rhl;rpfs; 

Twpa[s;sdu;  vd;why;  rhpjhd;/   ehd;  gjpt[ 

bra;j kW thf;FK:yj;jpy; xd;W Kjy; gj;J 

tiuapyhd  gl;oay;  rhl;rpfs;  tHf;if 

kpifg;gLj;Jtjw;fhf  thiHku';fis 

vjphpfs;  btl;o  rha;j;jjhf  thf;FK:yk; 

Twpa[s;sdu; vd;why; rhpjhd;/”

21. All the witnesses who had allegedly witnessed the occurrence had 

uniformly  stated  before  the  investigating  officer  that  four  persons  were 

involved and  the  4th unknown  person  had  attacked  the  deceased  with  a 

Machete.   Similarly,  all  the  eyewitnesses  have  in  a  parrot-like  manner 

deposed in Court that only three persons were involved and A3 had used the 

Machete.   The  overt  acts have also been changed to  suit  the  new story 

projected.   Therefore,  the  credibility  of  the  witnesses  becomes  highly 
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doubtful.   It  is  very  difficult  to  separate  the  chaff  from  the  grain  and 

ascertain which part of their deposition is true to hold the accused guilty.  As 

stated  earlier,  the  investigating  officer-PW16  had  also  admitted  that  the 

witnesses  had  given an  exaggerated  version to  the  previous  investigating 

officer regarding the damage to the banana/plantain trees.

22.  That apart,  we may note another aspect that  would support  the 

defence case that the FIR itself was registered after deliberation.  Though, 

FIR  was  registered  at  10.00a.m.,  on  12.04.2011,  the  FIR  reached  the 

Magistrate only at 8.00 a.m., on 13.04.2011.  There is no explanation by the 

prosecution, as to why the FIR reached the Magistrate only at 8.00 am., on 

13.04.2011.

23.  For all the above reasons,  we are  of the view that  it  is  highly 

unsafe to rely upon the parrot-like evidence of the eyewitnesses, who have 

uniformly made the same type of improvement in their depositions before 

the Court.  That apart, the investigating officers have not given any plausible 

explanation  for  concluding  that  only three  persons  were  involved in  the 
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occurrence,  except  for  stating  that  a  further  statement  was  given by  the 

witnesses, which also confirms the fact that the investigation has not been 

conducted fairly.  Therefore, in the  facts of this case, the non-examination 

of independent witnesses would also be a relevant factor in appreciating the 

evidence.

24. In the light of the above discussion, we are of the view that the 

evidence adduced by the prosecution is hardly sufficient to hold that  the 

accused A1 and A2 are guilty of the offence under Sections 302 r/w 34 and 

506 (2) of the IPC.   Hence, A1 and A2 are acquitted of the offences under  

Sections 302 r/w 34 and 506 (2) of the IPC.  However, we find that A1 and 

A2 were found in possession of country made guns as could be seen from 

the recoveries made from them.  The possession of country made guns  is in 

contravention of Section 3 of the Arms Act.  The recovery of the country 

made guns  has  not  been disputed  by the accused.   The prosecution has 

obtained the required sanction for prosecution of A1 and A2 under Section 

25(1-B)(a),  for possessing fire arms  in contravention of Section 3  of the 

Arms Act, as could be seen from the Sanction Order [Ex.P15].  Therefore, 
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A1 and A2 are found guilty of the offence under Section 25(1-B)(a) r/w 3 of 

the Arms Act and the sentence imposed by the trial Court on A1 and A2 to 

undergo one year imprisonment and to pay a fine of Rs.1000/- in default to 

undergo 3 months rigorous imprisonment, for the said offence, is confirmed. 

25.  The  Criminal  Appeal  is  partly  allowed.   The  judgment  of 

conviction and sentence imposed upon A1 and A2 made in S.C.No.41 of 

2016  dated 26.10.2018 on the file of the learned Additional Sessions Judge, 

Namakkal, is modified as stated supra.  

26. Vide order dated 04.01.2019 made in Crl.M.P.Nos.16646 of 2018 

in Crl.A.No.804 of 2018, this Court suspended the sentence imposed upon 

A1 and A2 pending appeal.  Therefore, the trial Court is directed to secure 

A1 and A2 and commit them to prison, to undergo the remaining period of 

their  sentence,  if any.   It  is  directed  that  the  period of sentence already 

undergone by A1 and A2, shall be set off under Section 428 Cr.P.C.

 (M.S.R.,J.)          (S.M.,J.)

18.03.2024            
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Index  : yes/no

Neutral citation : yes/no

Speaking/Non-speaking order

dk/ars

Copy to: 

1.The Additional Sessions Judge, 

   Namakkal, 

   Namakkal District.

2.The Inspector of Police Circle,

   Vazhavanthi Nadu Police Station,

   Namakkal District.  

3.The Public Prosecutor

   High Court of Madras,

   Chennai – 600 101. 
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M.S.RAMESH,J.

AND             

SUNDER MOHAN,J.

ars

Pre-delivery Judgment in 

Crl.A.No.804 of 2018 
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18.03.2024
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