CRL MP No. 4917 of2

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT MADRAS
DATED: 22-07-2026
CORAM
THE HON'BLE DR.JUSTICE ANITA SUMANTH
AND
THE HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE SUNDER MOHAN

CRL MP No. 4917 of 2026
in
CRL A NO. 289 OF 2026
M.Sathiyavathi
Wife of Manikandan,
Vadakku Theru, V Sathapadi Post,
Virudhachalam Taluk,
Cuddalore District,
Now confined at

Special Prison for Women,
Vellore, PID.No0.465129.

..Petitioner(s)
Vs

The State,
The Deputy Superintendent of Police,
Sethiyathope Police Station,
Cuddalore District.
Crime No.217 of 2019

..Respondent(s)

Petition filed under Section 430(1) read with 483 of BNSS, 2023 to
suspend the sentence imposed by Judgment in Sessions Case No.58 of 2021
dated 27.06.2025 on the file of Sessions Judge Magalir Neethi Mandram at
Cuddalore and to enlarge the petitioner on bail pending disposal of the above

said Criminal Appeal Case and pass further or other order that this Honble
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Court may deem fit and proper in the Circumstances of the case and thus render

Justice.

For Petitioner(s): Mr.P.Kannan
For Respondent(s): Mr.A.Amarnath,

Counsel For Government Of Tamil Nadu
(Criminal Side)

ORDER
(Order of the Court was made by Dr.Anita Sumanth J.)

This is a petition seeking suspension of sentence under judgment dated
27.06.2025 passed by the Sessions Judge, Magalir Neethi Mandram, Cuddalore
and interim bail for the petitioner pending Criminal Appeal. The trial Court,
vide its judgment dated 27.06.2025 has found the accused/petitioner guilty on
three counts of Section 302 IPC and has sentenced her to imprisonment for life.

2. The case of the Prosecution is that the petitioner was the mother of
three children aged 6, 4 and 2 years respectively and that she had done them to
death by drowning them. The trial Court was persuaded to accept the last seen
theory propounded by the Prosecution and based on the testimony of the
witnesses, particularly PW-12, and the confession of the petitioner to the
Village Administrative Officer (VAO) had found the petitioner guilty of the

offences charged.
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3. Mr.P.Kannan, learned counsel for the petitioner would assail the
impugned judgment on the grounds that there was no motive for the petitioner
to have committed the offence, the confession recorded by the VAO was
inadmissible, the last seen theory had not been established by the Prosecution
and that there are variations in the testimonies recorded. Moreover, being a
case of circumstantial evidence, it was for the Prosecution to have established
the case beyond all doubt.

4. Per contra, it is the case of the Prosecution, represented by
Mr.A.Amarnath that the petitioner had confessed to the crime before the VAO,
which confession is admissible in law.

5. The Prosecution relies on the testimony of P.W.12, one Shanthi, who
was managing a shop near the place of occurrence who had testified that she
had seen the petitioner in the vicinity of the shop with the children at about 1.30
in the afternoon, and that very night had seen the petitioner alone, and very
perturbed, without the children. She had not had any acceptable explanation in
regard to the absence of the children.

6. The Prosecution had examined 15 witnesses, marked 27 exhibits and
produced 4 material objects, while the defence neither examined any witness
nor marked any exhibits.

7. Based on the appreciation of the evidence, the trial Court finds the
petitioner guilty. The petitioner has been in incarceration during trial between
03.10.2019 and 03.01.2020 (erroneously stated as 03.01.2010 in the judgment),
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08.11.2022 and 23.11.2022, and 21.05.2025 till date, in all, for a period of about
one and a half years.

8. We have heard both learned counsel and perused the material papers.

9. Events appear to have emerged thus:

On 24.09.2019, the petitioner had left her matrimonial home to go to her
parents’ house along with her three children. On 02.10.2019, she leaves her
parents’ house with the three children to return to her husband’s home. She was
seen by P.W.12 who deposes that, around 1.30 p.m. she saw the petitioner along
with her three children, in the vicinity of the nearby canal and interacted with
her. P.W.12 again sees the petitioner around 8.30 p.m., this time without the
children. When asked about the children, the petitioner is stated to have
responded that she had left them with their father. P.W.12 has thus seen the
three children last with the petitioner on the date of incident.

10. The relevant portion of the chief examination of P.W.12 reads thus:

Nysn  allgmgemeasm - ... o aBMsow GBI NyLD.

LTSS Corarl. — 6To1"  Hadaly”  ANBESIFVL,  FISLOLFL

Louhdi G gsv”  LUGEFT" — BodL  DUBSINNTTS. BT

BDLUNOBNAT — YU(BLT 6TV GCOUHSVBERL  GIFUIG AT,

Grg 4.5 uBLESNG Wiy w170 o Yaralsu
5T BATU) B U FTLLTH  CIHBI(hHB  GCIF 0156 6ot
Q2r°  asl I SUbmSEHLOT T YbS  UPUrS
UBENY.  srsssssssnssssnss YUGCLITS H2F TSN Glonf [0 UL 107%
LIS LBISGIONS  YsDVIB S GBI (BIESTS. YLIGLITS  Flonf 8.0
Los07) ORI T FB6T 6o YU BT LTSS BT 60
YU HHLA  UBS LITDN BN GTEICE ST ANEFNNIS G,
asy] Yaj YU UBSE SPBHRSENN YIS S  CIFDI ]
STLY  CIFNSTTNYG.  .vovarsrvasansnsanes
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11. Though the learned counsel for the petitioner would attempt to argue
that there were contradictions in the testimony of P.W.12, prima facie, we do
not see any such contradiction. In any event, the fact that the three children
were with the petitioner last, before their demise is established from the
statement recorded by the Court under Section 313 Cr.P.C. In reply to question
No.27, the petitioner herself agrees that she was last with the children and it was
on her watch that the children slipped, fell and were drowned. The relevant
question and answer are extracted below:

27, ceaall : BY QaiapsE b FCHL  FH % 6sIaar

G ool (h 107

L&D : Bror -~ grer UTUS ST -~ YBoS

ﬁfmgz/ﬁﬁﬂmzyéf)fr/ﬁgé”umgz/ ol (Pl SYPBNSBERL  YEIE

eIl 6B i (BBESGCLING Sl ANpb S LTSN, BT

SIUUTDY  CIFAMCLITS B  ANPBS 10U SN BN 6L s,

GBS LTI YPUpaIS)l SLLIULTS Blsnailst) QGYBBSS.

12. The answer of the petitioner is, in our prima facie view, only an
attempt to exculpate herself from the offence, which seems highly improbable
in view of the other evidence.

13. As far as the confession before the VAO is concerned, while a weak
piece of evidence, it may have some weightage in determining the totality of
circumstances. In that confession, the petitioner states that she had committed

the offences as she did not have any interest in living with her husband and

wished to be independent.
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14. In light of the discussion as above, we are not inclined to consider

suspension of sentence at this juncture and hence dismiss this petition.

(ASM,J) (SM,])
22-07-2026
Index: Yes/No
Speaking/Non-speaking order
Neutral Citation: Yes/No

sl
To
1.The Deputy Superintendent of Police,
Sethiyathope Police Station,
Cuddalore District.
2. The learned Sessions Judge Magalir Neethi Mandram at Cuddalore.

3. The Special Prison for Women, Vellore.

4. The Public Prosecutor, High Court, Madras.
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DR.ANITA SUMANTH, J.
AND
SUNDER MOHAN, J.

sl

CRL MP No. 4917 of 2026
in CRL A NO. 289 OF 2026

22-07-2026



