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JUDGMENT

(1)The above Criminal Appeal is preferred by the appellant / accused against 

the  judgment  of  conviction  and  sentence  dated  05.05.2021,  made  in 

Spl.SC.No.49 of 2018, by the learned Sessions Judge, Fast Track Mahila 

Court, Dindigul, convicting and sentencing the appellant/accused for the 

offences under Section 5(l)(m) r/w 6 of POCSO Act and under Section 

506(i) of IPC.

(2)The factual scenario as unfolded during the course of trial is as follows:-

(a) The case of the prosecution, in brief was that, the victim girl was 

aged 12 years at the time of occurrence.  She was studying VIII 

Standard at Government Girls Higher Secondary School, Dindigul 

and was residing along with her parents in Dindigul. The accused 

was temporarily working in the Railways as a gate man in a level 

crossing. The accused was known to the victim and her family since 

it was the  usual practice of the accused to visit the garden of the 

Defacto complainant, for  bathing and for taking rest.  Due to this, a 

close relationship developed between the accused and the family of 

the defacto complainant. On 02.09.2018 at about 05.30 p.m., when 
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the  victim girl  went  to  the  grocery  shop  to  purchase  sugar  and 

returning to  her  house by crossing the railway gate,  the accused 

called  her,  and  forcibly  pulled  her  into  his  hut  and  committed 

aggravated  penetrative  sexual  assault  on  her.  The  accused 

criminally intimidated the victim girl by stating that if she disclosed 

the crime to her family, he would kill her father and brother. The 

victim therefore  did  not  disclose  the  crime to  anyone.  Again  on 

03.09.2018, at about 05.30 p.m., when the victim girl was returning 

to her house from the School, the accused committed aggravated 

penetrative sexual assault on her.  Thereafter, PW2, the mother of 

the  victim,  lodged  a  complaint  before  the  All  Women  Police 

Station, Dindigul on 09.09.2018, under Ex.P2.

(b)Based on  the  complaint  of  PW2, the  FIR came to  be  registered 

under  Ex.P.7,  in  Crime  No.13/2018,  on  09.09.2018.   PW.18-

M/s.Jasmin Mumthaj, Inspector of Police, took up the investigation 

and after examination of witnesses, arrested the appellant/accused 

on 11.09.2018. Thereafter, on completion of other formalities like 

recording the 164[5] Cr.P.C., statements, the statement of the victim 
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girl  [PW1], P.W.18 filed the Final Report, on 08.10.2018, for the 

offences under Sections 5(l), 5(m) and 6 of POCSO Act.

(c) The Final Report was taken on file on 16.10.2018 by the Trial Court 

in  Spl.SC.No.49/2018.  On  20.11.2018,  the  charges  were  framed 

against the appellant/accused for the offences under Section 5(l)(m) 

r/w 6  of  POCSO Act  and Section  506(i)  of  IPC.  The appellant/ 

accused denied the charges and pleaded not guilty.

(3)The prosecution in order to bring home the guilt of the appellant/accused, 

examined PW1 to  PW18 and filed Exs.P1 to  P11.   On the side  of  the 

accused, no evidence was adduced.

(4)The Trial Court, on completion of trial, found the appellant/accused guilty 

of the aforesaid offences and convicted and sentenced him as follows:-

Sl.No. Conviction Under Section Sentence Awarded

1 5(l)(m) r/w 6 of POCSO Act To undergo 10 years RI and to pay 
a fine of Rs.5,000/-, in default, to 
undergo 6 month SI.

2 506(i) of IPC To  undergo  1  years  RI. The 
Sentences  were  ordered  to  run  
concurrently.
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(5)Aggrieved  by  the  aforesaid  conviction  and  sentence,  the  appellant  has 

preferred the above Criminal Appeal for the aforesaid relief.

(6) The respondent filed written submissions. The respondent stated that the 

evidence of  P.W.1 is  clear  and trustworthy and therefore no corroboration 

was needed. The respondent, however, stated that the evidence of the victim 

was corroborated by the evidence of P.W.17 the Doctor, Prema, who issued 

Ex.P..6 series. The respondent stated that the version of the accused that the 

case was falsely foisted against him because of certain family dispute with 

regard to money transactions in  which P.W.3 and P.W.4 and one Jayapaul 

assaulted him was untenable. The respondent stated that in any event, mere 

assault of the accused would not be sufficient to hold that the prosecution 

version was false. The respondent stated that the crucial factor in the present 

case was that though the complaint came to be lodged after six days,  the 

accused was  produced  before  the  police  by  the  villagers.  The respondent 

further  stated  that  the  occurrence  was  known  to  the  entire  village.  The 

respondent also stated that in the absence of any perversity in the judgment 

of the trial court no interference is warranted.
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(7)The learned counsel for the appellant submitted that the case was foisted 

against the accused due to previous enmity over certain money transactions. 

The  learned  counsel  further  submitted  that  non-examination  of  the  Gate 

Keeper,  who was  listed  as  one  of  the  witnesses  along with  others  in  the 

charge sheet filed by the investigating officer was fatal to the prosecution's 

case, since P.W.1, the victim clearly deposed during the cross-examination 

about the presence of the Gate Keeper in the alleged place of occurrence. The 

learned  counsel  further  submitted  that  the  various  inconsistencies  and 

contradictions in the evidence of the prosecution witnesses discredited the 

prosecution  case  and  hence,  the  trial  court  ought  to  have  rejected  the 

prosecution's case. The learned counsel therefore prayed that the judgment of 

conviction and sentence be set aside and the accused be acquitted.

(8)The learned Additional Public Prosecutor,  after taking this Court to the 

facts of the case submitted that the foundational facts were proved by the 

prosecution and therefore, the burden shifted to the accused under Section 29 

of POCSO Act and in the absence of rebuttal, the trial court cannot be faulted 

for convicting the accused. The learned Additional Public Prosecutor, also 

submitted that the Trial Court analysed the evidence properly and rendered 
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cogent  and logical  reasons for  its  findings.  The learned Additional  Public 

Prosecutor, further submitted that the judgment of the Trial Court calls for no 

interference  since  it  was  based  on  proper  appreciation  of  the  victim's 

evidence corroborated by the medical evidence of PW17 under Ex.P6. The 

learned  Additional  Public  Prosecutor,  therefore  prayed  that  the  appeal  be 

dismissed as meritless.

(9) Heard both sides and perused the materials placed on record, including 

the impugned judgment of the Trial Court. 

(10)The  prosecution,  in  order  to  establish  its  case,  has  examined  18 

witnesses.   PW1-Victim girl,   PW2-  Muthupandi,  victim's  mother/defacto 

complainant.  PW3-Kovilyovon,  Victim's  father.   PW4-Thangapandi,  is  the 

uncle  of  P.W.1.   PW5-Santhi,  is  relative  of  the  accused.  PW6-Indira  has 

residence in the village, where the accused and the victim are residing. PW7-

Meenakshi, is the Aunt of the victim,  PW8-Muthulakshmi, is the aunt of the 

victim.  PW9-is the aunt of the victim.  PW10-Vidhya is neighbour of the 

victim.  PW11-Santhi  is  neighbour  of  the  victim.   PW12-Dr.Santhi, 

Radiologist, who conducted radiology on the victim and issued radiologist 

report under Ex.P.4. P.W.13-Parameswari- School Headmistress, who issued 
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the School Certificate to the victim/PW1 under Ex.P5. P.W.14- Sivakami – 

Head  Constable,  who  brought  the  accused  to  the  hospital  for  medical 

examination. P.W.15-Pragadeesh – Gr.I.P.C., who brought the accused to the 

hospital for medical examination. P.W.16-Mathubala – Gr.I.P.C. who brought 

the victim for the medical examination. P.W.17-Dr.K.Prema, who conducted 

medical  examination  on  the  victim  and  issued  Ex.P6-Certificate  of 

examination for sexual offences, accident register, result declaration form and 

medico legal case lab report and ultrasonography of abdomen of the victim. 

P.W.18-Jasmin Mumthaj  was the Investigating Officer at the relevant time 

who arrested the accused and filed the Final Report for the offences u/s.5(l)

(m) r/w 6 of POCSO Act.

(11)The case of the prosecution is that in the evening on 02.09.2018, when 

the victim girl was returning home after purchasing sugar from the grocery 

shop,  the accused,  who was manning the railway crossing gate called the 

victim  girl,  forcibly  pulled  her  into  his  hut  and  committed  aggravated 

penetrative sexual assault by threatening her that he would kill her brother 

and father, if she disclosed it to anyone. The victim girl therefore, did not 

disclose the crime to anyone. Thereafter, on 03.09.2018, again at about 5.30 
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p.m when she was returning from the school, the accused pulled her forcibly 

and committed aggravated penetrative sexual assault. Therefore a complaint 

was lodged by the mother on 09.09.2018 and FIR was registered on the same 

day. On completion of investigation, a charge sheet was filed and the case 

was taken on file by the  Sessions Judge, Fast Track Mahila Court, Dindigul 

in Spl.S.CNo.49 of 2018.

(12) The trial court after a full-fledged trial, found the accused guilty for the 

offence under Section 5(l)(m) r/w 6 of POCSO Act and under Section 506(i) 

IPC. The accused was sentenced to undergo 10 years imprisonment for the 

offence under Section 5(l)(m) r/w 6 of POCSO Act with a fine of Rs.5000/-, 

in default  to undergo six months rigorous imprisonment and to undergo 1 

year rigorous imprisonment for the offence under Section 506(i) IPC. The 

trial court had also awarded a compensation of Rs.85,000/- to the victim girl 

under Rule 7(3) of  POCSO Act. 

(13)The trial court, on the basis of the oral and documentary evidence put 

forth by the prosecution and the evidence of P.W.1 to 4, P.W.7 to 11 held that 

the  prosecution  proved  that  the  offence  of  aggravated  penetrative  sexual 

assault was committed by the accused on the victim girl. The trial court also 
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found that the offence under Section 506(i) IPC was proved by the evidence 

of P.W.1, P.W.12 to P.W.18 and Ex.P.1 and Ex.P.2. The trial court found  that 

the prosecution witnesses' testimony was natural and neutral. The trial court 

therefore convicted and sentenced the accused as above. 

(14)  The  contentions  of  the  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant  can  be 

summarized into the following four limbs:

(a) False implication of the accused due to disputed money 

transactions between the accused and the victim's family.

(b)  Reliance placed solely on the victim's  evidence without 

any corroborative evidence is fatal to the prosecution's case.

(c)  Only  relatives  of  the  victim  were  examined  and 

independent witnesses were not examined.

(d)Inconsistencies  and contradictions in  the evidence  of  the 

prosecution witnesses

(15) False implication of the accused due to disputed money transactions 

between the accused and the victim's family:

It  is  seen  that  to  substantiate  the  plea  that  due  to  prior  family  dispute 

regarding some money transaction, the appellant was falsely implicated in the 
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crime, there is no evidence on the side of the defense. The learned counsel 

placed reliance on the evidence of P.W.7 to P.W.11, to prove that there was 

some money transaction between the accused and the victim's family and that 

due to it, the accused was assaulted and was hospitalized. In their evidence 

P.Ws.7  to  11  denied  knowledge  of  any  money  transaction  between  the 

accused and the victim's family. However, they stated that there was a fight, 

in which, that the accused was hospitalized for four days. As rightly pointed 

out by the State counsel appearing for the respondent, mere assault  of the 

accused is not sufficient to infer that it was due to a dispute relating to money 

transactions. More over, when all the aforesaid witnesses denied knowledge 

of any money transaction, the burden was heavy on the accused to prove the 

money transaction. In the absence of any evidence by the accused to show 

that  only  because  of  the  money  dispute  he  was  assaulted  and  falsely 

implicated  in  the  case,  the  prosecution's  case  cannot  be  thrown out.  The 

appellant taking advantage of the statement of the aforesaid witnesses that he 

was hospitalized pursuant to a fight, contends that due to prior enmity he was 

falsely implicated in this case. True, the aforesaid witnesses have spoken  of a 

dispute and the hospitalization of the appellant, however, the said witnesses 
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specifically denied  knowledge of any money transaction. Unless and until 

the money transaction is proved, mere statement that there was a dispute and 

the accused was hospitalized is of no consequence. It is trite in law that the 

evidence  on  record  must  be  read  as  a  whole,  selective  or  piecemeal 

appreciation is impermissible.

(16)Sole  evidence  of  victim as  basis  for  conviction  ;  No  independent 

witnesses  examined  and  inconsistencies  and  contradictions  in 

prosecution witnesses:-

The other limbs (b)(c) and (d) of the appellant's contentions are clubbed as 

they are inter-related. It is settled legal position that if the testimony of the 

victim girl is found to be credible, trustworthy and unwavering, it needs no 

corroboration.  Therefore,  this  Court  will  first  examine,  if  the  victim's 

testimony is  wholly reliable.  A perusal  of  the statement of  the victim girl 

under 164 Cr.P.C  and her evidence before the Court show  that her testimony 

is consistent, clear and categorical. The victim has spoken unambiguously on 

the place of occurrence, the identity of the victim and the nature of assault. 

The  victim's  testimony  remained  unshaken  in  the  cross-examination  with 

respect  to  the  foundational  facts.  The victim in  her  164 Cr.P.C statement 
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stated as follows:

''v';fSf;F tPL  vJt[k;  ,y;iy mjdhy;  rPyg;gho  jiyth;  fh;zd; 

njhl;lj;jpy;  trpj;J  tUfpnwhk;.  Ehd;  8-k;  tFg;g[  muR  nky;epiyg;gs;sp 

jpz;Lf;fy;ypy;  goj;JtUfpnwd;.  ehd;  jpdrhp  fhiyapy;  ngUe;jpy;  ];Tyf;F 

brd;W tpl;L khiyapy; jpUk;gp tUntd;. fle;j 03.09.2018-k; njjpad;W vq;fs; 

CUf;F  bry;Yk;  tHpapy;  Mspy;yhj  nfl;  tHpNa  ehd;  ele;J  bry;ntd;. 

mg;nghJ KUfd; j/bg bts;isad; vd;gth; vukehaf;fd;gl;oiar; nrh;e;j Ms; 

mth;  vd;id  bfLj;Jtpl;lhh;.  Mspy;yhj  uapy;nt  nfl;oy;  itj;J 

bfLj;Jtpl;lhh;.  ehd;  "hapw;Wf;fpHik  rha';fhyk;  5  kzpf;F  rPdp 

th';Ftjw;fhf nkw;go nfl; tHpna brd;nwd;. KUfd; vd;id Tg;gpl;lhd; ehd; 

tukhl;nld; vd;W brhd;ndd;. mjw;F cd;jk;gp !;TYf;F nghapl;L tUk;nghJ 

uapypy;  js;sptpLntd;.  mnjnghy;  cd;  mk;kh  filf;F  ngha;l;L  tUk;nghJ 

js;sp  epd;W  uapYf;Fs;  js;sptpLntd;  vd;W  kpul;odhh;.  mjd;gpwF 

jp';fl;fpHik ehd; !;TYf;F brd;W tpl;L tUk;nghJ vd;id bfLj;Jtpl;lhh;;;; .”

(17) The victim in her chief-examination deposed as follows:

''kWehs; 3.9.2018 md;W ehd; gs;sp tpl;L tPl;Lf;F tUk; tHpapy; mnj 

nghd;W  mth;  Foirf;F  vd;id  ,Gj;Jr;  brd;W  vd;id 

bfLj;jtpl;lhh;.  ,ija[k;  ehd;  ahhplKk;  brhy;ytpy;iy. 5/9/2018-k;  njjp ehd; 

vdJ mj;ijaplk; brd;W KUfd; vd;id bfLj;j tpguj;ij brhd;ndd;. Vd; 

mj;ij vjw;fhf Tg;gpl;lhy; nghdha; vd;W brhy;yp vd;id moj;jhh;. vd;id 

mof;ft[k;  vd;  mk;kh  vd;  mj;ijaplk;  rz;ilnghl;lhh;.  gpwF  vd;  mj;ij 

tpguj;ij  vd;  mk;khtplk;  brhd;dhh;.  9.9.2018-k;  njjp  jpz;Lf;fy;  kfsph; 

fhty;epiyak; brd;W ehd; vdJ mg;gh. mk;kh. mj;ij vy;nyhUk; brd;W g[fhh; 

bfhLj;njhk; .”
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(18) In her cross-examination she categorically denied the suggestion that the 

case was falsely foisted due to enmity relating to a money transaction. Her 

evidence is as follows:

''v';fs;  CUf;F  nkw;Fgf;fk;  uapy;  ghij  cs;sJ  mit 

midj;Jk;  brk;kz;  rhh;e;j  g{kp  vd;why;  rhpjhd;.  rk;gtj;jpd;nghJ 

uapy;nt nkk;ghyk;  fl;of;  bfhz;L ,Ue;jhh;fs;.  jhof;bfhk;g[f;F bry;y 

ntz;Lk;  vd;why;  nkw;F  gf;fk;  cs;s  uapy;nt  jz;lthsj;ij 

jhz;oj;jhd;  bry;yntz;Lk;.  ..  tHf;F  rk;gtj;jpd;nghJ  nfl; 

fPg;gh;  ,Ue;jhh;.  rk;gtj;jpd;  nghJ jfu blz;l;  ,Ue;jJ.  mjpy;  nfl; 

fPg;gh;  ,Ue;jhh;.  jfu  bld;od;  rhtp  nfl;  fPg;gh;  ,lk;jhd;  ,Ue;jJ. 

vjphpa[k; vd; mg;ght[k; beU';fpa ez;gh;fs;. vd; mg;ghtpw;F Fog;gHf;fk; 

cz;L. vd; khkh j';fghz;o kw;Wk; b$ag;ghz;o Mfpnahh;fs; vjphpf;F 

ey;y  gHf;fk;.  vd;  mg;gh  vjphpaplk;  gzk;  bfhLf;fy;  th';fy; 

itj;jpUe;jhh; vd;why; jtW. ehd; filf;F brd;W $Pdp thq;fp bfhz;L 

tPl;ow;F  bry;Yk;nghJ  kjpak;  1.30  kzpf;F  vjphp  vd;  ,lJ ifia 

gpoj;J  ,Gj;jhh;.  mg;nghJ vd;  tPl;oy;  vy;nyhUk;  ,Ue;jhh;fs;.  ehd; 

rptg;g[  fyh;  Rojhh;  mzpe;Jbfhz;oUe;njd;.  vd;id jfu bld;ow;Fs; 

jhd; ,Gj;J brd;whh;.  vjphp uapy;nt CHpah; my;y vd;W brhd;dhy; 

rhpjhd;.  ehd; Kjy; tprhuizapy; Foir vd;W Twpapue;jhy; rhpjhd;. 

vjphp  vd;id blz;ow;Fs;  ky;yhf;f  js;sptpl;lhh;.  gpwF  ehd;  rj;jk; 

nghl;nld;. rj;jk; nghl;lhy; gf;fj;jpy; nfl;Fk;. Ml;fs; ahUk; tutpy;iy. 

vjphp rj;jk;nghlf;TlhJ vd;W thapy; moj;jhh;.;”
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(19) This Court finds from a reading of the entire testimony of the victim that 

except for a few minor inconsistencies, which can be ignored as innocent and 

arising out of her tender age, her evidence is reliable, cogent and convincing. 

At this juncture, reference may be made to certain judgments of the Hon'ble 

Supreme Court which elucidate the principles governing appreciation of the 

testimony of the victim and the circumstances under which such testimony, 

even in the absence of corroboration, can safely form the basis of conviction. 

The Hon'ble Supreme Court in   State of H.P. v. Manga Singh, (2019) 16 

SCC 759 : (2020) 2 SCC (Cri) 470 : 2018 SCC OnLine SC 2886 at page 

762 held as follows:

''10. The conviction can be sustained on the sole testimony of  

the prosecutrix, if it inspires confidence. The conviction can be 

based solely on the solitary evidence of the prosecutrix and no  

corroboration be required unless there are compelling reasons  

which necessitate the courts to insist for corroboration of her  

statement. Corroboration of the testimony of the prosecutrix is  

not a requirement of law, but a guidance of prudence under the  

given  facts  and  circumstances.  Minor  contractions  or  small  

discrepancies should not be a ground for throwing the evidence  

of the prosecutrix.
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11. It  is  well  settled by a catena of  decisions of  the Supreme 

Court that corroboration is not a sine qua non for conviction in  

a rape case. If the evidence of the victim does not suffer from 

any  basic  infirmity  and  the  “probabilities  factor”  does  not  

render it unworthy of credence. As a general rule, there is no  

reason to insist on corroboration except from medical evidence.  

However,  having  regard  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  

medical evidence may not be available. In such cases, solitary  

testimony  of  the  prosecutrix  would  be  sufficient  to  base  the  

conviction, if it inspires the confidence of the court.''

(20) In  Ganesan vs. State  reported in  2020(1) SCC 573,  the Apex Court 

held  that  there  can  be  conviction  on  the  sole  testimony  of  the 

victim/prosecutrix  when  the  deposition  of  the  prosecutrix  is  found  to  be 

trustworthy unblemished, credible and her evidence is of sterling quality.

(21)  In  Phool  Singh  v.  State  of  M.P.  reported  in  2022(2)  SCC 74,  the 

Hon'ble Supreme Court, after referring to the whole gamut of the case law on 

the subject held at para 11 as follows: 

''11. Applying  the  law  laid  down  by  this  Court  in  the  aforesaid 

decisions  to  the  facts  of  the  case  on  hand  and  as  observed 

hereinabove,  we  see  no  reason  to  doubt  the  credibility  and/or 

trustworthiness of the prosecutrix. She is found to be reliable and 
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trustworthy.  Therefore,  without  any  further  corroboration,  the 

conviction of  the accused relying upon the sole  testimony of  the 

prosecutrix can be sustained''.

(22)  From  the  aforesaid  judgments  of  the  Hon'ble  Supreme  Court,  it  is 

evident that conviction can be based on the uncorroborated testimony of the 

victim, provided, it is cogent, credible and blemishless. The Hon'ble Supreme 

Court has also enunciated that the courts should not get swayed by minor 

contradictions  or  insignificant  discrepancies  in  the  statement  of  the 

prosecutrix, which are not of a fatal nature, to throw out an on otherwise 

reliable  prosecution  case.  The  Supreme  Court  has  stated  that  seeking 

corroboration of the victim's statements before relying upon the same as a 

rule,  in  cases  where  her  evidence  is  credible,  reliable  and  inspiring 

confidence amounts to adding insult to injury (In Sham Singh vs. State  of 

Haryana in 2018(18) SCC 34.

(23) By applying the law consistently laid down in the aforesaid judgments to 

the facts of this  case,  this  Court  finds from the evidence of the victim as 

extracted  in  the  foregoing  paragraphs,  that  the  victim's  statements  on  the 

material particulars is unwavering, reliable and inspiring confidence, needing 

no corroboration. After all,  what reason will  a child of 12 years, have for 
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falsely implicating the accused. The fact is that the child silently suffered the 

sexual  assault  without  disclosing  the  same even  to  her  mother  since  she 

feared for the life of her father and brother, who the accused threatened to 

kill, if she revealed the same to her family. The materials on record reveal 

that only after the news spread in the village, the victim confided her horrific 

experience to the aunt and therefore, the delay in filing the complaint.

(24) On a conspectus of the entire materials on record, this Court is of the 

firm view that  the evidence of  the victim girl  is  explicit,  convincing and 

credible, needing no corroboration and therefore, based on the sole testimony 

of  the  victim,  this  Court  has  no  hesitation  in  confirming  the  conviction 

imposed by the trial court. This Court finds absolutely no merit in the appeal 

and hence the same is dismissed.

(25) Finally, before parting with this case, this Court deems it appropriate, 

nay, necessary to express its displeasure in the manner in which some judicial 

officers have conducted trial in their Courts.   In some cases, not  only the 

identity of the victim is revealed, but also children of tender ages are grilled 

in the name of cross-examination. The Judicial Officers apparently do not 

intervene when gruelling cross-examination of the victims of tender ages by 
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the defense is conducted before them.. The Judicial Officers have a duty to 

intervene  to  ensure  that  children  of  tender  ages   are  not  robbed  of  their 

innocence. The courts have to be alert and empathetic to the fact that even 

before the scars of the heinous offence have healed, the child victim is called 

upon  to  depose  before  the  court  and  recount  the  traumatic  episode.  The 

process of trial obliges them to revisit painful memories. It is precisely for 

this reason that the provisions of the Act relating to conduct of trial have to 

be strictly  followed.  This  Court  is  cognizant  that  cross-examination  is  an 

integral part of the defense; however, it cannot be stretched to a level that 

results  in  the  corruption  or  further  traumatization  of  innocent  minds.  It 

should be remembered by all that wounds of the body heal in course of time, 

but ''wound to the spirit is carried to the grave''.

26) In fine, this appeal is dismissed confirming the judgment rendered by the 

Sessions Judge, Fast Track Mahila Court, Dindigul in Spl.SC.No.49 of 2018 

dated 05.05.2021.

16.02.2026
CM/AP
Index: Yes
Internet: Yes
NCC:  Yes/ No
Speaking Order : Yes
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To

1.The Sessions Judge, 
    Fast Track Mahila Court, Dindigul.

2.The The Inspector of Police,
   All Women Police Station,
   Dindigul,
   Dindigul District.

3.The Additional Public Prosecutor,
   Madurai Bench of Madras High Court,
   Madurai.
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N.MALA, J.,

CM/AP

 

Crl.A.(MD).No.396 of 2021

16.02.2026
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