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 JUDGMENT

          The Criminal Appeal is directed against the judgment of acquittal made in 

C.C.No.33 of 2005, dated 02.11.2015, on the file of the Court of the Judicial 

Magistrate No.I, Sivagangai.

2.  The appellant,  who is  the  complainant  has  filed  a  private  complaint 

under Section 200 Cr.P.C., against the accused for the offences under Sections 

304(A) and 201 I.P.C.  

3. The case of the complainant is that the complainant is the mother of the 

deceased Harisankar, who was aged about 11 years and was studying      IV std., 

in Panchayat Union Elementary School.   On 21.01.2004, the deceased boy as 

usual went to school and the complainant went to market at Sivagangai.  One 

Gowsalya, schoolmate of the deceased boy, approached Jayalakshmi, daughter-

in-law of the complainant and informed that the deceased fell unconscious in the 

school  campus.   The  said  Jayalakshmi  immediately  went   to  the  school  and 

found that the deceased Harisankar was in unconscious stage, took him to their 

house.  After getting information through phone, Dr.Gunasekaran came to the 

house of the complainant,  gave first  aid and advised them to take the boy to 

Sivagangai Government Hospital and accordingly they admitted the said boy at 

Sivagangai Government Hospital.  But the Hospital authorities advised to shift 
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the boy to Madurai and accordingly he was admitted at Madurai City Hospital 

and thereafter in Apollo Hospital.  They informed that the boy had “Brain stem 

Encephalitis” and directed the complainant to take the boy stating that he cannot 

be cured.  When the boy was being taken home, he breathed his last at about 

06.00p.m., on 24.01.2004  while on the way. The complainant came to know that 

the  first  accused  Muthukumar  gave  corporal  punishment  for  the  deceased 

Harisankar, since he failed to do home work.  She came to know that since his 

son  was beaten in  head,  while  he was kneeling down in school  veranda,  got 

fainted.  Thereafter the complainant lodged a complaint before the Inspector of 

Police, Kalayarkovil  Police Station, Sivagangai,  but he refused to register  the 

case.  The complainant approached the Superintendent of Police, Sivagangai and 

only  thereafter  a  case  in  Cr.No.18  of  2004  under  Section  174  Cr.P.C.,  was 

registered and a postmortem was conducted.  But the Inspector of Police filed a 

negative final report before the Court of the Judicial Magistrate No.I, Sivagangai 

and hence, the complainant was forced to file the above private complaint under 

Section 200 Cr.P.C.

4. It is the further case of the complainant that the second accused was the 

then  Headmaster  of  the  said  School  and the third  accused  was working as  a 

teacher and all the accused failed to take any steps for giving medical treatment 

immediately and attempted to conceal the incident to the complainant.  Therefore 
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the first  accused had committed the offences under Sections 304(A) and 201 

I.P.C., and the accused 2 and 3 had committed the offence under Section 201 

I.P.C.

5. The learned Judicial Magistrate, upon receipt of the complaint, recorded 

the sworn statement of the complainant and examined one Raja, teacher of the 

school.  The learned Magistrate, upon considering the complaint and statement 

of the witnesses  took the case on file in C.C.No.33 of 2005 for  the offences 

under Sections 304(A) and 201 I.P.C., and ordered for issuance of summons to 

the accused.  After the appearance of the accused, copies of the complaint and 

other  records  were  furnished  to  them.   Thereafter  the  complainant's  side 

examined six witnesses and closed their side evidence.

6. The learned Judicial Magistrate, considering the materials available on 

record,  questioned  the  accused for  the alleged commission  of  offences  under 

Sections 304(A) r/w 201 I.P.C., as against the first accused and under Section 

201  I.P.C.,  as  against  the  accused  2  and  3.   All  the  accused  denied  the 

commission  of  offences.   The  case  was  posted  for  the  complainant's  further 

evidence.
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7. The case of the complainant emerging from the evidence adduced by 

her side in brief is as follows:

(a) P.W.1 Kannathal / defacto complainant is the mother of the deceased 

Harisankar.  The deceased was studying 4th std., in Panchayat Union Elementary 

School, Muthur.  P.W.2 is the daughter-in-law of P.W.1.  On 6th of Tamil Month 

of Thai, P.W.1 as usual had taken her son Harisankar to the School by 08.30a.m., 

and  thereafter  went  to  market.   When  P.W.2  was  in  her  home,  at  about 

11.30a.m.,  one  girl  Gowsalya  came  and  informed  that  Harisankar  fell 

unconscious in school campus.  P.W.2 went to School immediately and found 

that  Harisankar  was  in  unconscious  stage.   On  enquiry,  the  first  accused 

informed that the said Harisankar while reading got fainted.  P.W.2 immediately 

brought the boy to their home and contacted Dr.Gunasekaran.  

(b)  P.W.4  was  contacted  by  the  first  accused  and  informed  about  the 

fainting  of  the  boy by name Harisankar  and  requested  him to  come to  their 

school.   He received the phone call  of P.W.2 also thereafter  and went to the 

school.  But in the meanwhile, the said boy was taken by P.W.2 to her home. 

Hence, P.W.4 along with the first accused went to the complainant's home and 

checked the boy.  Since P.W.4 informed that the boy was in critical condition 
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and advised them to take him to Sivagangai, P.W.2 took the boy and admitted 

him in  Manivannan Hospital, Sivagangai.  

(c)  P.W.1  while  she  was  in  market,  was  informed  that  her  son  was 

admitted  in  Sivagangai  Hospital,  she  went  to  the  Hospital.   Since  Hospital 

authorities  informed  that  the  condition  of  the  boy  was  in  critical  stage  and 

advised them to take him to Madurai  Hospital,  the boy was then admitted in 

Apollo Hospital. P.W.6, Dr.Jeyakumar admitted the deceased in Hospital with 

fever,  unconscious  and  seizure  and  found  Encephalitis  brain  fever. 

Subsequently,  they  informed  that  they  cannot  given  further  treatment  and 

directed them to take their boy to their home.  While they were taking the boy to 

their home, the boy breathed his last at 06.00p.m., on the way to home.  P.W.5. 

Dr.Amarnath, who was working in the Apollo hospital at that time, stated that 

the deceased was given treatment at ICU and since there was no improvement, 

the patient was discharged as per the wishes of the complainant. 

(d) P.W.3, who was also working as a Teacher in the said school, came to 

P.W.1's house on the subsequent day and informed that the first accused made 

the deceased boy to kneel down and also beaten him and as a result of which, he 

fell  unconscious.   Thereafter  P.W.1  went  to  Kalayarkovil  police  station  and 

lodged the complaint.  Since the complaint was not received, they approached 
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the  Deputy  Superintendent  of  Police,  but  he  directed  them to  approach  the 

Superintendent of Police.

(e) After the closure of the complainant's side evidence, the accused were 

examined  under  Section  under  Section  313(1)  (b)  of  Cr.P.C.,  with  regard  to 

incriminating  aspects  found  against  them  in  the  evidence  adduced  by  the 

prosecution, they denied the same as false and stated that a false case has been 

foisted  against  them.   Though  the  accused  have  stated  that  they  are  having 

defence evidence,  they have only produced and exhibited three documents  as 

Exs.D.1 to D.3., and adduced no ocular evidence.

(f) The learned Judicial Magistrate,  upon considering the evidence both 

oral and documentary and on hearing the arguments of both sides, passed the 

impugned judgment  dated  02.11.2015 holding that  the complainant  miserably 

failed to prove the offences under Sections 304(A) and 201 I.P.C., as against the 

first accused and the offence under Section 201 I.P.C., as against the accused 2 

and 3, acquitted them under Section 248(1) Cr.P.C.  Challenging the judgment of 

acquittal, the complainant has filed the present Criminal Appeal.
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8. Whether the impugned judgment of acquittal  passed in C.C.No.33 of 

2005 on the file of the Judicial Magistrate No.I, Sivagangai is liable to be set 

aside? is the point for consideration.

9. The learned Counsel for the appellant would submit that the trial Court 

failed  to  appreciate  the  evidence  of  eye  witness  who  deposed  about  the 

occurrence, that the Medical Officer had clearly deposed that the deceased died 

due to the inflammation in the brain and it might have caused to the injuries, that 

the learned Magistrate failed to take note that the deceased fainted and became 

unconscious only due to punishment given by the accused and it is causa causans 

for the death of the deceased, that the proximity and nexus between the corporal 

punishment given by the accused and the death of the deceased was not properly 

considered, that the deceased had no other ailments and he died solely due to 

internal injury inflicted by the accused and that the learned trial Judge, without 

appreciating the evidence adduced in proper perspective relying on the irrelevant 

factors,  has proceeded to acquit  the accused in a mechanical fashion and that 

therefore, the impugned judgment is liable to be set aside.

10.   The learned Counsel  for  the respondents  1 and 2/accused 1 and 2 

would submit that P.W.2 who took the deceased from the school had deposed 

that P.W.3 – Raja alone beaten the deceased student and hence, the allegation 

8/20

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



CRL.A.(MD).No.86 of 2022

levelled by P.W.1 that the accused No.1 beaten the deceased student is not only 

false, but bereft of material evidence, that one Gowsalya who allegedly informed 

P.W.2  that  the  deceased  fell  unconscious,  had  not  stated  that  the  deceased 

fainted due to the first respondent beaten him and moreover, the complainant has 

not chosen to examine the said Gowsalya, that P.W.1 complainant would admit 

that she had taken insurance only for the deceased son and not to the other sons 

and the above would go to show that the deceased already suffered from brain 

discease,  that  though  P.W.3  accompanied  P.W.1  for  three  days  during  the 

treatment of the deceased, he had not informed that the first accused beaten the 

deceased and that therefore, the private complaint filed by P.W.1 on the strength 

of  the  information  given  by  P.W.3  after  the  death  of  the  student  is  highly 

improbable and it is nothing but motivated one.  He would further submit that 

P.W.5 Doctor had deposed that no wound or external injury was found on the 

body of the deceased boy and that the deceased was discharged from the hospital 

on  24.01.2004 against medical advise. He would also submit that P.W.6 Doctor 

had  deposed  that  the  deceased  was  admitted  with  symptoms  of  fever, 

unconsciousness and seizure and had suggested the possibility of brain fever and 

that the medical evidence would clearly indicate that the deceased was suffering 

from  Brain stem Encephalitis and brain fever and that he died due to the said 

disease.  
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11.  He  would  further  submit  that  the  complaint  given  by  P.W.1  was 

registered and after conducting proper investigation,  negative report was filed 

stating that the deceased died due to the brain fever and its complications and 

that the complainant with an intention to extract money, filed the above false 

complaint.  He would further submit that the learned Magistrate, considering the 

evidence available on record, has come to a decision that the complainant failed 

to prove their case and rightly acquitted the accused and that therefore, the same 

does not warrant any interference.

12. Before proceeding further, it is necessary to refer the decision of the 

Hon'ble  Supreme  Court  in  Chandrappa  and  others  Vs.  State  of  Karnataka 

reported  in  (2007)4  SCC  415 relied  on  by  the  learned  Counsel  for  the 

respondents 1 and 2, wherein the Hon'ble Apex Court formulated the principles 

regarding  the  powers  of  the  appellate  Court  while  dealing  with  the  appeal 

against  the  judgment  of  acquittal  and  the  relevant  portions  are  extracted 

hereunder:

(1)  An  appellate  Court  has  full  power  to  review,  

reappreciate and reconsider the evidence upon which the order  

of acquittal is founded; 

(2)  The Code  of  Criminal  Procedure,  1973  puts  no  

limitation,  restriction  or  condition  on  exercise  of  such  power  

and an appellate Court on the evidence before it may reach its  

own conclusion, both on questions of fact and of law;
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(3)  Various  expressions,  such  as,  'substantial  and 

compelling reasons', 'good and sufficient grounds', 'very strong  

circumstances',  'distorted  conclusions',  'glaring  mistakes',  etc.  

are  not  intended  to  curtail  extensive  powers  of  an  appellate  

Court  in  an  appeal  against  acquittal.  Such phraseologies  are  

more in the nature of 'flourishes of language' to emphasize the  

reluctance of an appellate Court to interfere with acquittal than  

to curtail the power of the Court to review the evidence and to  

come to its own conclusion.

(4) An appellate Court, however, must bear in mind that in  

case of acquittal, there is double presumption in favour of the  

accused. Firstly, the presumption of innocence available to him 

under the fundamental principle of criminal jurisprudence that  

every  person  shall  be  presumed  to  be  innocent  unless  he  is  

proved guilty by a competent court of law. Secondly, the accused  

having secured his acquittal, the presumption of his innocence is  

further  reinforced,  reaffirmed  and  strengthened  by  the  trial  

court.

(5) If two reasonable conclusions are possible on the basis of the  

evidence on record,  the appellate court  should not disturb the 

finding of acquittal recorded by the trial court.”

13. It  is  not  in dispute  that  the first  accused and the third accused and 

P.W.3 served as teachers and the second accused as Headmaster in the Panchayat 

Union Elementary School, Muthur, during the time of alleged occurrence.  It is 

also not in dispute that P.W.1 complainant's fourth son by name Harisankar was 
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studying 4th std., in the said school at that time.  It is also not in dispute that on 

21.01.2004,  P.W.1's  son  Harisankar,  who  attended  the  school,  fainted  in  the 

school campus and despite treatment for four days, he died on 24.01.2004.  The 

complainant's  case  is  that  the  first  accused  gave  corporal  punishment  to  the 

deceased Harisankar, as he failed to do homework and the deceased fainted in 

the school as he was beaten in the head while he was kneeling down in school 

verandha.  

14. It is the further case of the complainant that the accused 1 to 3 had not 

taken any immediate action for giving treatment to the fainted boy and they had 

lengthy discussion for concealing the crime.  It is not in dispute that on the basis 

of the complaint given by P.W.1, F.I.R., came to be registered in Cr.No.18 of 

2004 under Section 174 Cr.P.C., on the file of the Kalayarkovil Police Station, 

that the body of the deceased was exhumed and postmortem was conducted, that 

after completing investigation, negative final report was filed.  It is also not in 

dispute that P.W.1 filed a petition in Crl.O.P.No.13472 of 2004 invoking Section 

482  Cr.P.C.,  seeking  transfer  of  investigation  and  this  Court  recording  the 

statement of the learned Government Advocate that  after  investigation,  action 

was dropped on 13.08.2004 as death is natural, directed the respondent police 

therein to serve RCS notice on the complainant if not already served and it was 
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left open to the complainant to seek appropriate remedy as available under law, 

vide order dated 22.09.2004.

15.  As already pointed  out,  the  present  private  complaint  was  filed  on 

28.12.2004 before the jurisdictional Magistrate Court. It is the specific case of 

the complainant that she came to know about the alleged occurrence only from 

P.W.3 – Raja, who was also working as a teacher in the said school, and that too, 

only the day after the cremation. P.W.1, in her evidence, stated that P.W.3 Raja 

had been present in the hospital  during the treatment of the deceased boy for 

three days. However, admittedly, he did not inform P.W.1, her husband, or any 

other relative of P.W.1 that the first accused alone had beaten the deceased boy, 

resulting in him fainting.

16. More importantly, as rightly pointed out by the learned counsel for the 

respondents,  P.W.3,  in  his  evidence,  stated  only that,  from his  classroom, he 

observed the deceased along with four other students kneeling down, and that 

P.W.1 was present at that time. In his chief examination, P.W.3 did not state that 

he personally witnessed the first accused beating the deceased boy. He deposed 

that, at a later stage, in another classroom, he was informed by some students 

that the deceased boy had fainted because he was beaten by the first accused. 

During cross-examination, when it was suggested that he had been informed by 
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the other students that the first accused had beaten the deceased, he denied the 

suggestion. P.W.3 did not provide the particulars of the students who allegedly 

informed him about  the beating.  Moreover,  the complainant  did not  take any 

steps  to  examine  those  students  who  were  purportedly  witnesses  to  the 

occurrence.

17. According to the complainant, one Gowsalya a student of that school 

had informed P.W.2 about the fainting of the Harisankar.  However she was not 

examined.  It is pertinent to note that neither Gowsalya nor any other student or 

person informed P.W.1 or P.W.2 that the deceased boy had fainted as a result of 

being  beaten  by  the  first  accused.   P.W.2  in  her  evidence  would  admit  that 

Gowsalya did not state that the deceased fainted because he was beaten by the 

first  respondent.  As  rightly  pointed  out  by  the  learned  Counsel  for  the 

respondents, P.W.2 in her evidence would say that the deceased was beaten only 

by P.W.3 Raja and not by the first accused.  Significantly, there is absolutely no 

evidence on record to show that the first accused had beaten the deceased boy.

18.  Turning  to  the  offence  under  Section  201  Cr.P.C.,  it  is  noted  that 

except for the evidence of P.W.3, no other evidence is available on record.  It is 

pertinent  to  note  that  P.W.3  admittedly  had  prior  enmity  with  the  second 

accused.   The  accused  1  and  2  produced  copies  of  the  charge  sheets  under 

Exs.D.1 to  D.3 to show that  P.W.3 was facing  criminal  cases.   According to 
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P.W.3, he observed the accused 1 to 3 chatting in a tensed manner, and thereafter 

P.W.2 came to the school and took the fainted boy in an auto.  It is not in dispute 

that only four teachers, including P.W.3 were working in the school at that time. 

However P.W.3 would admit that he did not go to the place where the deceased 

boy was lying unconscious.   In cross-examination, P.W.3 would say

“11.30  kzpf;F  7k;  tFg;g[  khzth;fs;  Twpagpd;g[jhd;  vdf;F 

bjhpa[k;.  mth;  kaf;fk;  mile;Jtpl;lhh;  vd;W  Twpa  gpwFjhd; 

bjhpa[k;.  ehd;  mUBf  brd;W  ghh;f;ftpy;iy.  jiyik  Mrphpah; 

miHf;fhjjhy;  ehd;  mUBf  brd;W  ghh;f;ftpy;iy.  ..............  ehd; 

gjw;wj;Jld;  Bgrpf;bfhz;oUe;jth;fis  vd;d  tpguk;  vd;W 

Bfl;ftpy;iy.”

19. P.W.3 would admit that he was also taking class for the deceased boy. 

The very conduct of P.W.3 failing to go near the fainted boy, or to make any 

enquiry with the other teachers, and remaining silent until the cremation raises a 

genuine doubt regarding the veracity of his version of the occurrence.

20. P.W.4, a practicing Siddha doctor in the vicinity, would depose that he 

was first contacted by the first accused and only thereafter by P.W.2. He would 

state that he went to the school, and finding that the boy had already been taken 

home,  he  proceeded  to  the  boy’s  residence  along  with  the  first  accused.  As 

rightly pointed out by the learned counsel for the respondents, the evidence of 

15/20

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



CRL.A.(MD).No.86 of 2022

P.W.4 indicates that the accused had taken immediate steps to provide treatment 

to the fainted boy, thereby showing that the allegations against the accused are 

false and imaginary.

21. P.W.6 Medical Officer would say that the deceased was admitted with 

fever,  unconscious  and  seizure  and  they  have  also  noticed  the  symptoms  of 

Encephalitis brain fever.  He would say

“mtUf;F  fha;r;ry;,  kaf;fepiy,  mj;Jld;  typg;g[ld; 

mDkjpf;fg;gl;lhh;. Kjypy; rpl;o kUj;Jtkidapy; mDkjpf;fg;gl;L 

mjd;gpwF  Bky;rpfpr;irf;fhf  mg;Bghyh  kUj;Jtkidapy;  cs; 

Behahspahf  mDkjpf;fg;gl;L  itj;jpak;  bra;ag;gl;lhh;.  mtiu 

ghpBrhjpj;jBghJ  mtUf;F  %isfha;r;ry;  nUg;gjw;Fz;lhd mwpFwp 

bjhpate;jJ.   BkYk;  mtUf;F  bjhlh;e;J  typg;g[  nUe;jjhYk; 

mjw;Fz;lhd  mtUila  Rthr  BfhshW  rPh;bra;tjw;fhf  mtiu 

kJiu mg;BghByh kUj;Jtkidf;F mDkjpf;fg;gl;lhh;.  mg;BghByh 

kUj;Jtkidapy;  mth;  rpfpr;irf;F  mDkjpf;fg;gl;lbghGJ  mth; 

Raepidt[  mw;w  Bfhkh  epiyapy;  nUe;jhh;.  BkYk;  mtUf;F 

bjhlh;e;J  typg;g[  nUe;jjhy;  mtiu  Bky;rpfpr;irf;fhf  mg;BghByh 

kUj;Jtkidapy; (Irpa{) mDkjpf;fgl;lhh;. mJ jtpu fz; mirt[ 

ny;iy.  mtUila  if,  kw;Wk;  fhy;fs;  KWf;fpf;bfhz;L 

nUe;jd.mtUf;F Rthrk; rPuhftpy;iy. mjw;fhf mtUf;F braw;if 

Rthrk; Bjitg;gl;lJ. Bkw;bfhz;L nUja Jog;g[k; mjpfkhf nUe;jJ. 

uj;j mGj;jk; Fiwthf nUe;jJ.  mjw;fhf nUja Beha;  rpfp;r;ir 

mspf;Fk; kUj;Jthpd; fUj;J bgwg;gl;lJ. .............................  kUj;Jt 

ghpBrhjid  kw;Wk;  MtzA;fs;  mog;gilapy;  mtUf;F 

%isf;fha;r;ry; Vw;gl;ljw;Fz;lhd mwpFwpfs; bjd;gl;ld.”

22. P.W.6 in his cross-examination would admit that while the deceased 
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was admitted in City Hospital as well as in Apollo hospitals, it was not informed 

that he was attacked by somebody. P.W.5 Medical Officer gave evidence on the 

basis  of  the  medical  records  as  the  Doctors  who  treated  the  deceased  were 

working at different places.  In chief examination he would say

“kUj;Jt  Mtzj;jpy;  brhy;yg;gl;l  BehahdJ  ghf;Ohpah  kw;Wk; 

itu!pdhy; Vw;gl tha;g;g[s;sJ.”

In cross-examination, he would say

mogl;ljhf ve;jbthU jilaBkh my;yJ xU tLBth my;yJ 

fhaBkh nUe;jjhf kUj;JtFwpg;gpy; ny;iy.”

No doubt, in chief examination he would say

“jiyapy;  gykhf bghUs;  Btfkhf jz;Ltlj;jpy;  (Kis)  brain 

stem   mogl;lhy;  kUj;Jt Mtzj;jpy;  brhy;yg;gl;l  Beha;  tu 

tha;g;g[ cs;sJ.”

But in cross-examination, he would explain

“  jiyapy; mogl;lhy; kl;Lk;jhd; kUj;Jt Mtzj;jpy; Fwpg;gpl;l 

Beha;  tUk;  vd;W  ehd;  Fwpg;gpl;L  brhy;ytpy;iy.  itu!; 

ghf;Ohpahf;fs;  naw;ifaht[k;, kdpj clypy;  cUthf tha;g;g[s;sJ. 

naw;ifahfBt  Bjhd;wp  nUe;jhy;  typg;g[  Bghd;w  mwpFwpfs;  bjhpa 

tha;g;g[ cs;sJ.”

23. As rightly pointed out by the learned Counsel for the respondents, the 

Doctors  who  conducted  postmortem initially  gave  opinion  that  the  deceased 

would  appear  to  have  died  7-15  days  prior  to  autopsy  and  no  definite 

information  could  be  given  for  the  cause  of  death,  since  the  body  was 
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decomposed.  But after perusing the medical records, when a specific query was 

raised by the Investigating Officer, the Medical Officers gave their opinion that 

the deceased would have died of brain fever and consequent complications. As 

rightly contended by the learned Counsel for the respondents, the Investigating 

Officer filed a final report, after getting the final opinion that the deceased would 

have  died  of  brain  fever  and  the  consequent  complications,  dropping  further 

action.  It  is  pertinent  to  note  that  Brain-stem  Encephalitis  is  a  severe 

inflammation of the brain-stem caused by infections or autoimmune conditions 

or immune reactions. 

24. Considering the medical evidence on record, and in the absence of any 

material to show that the first  accused had beaten the deceased or caused the 

disappearance  of  evidence  of  the  alleged  offence,  the  finding  of  the  learned 

Magistrate that the prosecution failed to prove the offences cannot be faulted. As 

rightly contended by the learned counsel for the respondents, the complaint was 

lodged before the police solely on the basis of information furnished by P.W.3, 

who acted with an alleged evil motive, and after closure of the police complaint, 

the private complaint was filed before the jurisdictional  Court.  In view of the 

evidence on record, no other conclusion is possible except the one reached by 

the trial Court. Accordingly, the impugned judgment of acquittal is liable to be 

confirmed, and this Court concludes that the Criminal Appeal is devoid of merits 
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and is therefore liable to be dismissed.

25. In  the  result,  the  Criminal  Appeal  is  dismissed  confirming  the 

judgment  made  in  C.C.No.33  of  2005,  dated  02.11.2015,  by  the  Judicial 

Magistrate No.I, Sivagangai in acquitting the respondents/accused.

09.01.2026
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To

1. The Judicial Magistrate No.I, Sivagangai.

2.The Section Officer,
   Criminal Section, 
   Madurai Bench of Madras High Court, 
   Madurai. 
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