Crl.A(MD)No.1107 of 2025

BEFORE THE MADURAI BENCH OF MADRAS HIGH COURT
DATED: 03.02.2026
CORAM:
THE HONOURABLE MR.JUSTICE G.K.ILANTHIRAIYAN
THE HONOURABLE D?Sl\g)USTICE R.POORNIMA
Crl.A(MD)No.1107 of 2025

and
Crl.M.P(MD)No0.14538 of 2025

Saravanakumar ... Appellant/Sole Accused

State rep. by

The Inspector of Police,

Srivilliputhur Town Police Station,

Virudhunagar District,

In Cr.No.88 of 2022. ... Respondent/Complainant

PRAYER:- Criminal Appeal is filed under Section 374(2) Cr.P.C., to
call for the records from the Lower Court and set aside the judgment
passed by the learned Sessions Judge (Fast Track Mahila Court),
Vrudhunagar District at Srivilliputhur in S.C.No.108 of 2022, dated
21.12.2023 by allowing this appeal.
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For Appellant : Mr.S.Mayaperumal

For Respondent : Mr.R.M.Anbunithi
Additional Public Prosecutor

JUDGMENT

(Judgment of the Court was delivered by
G.K.ILANTHIRAIYAN, J.)

This Criminal Appeal is filed to call for the records and set
aside the judgment passed by the Learned Sessions Judge (Fast
Track Mahila Court), Virudhunagar District, Srivilliputhur, in
S.C.No.108 of 2022, dated 21.12.2023, thereby  convicting
the appellant/accused for the offences punishable under Section 302
of IPC and Section 4 of the Tamil Nadu Prohibition of Women

Harassment Act.

2. THE CASE OF THE PROSECUTION:

2(1) The appellant and deceased are husband and wife. The

defacto complainant is the brother of the deceased. On 12.02.2022,
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at about 09:00 p.m., when the defacto complainant and the deceased
were speaking in the appellant’s house, the appellant had come there
and had questioned about a missing hen and had scolded the
deceased using filthy language. When the deceased replied to the
same, the appellant got angry and assaulted the deceased with hand
and also pushed her and dashed her head on the iron cot. The
deceased sustained injuries and became unconscious due to the
same. Immediately she was taken to the Government Hospital
Srivilliputhur where she was provided first aid treatment and she
was later referred to Government Rajaji Hospital, Madurai for
further treatment and was admitted there on 13.02.2022, where after

four days 1.e., on 16.02.2022, the deceased died.

3. On the basis of the complaint, F.I.R was registered in
Crime No: 88 of 2022 for the offences under Section 294(b), 323,
307 of I.P.C r/w. Section 4 of the Tamil Nadu Prohibition of Women

Harassment Act. Thereafter, the offences were altered 294(b), 323,
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302 of I.P.C r/w. Section 4 of the Tamil Nadu Prohibition of Women
Harassment Act. After completion of investigation, the respondent
filed a final report and the same was taken cognizance by the Trial

Court.

4. To bring the charges to home, the prosecution examined
P.W.1 to PW.13 and produced documents Ex.P.1 to Ex.P.19 and
produced material objects which were marked as M.O.1 and M.O.2.
on the side of the appellant, no witnesses were examined and no

documents or material objects were produced.

5. On perusal of the oral and documentary evidences, the
Trial Court found the appellant guilty for the offences under Section
302 of IPC and Section 4 of the Tamil Nadu Prohibition of Women
Harassment Act and sentenced him to undergo life imprisonment and
imposed a fine of Rs. 5,000/- and in default of the same, to undergo

one-year Rigorous Imprisonment for the offence punishable under
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Section 302 of IPC and the appellant was also sentenced to undergo
3 years Rigorous Imprisonment and was imposed a fine of Rs.
10,000/- and in default of the same, to undergo six months Rigorous
Imprisonment for the offence under Section 4 of the Tamil Nadu

Prohibition of Women Harassment Act.

6. Aggrieved by the same, the appellant has preferred this

present appeal.

7. ARGUMENTS ADVANCED BY THE LEARNED COUNSEL
APPEARING FOR THE APPELLANT:

7(1) The learned counsel for the appellant submits that the
prosecution has failed to establish the charges beyond reasonable
doubt. Despite this, the Trial Court mechanically convicted the
appellant, even though the material witnesses did not support the
prosecution’s case. It was also submitted that the establishment of

motive is essential in a case which is completely based on
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circumstantial evidences, but the prosecution had failed to establish

the same.

7(i1) It was the further contention of the appellant that, the
evidence of P.W.1, who is the brother of the deceased and is also the
defacto complainant, is not reliable as his presence at the scene of
crime 1s highly doubtful as he did not take any step to prevent the
alleged occurrence and P.W.8, who is the doctor attached to the
Government Hospital, Srivilliputhur, who issued the accident
register and provided first aid to the deceased also deposed that the
deceased was brought to the hospital by her mother-in-law and not
by P.W.1. The delay in lodgment of the complaint was also pointed
out wherein the complain was lodged only on 17.06.2022 which is

on the next day of the alleged occurrence.

7(ii1) It was further submitted that, the Trial Court failed to

consider the evidence of P.W.10 who is the Doctor attached to
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Government Rajaji Hospital, Madurai. He had clearly deposed that
the patient suddenly was affected by cardiac arrest and that there is a
possibility that the deceased died due to the cardiac arrest. He further
pointed out that the Trail Court failed to consider the Accident
Register which was marked as Ex.P7, that states that the deceased
herself fell down from the water tank and sustained injuries. It was
therefore submitted that, the prosecution has failed to prove the guilt
of the appellant beyond reasonable doubt and the minor
discrepancies stated above are fatal to the case of the prosecution.

It was further submitted that, even though the specific overt act of
the appellant is proved by the prosecution, the offence might not
attract Section 300 of IPC and rather it only amounts to culpable
homicide. Therefore, it is his grievance that the Trial Court without
considering the above details, had mechanically convicted the

appellant.
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8. ARGUMENTS ADVANCED BY THE LEARNED
ADDITIONAL PUBLIC PROSECUTORAPPEARING FOR
THE STATE:

8(1) Per contra, the learned Additional Public Prosecutor
submitted that the appellant is a drunkard and does not generate any
income and the deceased, who is the wife of the appellantwas the
one who went to work and brought home some income. On the date
of occurrence, at about 09:00 p.m., the appellant had consumed
alcohol and had come home and had asked the deceased about the
missing hen. She had told him that they could search for the hen the
next day. Infuriated by her response, the appellant abused her in
filthy language, slapped her and grabbed her hair and hit her on the
iron cot. PW.1 who is the brother of the deceased was present at
place of occurrence and had witnessed the whole incident.
Therefore, the prosecution case is not based on circumstantial
evidence rather P.W.1 is the sole and credible eye witness to the

offence and his evidence is well corroborated by other prosecution
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witnesses and the medical evidences.The prosecution has thus
proved the charge under Section 302 of IPC beyond all reasonable
doubts. Hence, the Trial Court rightly convicted the appellant, and
the conviction does not call for any interference of this Court.

Heard the learned counsels appearing on either side and perused the

materials available on record.

9. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION:

9(1) The specific case of the prosecution is that, the
appellant and deceased are husband and wife. The defacto
complainant/P.W.1 is the brother of the deceased. On 12.02.2022, at
about 09:00 p.m., when P.W.1 and the deceased were in the
appellant’s house, the appellant had come there and had questioned
about a missing hen and had scolded the deceased using filthy
language. When the deceased replied to the same in a lethargic

manner, the appellant gotenraged and assaulted the deceased with
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hand and grabbed her hair and dashed her head against the iron cot.
The deceased sustained injuries and became unconscious due to the
same. Immediately she was taken to the Government Hospital,
Srivilliputhur, where she was provided with first aid treatment and
she was later referred to Government Rajaji Hospital, Madurai for
further treatment and was admitted there on 13.02.2022, where after

four days 1.e., on 16.02.2022, the deceased died.

9(i1) The appellant had raised a specific ground stating that
the evidence of P.W.1 and his presence in the scene of occurrence is

doubtful. It 1s relevant to extract the deposition of P.W.1 hereunder:

a7 aFHfl Ffleuy Geuemevdh@ ©OlF6060TLDGD
GYHBHAI B  GUCUTHID 6Tl DIHBTOI T Feulenl
Gum_(Beurmeury. el DIBHT Llev Gouenevdh@ ©OlF 6L,
O DIHBT HTel GHBUOUSMS STUILTHBY  GUHSTT.  6T6ur
DIHBTOAIUD  LT6TENETHMEMUID  UTTUTTLD  FoolldbablLpmLD
FTWMRISTEOD MT aHf SHFHB] QUTHAIHSH 60 bHGI
GTRIGH6IT aillyed  @msFHaill (hall (B GYLILSBHTH
Cgemal(Beumy.  LOWIBTET  FTWHHID  eubFHl  6T6d
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D5 HTEN6 L 19505 606U &LHhD 12.02.20221b
Cxrx @y 0845 wewlHEG [[HIT 6lH  DIHBT
(p(HBBerveflemuIUL LD ST H L1 61T6m 61T 6M6ITUL|LD
UTTSHSINI. B 6UJeOTLD  6leli@l 616  DISBT QI I9MBG
OFaiCmerr. e1al1  SibsTL T  CudldOEH ey hHibGHer.
oIBuTadl &gy  09.00 weldEG SMT  aHf  10H
GRS G Heham CuTenmduled @I IYBES6T  UbHSHT].
ol OIHBHT  aillged  GamP  euenIHEH  UHSIBIT.
Campenw eome allL mdH DDLES OHFuTHT
DHHIFL QUOMIBT LMIHS T lewT Fndl OHE6T 6w
w&Bem ety  SFmsOTE  CuAaT]. DISHBEG TR
9IHHT  Camp emiswWTaugkl  CuUTUlhb@D  STemsvuled
CapiumisaCper  SpBG gar  Buuy  GYdHBiall (B
abgl SiFmsoTeE Cuadnsiset eeim Gl Lmy. o 1 Ger
oM eIFHfl GaTuUTE 6Tl FH  SiBBTONT  H6iT6TSH 60
QE&  DlgHFH eeameatCw  aFHHH  Cuapwm  eleIml
Ogmevell  GFetiedl  HGerm el SFmsLOTE  Cud B
o WIGIMBH BmlusBg aasbasTL 0FHEH OFHTen6D
oIl 6TelT  DIHBTalG  Heweu(lgeWl  L119 SIS0\ TewT(h
SmFHHS BBy HL9edled  (PLL  MEUSHSHTI. [HT6H
a7 aFHfleowr gsHxk  OQeuelBuw  HeterllGenrer.
o1B&MaIBG amulcdtbs BISIHD MbDHDH. DSHTAIBE
WK eneTaleveuTDe0  B(HHHSHTeD o | Bedr  6l6dl  SIDLOT
oluralBd@  Gumenr  cpevld  HFBeued  GFTeLEIIL(h
GamliewL LUl IQuied 2 e6iTem  Hmevel OH(H odeum  6leiIB
(WpHBNe i CLTalled 66T SIHHTM6 6IDIH  DIHHT
mOwmy  FreosudujLet  gmBplall B ufelevellSH Ty

11/26

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



Crl.A(MD)No.1107 of 2025

DTG LD(HSHSHIULDEN 60T G Sl 1L GevTe01. L1 63160160
BT B(HFHB] QUTHOSHH60 D&  LHHHILDMIE S
CFaICmert (pHev FHFmFwelHHall (B 61601 DIHBTN6
LD Jregmes DTG LO(HSHSBIULDN 6T &)
SIDILILTeN6USHSHTTSH6IT. SILGUTZ SIMBIG UbHD
GumeSsmflLib  mrer o maleflLb  &evbgk  Cudlall (b
Usmy — SHmeudtd  OFmeiBerer.  13.02.202210 G
Gumelamy HMIHG UbH AFTHHS  EUTEEGLPGVLD
CaThHCHe.  mTdT  GFTeLeL  OFmevev  GumeSamiy
IFDIMIHET. DM BT LIgSHH LMIHSH HBOUW(DSHS
Gum_GLedr. 61601 S SN Gouent g Awns
MBS S Guim_mi. 6T6UT60TL_LD ST L LIL(BLD
yamfleveen  endOQWITLILID  6T6TeDINL WSHIHTE. LIS
91.51.9.1  Spaiieaeny 16.02.2022 1 GCxgd Bjey
11.45106m1 5 61601 DI SBT OBhHEHIOIL LT 61601
SbsTaleal  @BUIBG STJewid ST ol  Ffleuy
Gouemevdh @  OlF6eL6LMDED  1DFH  DIHHAAIL_BLD, HEhHIFT
GuT_(BH0BTemIHLD  6UHBH 61601  DIHHTMR!  DIYSHSHILD
sl LRSS  (PEHmS QY SLIgedled
WLLmaSH  Camemev  GFuwigiellLmy.  Gumelamyev

oTeiTemadT NG SHTTH6NT.”

9(ii1) On perusal of the deposition of P.W.1, it can be seen

that he had clearly and categorically stated the occurrence, wherein
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the appellant, who was intoxicated, had come to the house and due
to sudden altercation, started assaulting the deceased. After the
occurrence, P.W.1 had sent the deceased along with her mother-in-
law in an auto and he had followed them in a two-wheeler. Though
the auto driver who was examined as P.W.2 turned hostile, that alone
cannot break the credibility of the evidence of an eye witness. It is a
well settled principle of law that even the evidence of a sole
interested and related eyewitness is reliable, provided that the
evidence is natural, cogent, convincing and trustworthy. Therefore,
this Court is inclined to consider whether the evidence of P.W.1 is
reliable or not and for that reason, it is pertinent to consider other
corroborating evidences submitted by the prosecution in this regard.

On perusal of the evidence of P.W.8, the doctor attached to the
Government Hospital, Srivilliputhur and Ex.P7 which was the
Accident Register issued by her, it is revealed that the deceased
herself fell from the water tank on the first floor to the ground floor.

The deposition of P.W.8 is extracted hereunder:
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Brer  SBGuTs  wfeledelusSenT  oe
ID(hHSBIAIDmeTUT o FHal  WwhHHHUTTE  LeniLflibal
UHBCmert. &Lbhe 12.02.2022 @rey 10.00 Loewlulenaied
[BIT6OT LiewfluleVl(mbHGLITG (p(HBHerva]
&/OLLEFTAISHGIDTT  allBl 25  eI@ILaIm]  SIUTSHI
LOTLONLITY FIerveug) 6TGOTLIGMT FHFNFHHTH
SIDPSHIHIAUHSTT.  DleUT  OUISHSHMeLUNed  BHHBHT].
Sy  wmwmfli  algmflssGungdl  (PpHe0  HeMD
auml LT GLmdedmba SHreomms HC  allupbhg STWID
IBULLSTH  FapfleoiT]. Sleuedy Hreir  LFICFTHement
CauIsBUTS) B FLSHP HeneouTlev 5 X 4
Slealed @ATHHHH B STUD BHHHSH. SHTOL  6T6VIDL]
Wb BhesTE  FHEHD  gHULLE.  DIAIBGSE
YoPel  SehDl WWSHMT DS LBSHHIIOMEIHS,
Gevd B FengHBHTH Ll glemniy CFUIBHeT. [BIT6OT
apmsw  aludbgd  uHCaulh  SL.FT.SLT. BHTeU6D

SpuIITeNT eTasTenen elgmilgami.”

9(iv) But the deposition of P.W.8 also clearly reveals that
the said accident register was issued on the information of the
mother-in-law of the deceased who had accompanied the deceased to

the Hospital. Since the appellant/accused is her own son, it is
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unlikely of her to have stated the truth to the Doctor. Therefore, the
same cannot on its own deplete the credibility of the prosecution

case and this Court is not inclined to take into consideration the

evidences of P.W.8 and Ex.P7.

9(v) On Perusal of the evidence of P.W.11, the doctor
attached to the Government Rajaji Hospital, Madurai who conducted
the autopsy of the deceased has clearly stated that the injuries
incurred by the deceased does not seem like she had fallen to the
ground from the first floor on her own. There were injuries on the
whole of the deceased’s head which corroborates with the evidence
of P.W.1 wherein the appellant had forcefully dashed the deceased’s
head against the iron cot. The cross examination of P.W.11 is

extracted hereunder:

‘1 (pHed 6  BHTWMIG6T  LOTQUTEHT  (LPFH6D
SHNHHeV(HHH SO  al(peuHTed GMUL  6UTUILIL|EITLIT
e1edImmeL  Lomguiledl(pbal &G alupwGurgl @b GBI L
Blemeouled ST  alpUpQUD SbHSH GELMS6N60  SHT6
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STWMRIGBET gBUBL  HW6L (P(LEUBID STWLHIGET ML
QUTUILILNGD6m6V. (b [BLIT SHENEV(LPLYEMULI
UpdHs e Buflear (paHms SOy S igaled
Guorglermed 1 (PHeO 6 STWHISET GHLL  GUTUILIL|EIOTLT
aaIBTe0  UeFLemaudeT GG  ampllweumm  Gors
MEUSHBHT6L ML aumwitigewi®.  (paHmEH  Corsh
maUHGCUTH o LGt &b  HTe0DH6IM6D  HTUIMIGET

gMBUL  UTUINLT6VmeLGIWITBTE &Il &HTer.”

9(vi) Further, on perusal of the evidence of P.W.10, the
doctor who administered treatment for the deceased at the to the
Government Rajaji Hospital, Madurai, it is revealed that during the
course of the treatment, the deceased had suffered a heart attack and
had eventually died. The cross examination of P.W.10 is extracted

hereunder:

‘et Grrwimels@ BT GhmuTeilenut  erOGHes
B SHSHIILITT EHFH S 60 SIU(HH G eLpemeuiied SITWILD
IBULRGHSS  Sibd STLSHamed  BBHSWU  BBISSD
gmuL  eutwiliewi(h. BTeT  er0BHeT  eI(hSHHIILITTHEH6IT
GTEIMT6D  BeVEM6V, DlU(HHEG 6I(HHSLILLIQ(HHSH er0CHement
uMTySHG8Heir. STWID GgBULLIHSEG SHSWID gBUL L HBE
ObH STWMHIGB6T L ([HOW SHTT6eRID6060 6IIMI6D  HiGI6UTH)
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B BUIeOTSHI. STWIDULLIHEEG  STWSHH M0 SHFHUl
BIBISH LD IBULQHST6V LN (WeiTanL 1pBul
Bl Db (hebE LD Sl [PIEBTHST6D
STWSHFH DML  AHSHWL HBISSHD  GgMBUL 6aI60N60GIWIGIBITEL
FrillIeu6V.”

On a keen reading of the above extract, it can be seen that the P.W.1
had clearly stated that the deceased had suffered a heart attack only
due to the injuries that she had incurred in her brain. Therefore, this
Court is not inclined to appreciate the contention of the appellant
that the death of the deceased was caused only due to the heart attack
and not because of his assault on the deceased. Even if that is the
case, the heart attack was caused only due to the brain injuries that
was inflicted upon the deceased as the appellant had dashed her head

repeatedly against the iron cot.

10. Therefore, the prosecution has proved beyond
reasonable doubt that the offence was committed by the appellant.

The only point for consideration in this appeal is whether the
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conviction under Section 302 of I.LP.C can be sustained, in the
absence of any intention on part of the appellant to do away with the
life of the deceased. In order to decide the pivotal question of
intention, which alone would determine whether the offence falls
under Section 302 or 304 Part II of IP.C., the facts and
circumstances of the case have to be examined with care and

caution.

11. Admittedly, and even according to the case of the
prosecution and the evidence of P.W.1, the appellant, at the time of
occurrence, was in an intoxicated state. At that time, when the
appellant had questioned the deceased about the missing hen, her
lethargic reply had enraged the appellant. The seriousness of the
quarrel had increased as it was fueled by the consumption of alcohol
on part of the appellant. It is an undisputed truth that, alcohol makes
a man lose his prudent senses and the case on hand is a classic

example for the same.
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12. Though, intoxication as such is not a defense in a criminal
charge, it shows that what started as a normal quarrel between the
appellant and deceased, quickly turned into a violent unfortunate
situation that caused the death of the deceased. In this regard, it is
relevant to reply upon judgement of the Hon'ble Supreme Court of
India in the case of Pulicherla Nagaraju @ Nagaraja Reddy v.
State of A.P [2007 (1) SCC (CRI) 500], wherein it has been
observed as follows:

“18. Therefore, the court should proceed to decide
the pivotal question of intention, with care and
caution, as that will decide whether the case falls
under Section 302 or 304 Part I or 304 Part II.
Many petty or insignificant matters like plucking of
a fruit, straying of cattle, quarrel of children,
utterance of a rude word or even an objectionable
glance, may lead to altercations and group clashes
culminating in deaths. Usual motives like revenge,
greed, jealousy or suspicion may be totally absent
in such cases. There may be no intention. There

may be no pre-meditation. In fact, there may not
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even be criminality. At the other end of the
spectrum, there may be cases of murder where the
accused attempts to avoid the penalty for murder
by attempting to put forth a case that there was no
intention to cause death. It is for the courts to
ensure that the cases of murder punishable under
Section 302, are not converted into offences
punishable under Section 304 Part I/Il, or cases of
culpable homicide not amounting to murder, are
treated as murder punishable under Section 302.
The intention to cause death can be gathered
generally from a combination of a few or several of
the following, among other, circumstances:

(1) nature of the weapon used,

(ii) whether the weapon was carried by the accused
or was picked up from the spot;

(iii) whether the blow is aimed at a vital part of the
body; (iv) the amount of force employed in causing
injury;,

(v) whether the act was in the course of sudden
quarrel or sudden fight or free for all fight,

(vi) whether the incident occurs by chance or

20/26

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



Crl.A(MD)No.1107 of 2025

whether there was any pre- meditation;

(vii) whether there was any prior enmity or whether
the deceased was a stranger,

(viii) whether there was any grave and sudden
provocation, and if so, the cause for such
provocation,

(ix) whether it was in the heat of passion;

(x) whether the person inflicting the injury has
taken undue advantage or has acted in a cruel and
unusual manner;

(xi) whether the accused dealt a single blow or
several blows. The above list of circumstances is,
of course, not exhaustive and there may be several
other special circumstances with reference to
individual cases which may throw light on the

question of intention. Be that as it may.”

13. On a keen observation of the factual matrix of this case, it
can be seen that, there was no preparation or premeditation on the
side of the appellant to commit the offence and he had absolutely no

intention to do away with the life of the deceased. The appellant had
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admittedly consumed alcohol and when a wordy quarrel ensued
between the appellant and the deceased, in the spur of the moment
and due to sudden provocation, the appellant had grabbed the
deceased’s hair and had dashed her head repeatedly against the iron
cot. It is to be noted that the appellant neither carried any weapon
with him all alongnor used any weapon to do away with the life of
the deceased. Therefore, the offence had taken place in the course of

sudden quarrel or sudden fight without any premeditation.

14. Therefore, the cumulative effect of the unshaken
testimony of the sole and credible eye-witness 1.e., P.W.1,the medical
findings that corroborate the evidence of P.W.1 and the failure of the
appellant to rebut the case of the prosecution, incontrovertibly
establishes the guilt of the appellant. But the prosecution has failed
to establish beyond reasonable doubt that the appellant’s act was an
effect of the intention he had to do away with the life of the

deceased.
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15. In view of the above, the conviction and sentence
imposed on the appellant by the Learned Sessions Judge (Fast Track
Mahila Court), Virudhunagar District, Srivilliputhur, in S.C.No.108
of 2022 dated 21.12.2023, for the offence punishable under Section
302 of I.P.C are set aside. The appellant is convicted for the offence
punishable under Section 304 Part II of I.LP.C and sentenced to
undergo six years Rigorous Imprisonment and to pay a fine of Rs.
5,000/- in default, to undergo six months Simple Imprisonment.
However, the sentence imposed under Section 4 of the Tamil Nadu

Prohibition of Women Harassment Act 1s sustained.

16.With the above modification, the Criminal Appeal is
partly allowed. It is made clear that if the appellant has already paid
any fine, the same shall be adjusted towards the fine amount
imposed by this Court. The sentences of imprisonment shall run

concurrently. The period of imprisonment already undergone by the
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appellants shall be set off under Section 428 of Cr.P.C.

Consequently, connected miscellaneous petition is closed.

|G.K.I.J.,] & [R.P.J.,]
03.02.2026
NCC :Yes/No
Index :Yes/No
Internet :Yes
AM
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To

1.The Sessions Judge (Fast Track Mahila Court),
Vrudhunagar District at Srivilliputhur

2.The Inspector of Police,
Srivilliputhur Town Police Station,
Virudhunagar District,

3.The Additional Public Prosecutor,
Madurai Bench of Madras High Court,
Madurai.
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G.K. ILANTHIRAIYAN, J.
AND
R. POORNIMA, J.

AM
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03.02.2026
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