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yyyyHON'BLE SRIJUSTICE K.C.BHANU AND HON'BLE SMT JUSTICE ANIS CRIMINAL APPEAL No0.622 OF 2010 JUD GMENT:
(per Hon’ble Smt Justice Anis) This Criminal Appeal is filed by the appellant/accused, under Section 374(2) of the Code of Criminal
Procedure, 1973 (for short, ‘Cr.P.C’), against the Judgment dated 22.03.2010 passed in Sessions Case No.410 of 2009 on the file of the
Il Additional Sessions Judge, East Godavari District at Amalapuram, whereunder and whereby, the appellant/accused was found guilty
of the offences punishable under Sections 302 & 307 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860 (for short, ‘[.P.C’) and accordingly, convicted and
sentenced to undergo life imprisonment and to pay fine of Rs.100/-, in default, to undergo simple imprisonment for fifteen days; and to
undergo rigorous imprisonment for five years and to pay fine of Rs.100/-, in default, to undergo simple imprisonment for fifteen days for
the said offences respectively. 2. The brief facts that are necessary for disposal of the appeal are stated as follows: The de facto
complainant-PW.1 is the wife of the accused and mother of Guthula Musalaiah (hereinafter referred to as ‘the deceased’). The deceased
was their younger son living along with her mother and residing separately in a thatched house, whereas the accused is residing in
another thatched house in Molla Cheruvu, hamlet of Vanne Chintalapudi in the same locality. Since three years, accused started
disputing with his two sons for the landed property and also filed Maintenance Case No0.48 of 2007 against them on the file of the
Additional Judicial Magistrate of First Class, Amalapuram, wherein the maintenance of Rs.1,750/- was ordered to pay to the accused by
his sons. Accused started disputing with the deceased and his wife-PW.1 not to use the drinking water well and not to take bath on the
pretext that he may slip due to mud. Whileso, on 21.06.2009 at 07:00 p.m, deceased went to the well to take bath, to which the accused
objected. But, the deceased went to the well to fetch water. Immediately, accused went into his house, returned with a trident and
stabbed the deceased on his chest, due to which he fell down with bleeding injuries. When PW.1 came to rescue the deceased, accused
also attempted to stab on her chest with the same weapon, as a result she sustained injury on her left elbow. Thereafter, the accused
went towards the house of his elder son with the trident. Inmediately, the deceased was shifted to hospital in 108 Ambulance, but after
reaching Ramalayam temple, he died. Further, the de facto complainant was sent to Government Hospital, Amalapuram, for treatment.
On the same day at about 7:30 p.m, on receipt of telephone message from Sub-Divisional Police Officer, PW.15-Sub-Inspector,
Amalapuram Taluk Police Station rushed to the scene of offence, took report from the de facto complainant and registered the case in
Cr.No.92 of 2009. He got drafted the scene of offence observation report, seized the blood stained earth, control earth and small wooden
cot strip under the cover of panchanama and also got photographed the scene of offence through PW.11. Thereafter, PW.16-Circle
Inspector of Police took up investigation, held inquest over the dead body of the deceased and thereafter, sent the dead body for post-
mortem examination. PW.12 doctor treated PW.1 and issued wound certificate-Ex.P16 opining that the injury is simple in nature. PW.13
another doctor conducted autopsy over the dead body of the deceased and issued post-mortem report-Ex.P17 opining that the injury
received to the heart of the deceased led him to death. PW.17 Circle Inspector of Police arrested the accused on 26.06.2009, seized the
weapon and thereafter, after completing the investigation and after receiving the post-mortem report, Regional Foreignsic Science
Laboratory report and wound certificate, filed the charge sheet into the Court. 3. On appearance of the accused, the trial Court framed the
following charges against him: “FIRSTLY: That you on 21.06.2009 at 07:00 p.m at Molla Cheruvu, H/o Vanne Chintalapudi village
committed murder by intentionally causing the death of your son Guthula Musalaiah with trident, which is sharp edged weapon on his
chest and that you thereby committed an offence punishable U/S.302 I.P.C, and within my cognizance. SECONDLY: That you on the
same date, time and place when LW.1 Lakshmi Tulasi intervened to rescue Musalaiah, you necked with the same trident on her left
elbow and with such intention and under such circumstances, that if by that act you had caused the death of LW.1 Tulasi Lakshmi, you
would have been guilty of murder and thereby you committed an offence punishable under Section 307 IPC and within my cognizance.”
4. When the above charges were read over and explained to the accused in Telugu, he pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried. 5. To
substantiate the charges, the prosecution examined P.Ws.1 to 17 and got marked Exs.P-1 to P-20, besides the case properties MOs.1 to
9. 6. After closure of the prosecution evidence, the accused was examined under Section 313 Cr.P.C with reference to the incriminating
circumstances appearing against him in the evidence of prosecution witnesses. He denied the same. On behalf of the accused, Ex.D1 is
got marked. 7. The trial Court after hearing both sides and taking into consideration, the oral and documentary evidence available on
record, convicted and sentenced the appellant/accused as stated above. Aggrieved by the said conviction and sentence, the present
appeal has been preferred by the appellant/accused. 8. The learned counsel for the appellant/accused argued that the trial Court
erroneously believed the evidence of PWs.1, 2 & 6 and came to a wrong conclusion that the accused committed the offence; that the
plea of right to private defence is not considered as there was a free fight and scuffle taken between the accused and the deceased and
there are inconsistencies and discrepancies in the evidence of prosecution witnesses; that to avoid the payment of maintenance and
giving of share in the property, the present false case has been foisted; and that the prosecution failed to prove that the alleged offence
took place at 7:00 p.m in the dark, there was no evidence of light and there was no possibility of witnessing the incident by anybody and
therefore, the benefit of doubt should be given to the appellant/accused and finally prayed the Court to allow the appeal. 9. On the other
hand, the learned Public Prosecutor appearing for the State argued that the evidence of PW.1, who is an eye witness and wife of the
appellant/accused, is sufficient to prove that on 21.06.2009 at 7:00 p.m, accused attacked the deceased with a trident and stabbed the
deceased on his chest, due to which he sustained bleeding injuries and while shifting to hospital in the Ambulance he died. The learned
Public Prosecutor also argued that PW.1 was also injured when she tried to stop the attack; that the medical evidence is corroborated
with the ocular evidence produced by the prosecution and the evidence produced by the prosecution clearly established that the
accused with an intention to kill the deceased stabbed him with MO.1-trident and therefore, the findings of the trial Court are cogent and
as per the evidence on record and those findings need no interference and prayed the Court to dismiss the appeal. 10. Now, the points
for determination in this appeal are as follows: 1. Whether the death of the deceased is a homicidal death? 2. Whether the prosecution is
able to prove its case beyond all reasonable doubt against the appellant/accused of the offences punishable under Sections 302 & 307
1.P.C? 3. Whether the Judgment of the trial Court is correct, legal and proper?” 11. P O IN T S: PW.13-doctor conducted post-mortem on
the dead body of the deceased on 22.06.2009 and found the following injuries: Three stab injuries present vertically in the middle of the
chest. 1st stab injury measuring 1 X 1 X 2 cms (Upper). Left side injury measuring 1 X 1 cms (deeply penetrating into middle of chest). A
teat of 1 X 1 X 1 cms present on middle of heart. Right injury 72 X 2 X 1 cms. As per the evidence of PW.13, cause of the death of the
deceased was due to injuries received to his heart. PW.13 issued Ex.P17-post-mortem report and also stated that heart is a vital organ
and after the receiving of above injuries, survival would be 15 to 20 minutes and those injuries would be possible with MO.1-trident. In
the cross-examination of the doctor, nothing has been elicited to disprove his evidence and also Ex.P17-post-mortem certificate. PW.14
received the complaint from PW.1-de facto complainant at about 10:30 p.m, registered the case in Cr.N0.92 of 2009 for the offences
punishable under Sections 302 & 307 I.P.C, issued First Information Report-Ex.P18 and handed over the investigation to PW.15-Sub
Inspector of Police, Amalapuram. PW.15 after receiving the information proceeded to Vanne Chinthalapudi, where PW.13 and other
police constables were present at the scene of offence and there, he enquired the de facto complainant about the offence committed by
the accused. PWs.1 & 2, who are the eye witnesses to the incident, narrated the incident to him and there, he noticed blood stains on the
cement and on the sand. He also found a bucket with water at the well, wooden strip and the dead body by the side of cement road. He
got photographed the dead body and the scene of offence through PW.11 under Exs.P14 & P15. Thereafter, he drafted the scene of
offence observation report under Ex.P11 and sketch of the scene of offence under Ex.P19. PW.16-Inspector of Police took up further
investigation, conducted inquest proceedings in the presence of the mediators under Ex.P12 and forwarded the dead body with a
requisition to the doctor to conduct post-mortem examination. All the witnesses categorically stated that the cause of death was that the
accused attacked the deceased with MO.1 trident. Thus, a perusal of the evidence of the doctor PW.13, post-mortem report Ex.P17
coupled with the evidence of PWs.1 & 2 and the evidence of the inquestdars, the prosecution able to prove that the death of the
deceased is homicidal in nature. 12. A perusal of the evidence produced by the prosecution shows that the accused is the husband of
PW.1 and father of the deceased and PW.8 G. Venkareswararao. PW.8 is the eldest and deceased was the youngest son of the accused
and PW.1. PW.1 and deceased were also having two daughters. PW.2 is the daughter of the younger sister of PW.1 and residing with
her. Therefore, there is no dispute about the relationship. As per the evidence on record, there were disputes between the accused and



his sons in respect of the landed property admeasuring Ac.2.00cents. Further, the accused already filed one M.C.No0.48 of 2007 on the
file of the Additional Judicial Magistrate of First Class, Amalapuram, against his two sons and obtained orders for grant of maintenance
@ Rs.1,750/- p.m and the deceased and PW.8 were paying the maintenance to the accused. 13. PW.1 is the wife of the accused and
mother of the deceased, and she is the eye witness and crucial witness to the prosecution case. She also received injuries from the
accused at the time of incident. PW.1 in her evidence clearly stated that on the date of incidenti.e., on 21.06.2009, at about 7:00 p.m,
deceased went to take bath at the well situated on the north east corner of the house; that there, the accused threatened the deceased
not to draw the water from the well and when the accused tried to take bath as usual, the deceased brought MO.1-trident and stabbed the
deceased on his chest; and that when PW.1 intervened, he also attacked her and caused injuries and while shifting to the hospital
deceased died. PW.1 also stated that after committing the offence, the accused went to the house of PW.8 another son in order to kill
him; and that she lodged a complaint to the police i.e., Ex.P1 and she also gave statement to the Magistrate under Ex.P2. In the cross-
examination of PW.1, nothing has been elicited to disprove her evidence. On the other hand, she categorically stated that accused had
committed the offence. 14. PW.2 is related to the deceased and PW.1, and she is residing with PW.1 under one roof. She also witnessed
the incident. She clearly stated that deceased went to take bath to the well and at that time accused objected him for which the deceased
replied that he was just taking bath and asked what was wrong in it and then, the accused grew wild, threatened not to take bath and
attacked the deceased with MO.1, due to which he died. PW.2 also stated about the stab injury caused to PW.1 by the accused with
MO.1. She further stated that after receiving the injury, deceased fell down and was shifted to hospital in the ambulance and before
reaching the hospital he died. PW.2 in her cross-examination stated that herself and neighbours witnessed the incident. PW.3 stated that
on the date of incident, he heard the cries of PW.1 as her son was killed and sought for help; that while he was going to the scene of
offence, he found the accused armed with MO.1 and due to fear, he ran away; that thereafter, the injured was shifted in ambulance and
within no time he was brought back as he was died and he gave statement to Judicial Magistrate of First Class under Ex.P3. Though he
was turned hostile, his evidence cannot be thrown away. He has seen the accused carrying MO.1 after committing the offence and he
also heard the cries of PW.1 as her son was being killed. PWs.4 & 5 turned hostile. PW.6 is another eye witness to the incident. He
stated that there were property disputes between the deceased and the accused and his family members and he witnessed the accused
attacking the deceased and PW.1. Further, he clearly stated the presence of PWs.1 & 2 at the scene of offence. Thus, the prosecution
able to prove that the accused is the person, who committed the offence and due to his attack, the deceased died. 15. PW.7, who is the
resident of Vanne Chinthalapudi village, also supported the case of prosecution. According to him, when he tried to save the deceased,
accused warned him not to interfere into their family affairs and when PW.1 intervened, she sustained injury on her left elbow with MO.1.
PW.8, who is another son of PW.1 and accused, supported the case of prosecution and stated about the disputes between the accused
and himself and his brother regarding the properties and regarding the maintenance. He also stated that once the accused hacked his
paternal aunt and uncle and also one Padamata Bala Krishna. PW.10 is the Village Revenue Officer, Vane Chinthalapudi village. He
was present when police conducted the scene of offence panchanama under Ex.P11 and seized the blood stained earth and control
earth and wooden strip MOs.2 to 4 and he is the scribe of the inquest report Ex.P12. He was also present on 26.06.2009 when accused
confessed about committing the offence and Ex.P13 is the admissible portion of the seizure of MO.1. In his presence, MOs.5 to 7 were
also collected. PW.11, who is the photographer, took photographs of the dead body and the scene of offence under Exs.P14 & 15.
PW.12, who is the doctor, examined PW.1 on 21.06.2009 and found one incised wound of 3 X 1 X 1 cms over the left elbow joint and
issued Ex.P16 wound certificate opining that the nature of injury is simple in nature. The evidence of PWs.16 & 17 shows that after
registering the case, they conducted the investigation and sent the material objects to Regional Foreignsic Science Laboratory and after
receiving the post-mortem report, Regional Foreignsic Laboratory report and after arresting the accused, filed the charge sheet into the
Court. Thus, the evidence of PWs.1 2 & 6 clearly established that on the date of incident, accused was holding MO.1 and attacked the
deceased, due to which he died. The evidence of PWs.1, 2 & 6 corroborated with each other regarding the manner of incident. Further,
the other evidence also clearly established the prosecution case that the accused has committed the offence. 16. The learned counsel
for the appellant/accused argued that in order to defend himself, the appellant/accused committed the offence. This theory of the
appellant/accused cannot be accepted because the appellant/accused is aged about 70 years, whereas the deceased was aged about
26 years at the time of incident. As per the evidence of PWs.1 & 2, accused himself brought MO.1 trident and attacked the deceased with
that weapon, due to which he died. There is no evidence on record to show that there was a scuffle between the deceased and the
accused prior to the incident and in order to avert any injury, the accused attacked the deceased. PWs.1 & 2, who are the eye witnesses,
clearly stated that accused attacked the deceased with MO.1. They have not stated anything regarding the scuffle or fight between the
accused and the deceased prior to the incident. Therefore, the contention of the learned counsel for the appellant/accused that accused
is entitled for right of private defence cannot be accepted in view of the evidence on record. Thus, the evidence produced by the
prosecution clearly established the charges levelled against the appellant/accused for the offences punishable under Sections 302 &
307 I.P.C beyond all reasonable doubt. 17. Therefore, we are of the view that after proper appreciation of the evidence on record, the trial
Court rightly convicted and sentenced the appellant/accused for the offences punishable under Sections 302 & 307 I.P.C and there are
no compelling or circumstantial reasons to interfere with the Judgment of the trial Court. 18. Accordingly, the Criminal Appeal is
dismissed confirming the Judgment dated 22.03.2010 passed in Sessions Case No.410 of 2009 on the file of the Il Additional Sessions
Judge, East Godavari District at Amalapuram. Miscellaneous Petitions, if any, pending in this Criminal Appeal shall stand closed.
JUSTICE K.C.BHANU JUSTICE ANIS Date: 15.06.2015.sr PAGE PAGE 12 KCB,J
& ANIS J crla_622_2010 ";NOQWXZijkS'A "

YC ©3 . wmATJTITIT@hKEhS E\aJhkEhG fladhkEh5C\aJhkEhFMI56CJ\aJhkEhFMi5aJhkEhFMis*aJhkEh5G>*aJhkEhDBACJOJQJaJl
hkEh5CCJOJQINal";Z82M 1298aU0CAp2L =dgdfTadgd5\0$,n,0 ,vi],n",e " via$gdinndgde(v $daa$gde(vidandasgdoehOgd[uj
$daa$gdawdagduj $daa$gd[uj $dda$gd[uj$an[$\$a$gd[uj%OhOyy" #134569:<CWZabrv,”,' ¢ ADNBaceiud 1"'-X
Y A

siailaiNiNiaiNIUaIEE ;i 1¢ 11aEaTiainh +t)sthkEh.SO\aJhkEha/f\aJhkEhG fladhkEh*\aJhkEhaKaJhkEhr,aJhkEhCM,aJhkEhT%yaJhkEh:
(3aJhkEhce|JaJhkEhG faJhkEhE&\aJhkEhnLO\aJ-* _“aepq{€- ™% AAATIo

L ° +20g708axIATY > Ex! x:56:6:6 1XI]xhkEh"AGCJOJQJaJh$ £CIOJQJaJhkERBY ° CJOJQJalhkENC AaJhkEh?HiNaJhkENG fladhkl
)a0$ ) 1J K _ $._kidabj¢£! AE13WZ nz V"% ?Cmn*unanOnaRanananananAanan nanan¥nAR¥A¥AYAARARY¥A—
fiSAanh-0)CJOJQJalhkEhvAaCJOJQJalhkER8CCJOJQIaJhKEN*¥4CJOJQJalhkERX,ACJOJQJaJhkEhc(v6CJOJQJaJhkEN"ABCJOJQU:
6780 AEE)17MsAAAOGI

9:AFGZ"/-Aa0OAO&34°8344a%ana04 Aa%.NARAAZAKAArhKEh#7CJOJQJalhkEh6aKCJOJQJalheaCJOJQJalhkEh"»CJOJQJalh
+npCE”§NOIIM™EL ©RAOROAA A OACACACACACASASAROARARORORA Ai<AhkEhBY ° CJOJQJaJhkENBY ° CJOJQJaJhkERZA>CJOJ
2§ ©®-.STUrbee@UBFqt AanORAROAPAORS S«|
§8m$$ms&8ashN.‘CJOJQJalhkEhxdaCJOJQJalhkEh+biCJOJQJalhkEhc(vCJOJQJaJhkERBY ° CJOJQJalhg(CJOJQJIalhkEN"ASCJ!
CDMRkrwz~ naOAuL—"y 7T Ti 11T hkER

~CJOoJQJashkEhAlECJOJQJalhkER2$CJOJQJalhkEhEtICJOJQJalhkER 0CJOJQJalhkEhr,CJOJQJalhkEh

riCJOJQJaJhkEhBY ° CJOJQJaJhkEhc(vCJOJQJaJhkEhxdaCJOJQJIaJhkENKUCJIOJQIaJ#cR I0$>%y%%&Pp&E&|T (06PD! ¢ZErdr$
&F dha$gdNdi$ &F dha$gdoS $,28%,a$gddz,n,.,@pdd],n",. @pgdi$,n,..@pdd],n",. @pa$gdA~F$,n,..@pdd]n",. . @pa$gdCs

$,28" a$gdeti$dandapgdAlE$dandapgd Omdgd i ™8 » EOGU U aae

I1213IRITH 12101 ¥4l lil-1g1S"U"," £ " "O" x" 8" ##" # PHVH#U#Y#$*$2$6$;$?

"CJOJQJaJhkEhELICIOJQJIaJhkERICIOIQIaIS T ( (O (PUMvw(TES((COC(AEAI(@AE(E(6(60)

)+)4)F)H)MY)L)») 4)686eUsIUIUAUApILIUOUpUpUpUpUuUpUUpu0uUpUpU Upl, UpnUphkEhd,UCJOJQJIalh}
CJOJQJadn !FCJOJQJaJhg"eCJOJQJaJhD,UCJOJQJath ;CJOJQJadh

xNcJoJQJalhkEhioCJOJQJalhYoCJOJQJalhNdiCJOIQIal3 %) )A)A)A)G)E)O)D)Y)&)8)5)5)8 )iy ) $ % %o * *© 2 » s /"3 (*(J*



(-)-2-8-E-F-IJ-K-M- O-P-"-g-i- j-I-i-p-O- (") é 0-l-..V.x.f. 0.+, V//5/>#>)>7>9>>>'?>@>K>A>%o>>—>N>O>ae>g>‘|>|’>???? 2%7?&7?-797T?2U?

CJOJQJaJh28]CJOJQJaJhn%ICJOJQJaJthCJOJQJaJh_ CJOJQJaJhDOVzCJOJQJaJthhnK—
CJOJQJaJhApCJOJQIal38?:2¢?2u?A?A?478207y? @ @ @@Q@A@DE@ER@\@]@ @a@I@m@|@...
@BAFA]A"AkAsA%oA§A"A%Al\AEATA'I'ABB4BSBQBZB[B]B"B B'B~B..

2thhCCJOJQJaJhLCECJOJQJaJhIqOCJOJQJaJh28]CJOJQJaJhkEh>|CJOJQJaJhﬁuCJOJQJaJhkEh"kUCJOJQJaJhyS'I'CJOJQJaJ JTBUE

GG@":Title$a$50JQJ\DJ@2DSubtitle$a$5>*0OJQJ\BB@BB Body Text$daa$OJQJIFRF Footnote TextCJaJmH sH 4 @b4Footer A9r
PA@rPNormal (Web) adaw[$OJPJQIN@&0Y@Footnote ReferenceH*—e@ -5GHTML Preformatted7 A£2"('s Pax 4
E#\'0*,.2-5@9/B*CJOJPJQINJalphRR@¢RBody Text Indent 2,danx”, TS@2TBody Text Indent 3,ax* CJaJ>Q@A>BY °Body Text
3axCJal<@pOoyN<@BY° Char CharCJaJmH sH poya.BY ° Char Char2PpOodyAPBY ° Char Char1!B*OJPJQJAJmH phsH
iIGTyyyy":Z52M i2qcRe>y%pdji %(}+6/7c?LD’EAFAFUFIFIFGGIG$G%G'G(G*G+G-G.G0G1G:G;G?@AY
(‘0i0)29BhO* [E !+ tj+€080 @MV EEE+0'0B00( O DOB 8Sd:EY 20V§ad¥4,R-b6%4-T>c6%IiT>' ' 2 jG1 : : JGV*Eurn:schemas-microsoft-
com:office:smarttags€place€http:/www.5iantlavalamp.com/="€urn:schemas-microsoft-com:office:smarttags
€PlaceName€="€urn:schemas-microsoft-com:office:smarttags €Place Type€l)©pwx{™® 2ASZ[d<ABIUZ[gS]X_x{Y e <FvyO P B4
2600UP BifdpGNOX,34:PY Uy c+ ] ZIN 1"$"6"y"4#9# #G#AT (A(O*a*1+4+72,97>727L7k9s9tIX9B®9»9: 11 <@P4<@P9=C=CE=—
=JFRF_FiFGGIG#G%G%G'G'G(G(G*G+G-G.GOG1 GPGWGngGO P xaA2E267M;Q;G GIG#G%G%G'G'G(G(G*G+G-
G.GOG1GKGMGQG]G33333336011CECEZqt% ¢ +0TZ1 § 2))»+Va+ %,4,H,@/0/010y2y2552577 7%7&7V7DSESIBM8NM;;, f f x;U;8:8:1;
<@<@5677777yyy&OK PA[FITIITYYY NU»Fy§77§79yini8 Y h6yyyyyyyy. bAE,  po(€.D TOED A@ ... LYAE," LY.

X, PEXNX D EH, PEHNH Dl YEN, LY €,8, DEENE DL, DEN, T Don LYEN, L ..0,0yEp",0 0¥ (), ,,"bﬁE ATb.

D, PPN, D@, DE@N @, Do PR, Dol PEANA D0 PN, D.LEPEENE . P PEPNP . 4, PMN# Pt H.h 6 ,7p",06
“bth™Hh A LYAA S LyEh™H.h <A< bih™Hoh ¢, prc bt ™H b ,3,L5A,3 , Lyth™H.h oA, bih™H.h L0, A0 bt H h
LA £ LyEh H. L pAEINT P H. , P& A, pth H. p bEphp bth H. @, bE@",@ , pth™H. . bAEA, , pth™H.

A PEANA PN H. o pECA,° “bth™H. £, pEENE T pthH. P, pAEPAP "pth"H.h D, pAEDAD pth"H.h , pE A, pth™H. h
P.LYEpr P Lyth"H.h @, pE@"@, pthH.h . bEA, pth"H. h a,Ly/Eara Lyth H.h o pAEA,° pth H.h £, pEENE T pth"H. h
P.LYEPA P Lyth"H.h D, pAEDA P pth"H.h , " pAE A, pth™H.’h p,LyEprp Lyth"H.h @, pE@",@ , pth™H.h ., pAE", pth"H. h
ALYEAN A Lyth H.h o pAECA, " "pth H.h €, pEEN €, pth H h P LYEPA P Lyth H.h " pAEA, pth H.h @ pED A3, pth"H. h
LY, LN H X, XA X, TpthH.h H,pAEHAH ,pth™H h L LYEA, Lyth™H.h &, pEEN &' pth"H.h , "pAE A, pth™H. h
SLYAE S Lyth™Hoh D, pAEDAD " pth™H.h , pE A, pthH. h p, LyAEpr.p'.Lyth"H.h @, pE@",@ , pth H.h . pAEA, pth'H h

ALYEAN A LyEh H.h o pAECA, 2" "pth™H.h €, pEEN €, pth H h PLYEPA P Lyth™H.h , JpE A, ", pth"H.h ,p, bEpr.p . bth™H. 'h
@,LyE@"@ Lyh'H. h PN PEHN A DAEANE P H N o LA, Ljth H h €, pAE€N €, bh™H.h P, pAEPAP, bEh™H. 'h
3.20Y p&OKzVv3E—4A EG01<®“Y jnijyyy50Q 3%4$§0E0%4y iy yy—
“SCEQYYYyyyyyIvyITyITyyIvyIvyIvyyyy vy j0al  SAD 1Ee@QR@PQRPQRPRPRRRRPREPRPRRERRRE®@
@PPRPRPRPEPPRPPRPEPPEPPRPEPPRPPEPEPPEE OO @ @¥andl;2XoYwz¢?Ri#DPILI'p$)u+RAr
‘udz_*"Mksz 40||c(5®@608yA~BaJ2me|!£%i7vz 7B Qu d u) :6 : CE? pC 6S U »Z S@aKyL¢zBU2u2$Pz* d4 Q "{
ESx"au*y8a>THADYa0,i80C_|&. O,I9E=@gu7D[} ,D6uVdcC:uje aW(V2[ASi%.h*<?IC+3SUA>RF aBc+0A ds e.AO,XCs%oh jitwy'l ...
FUSIj~X 8-™M9E?+0gG Op m{ 3121160 T1!"j"#" (W"\w" #-
#Y#§=H-Kite_#z0#n$I$I$yJI$,s${$\$B3% 4% 4=%" M%2 X &E[&zb&CII"\ B('V(2) )-0)i=)8s)F"*U@*\+p+"+i ,U,8>,5W,j,1-#-Z-& ™. * /K.
¥L.2}.*/Ek/0 0A701907:0fEONLO.SODrO0{1—K1°R1YZ1 alzj1Ar1]|1+2...2Y02i<2‘02i3—-(3U<33K4864050B52I5\i5,p5¢K6
Z6Ba6bub(B7J7Xy7 ° A8PF8UUB59...69i@9=A9: oN:if:;*;j iy:P;F;v4F;al:&V;U\Chir; | 2<@E4<@2S<@r)=iA=¢L=CP=b0="M>A?3Y ?8p?
\[?0?I@C;@h=@0E@oF@X@\@$A! A\ AtuA*+BY5Bc@ByQBUhBOCC8CWACHGCHQC,rCDD$5D JDoiDgvD #EAOB?
O*kO@pOVIP0"P§#PUS$PL'P, PliisP>Qr!Q"JQdVQq\QoQX RJR!*Ri7R->R¥R}IRWSopST TG TAET|QT,U>USCUEUJU¢pU V8
V%2'Va)V,V VugUFgtHgee[gaeogyh(hAhi}>-~<~M>~KN~nx~; S/EAIEIZEIEEIX1fLouCM,afxNfae' fmjfnfFufC fr.iK,i0O,bY, ..—&...
OU...[...71 T FTN¢i$¢5 ¢z ¥ fv¢[¢*b¢vd¢£2*0T*ay* *%°W>%°T>é @S§YSA]SW<1/2D LCE[CETCEJCEOHCEAUr w-17+$78 26?2 f6XI,LALC]

A 9 &7*@ O KX g TV %TMx, TMC TMg GTM~N ™M TMP| TMES™, 7 A>3 0ed oeBroerez_$z_SzAUz£zzA|Y Vsh O3iuCiY Dciéoji¢Oc. ..
#¢8'¢U)¢ DEHEO(E 1 £ «{£f|L0nOTng ¥E¥¥r¥i~¥!s"10=I0JIKIO{1§2D§AQ§&TEK "+71978S d T Id"m"%n"§ ©OAGF)Of-0i[© j©2&2ON2—
_&ifnlta «f/«+>« i A«h"-y5-gs-tu—<T)a=¥Taa|®e®a

®=006)®I9OODBHE® K® cOKB-UBW ™°)°w°rO° Q° BY °|° &+y+D/+V8+:n+421i2,20233218F +3N 3P3T03E [ 1% %.D ‘a

A UK pep>~pc#IO9AFIBGYaeZ @1 9% N-TU- ~- : 1 Z| H 18Q'g2a/c0@%BTP\20%"» P»X»O» *+»S»C0o»&

14C&Val5V4L]vaU] Va1 Va,)Va5v2D OY208%4l1*%4—O%GWI4ayk¥4" i - N[, Rpe, UAACIAL9A BAMzAA{AWWA%.AAGAXA"A*ZAgA
hA*uAzAGIAT3A7WARYAA{bAZhAKAE~ASEA /ECEE§2EO<EWS/ETEDY ES EypEUEC5GESCPIC7TEIMESE «E, EKE-
E%9E..ETPE&mESESE2&E"_E—pE3i iupitiiiie iciu7i.Sif_if isiy ~i«~ly3idli#~i D*kDpSD N='NG1N/5N"5N
XN"NfOF10a$0,A05\0 feOZOWMO-mO £ O1%0J'0000_80eVE|Olgdy

{ODOIOY +0e100=0' 0O=4OVWOhO2xa%x AT x T x8@VBAIG™OLP|BhIGImBOU *UgUzUUL,UpWU x"0,0=L0O]0JbUar0 vO xUa0-(
mU2 Y$QY{~Y)PO'PX BIBUBp.B~?BASBXB"B{B/:aDBardaadaxdatoaUwasaz3aba<\aya2ava©ieas,aspaBlze»Nae
gee2izeLcOgAlgacUIgiqov%e<éé{Xé+né)é~+80.6vPé0é_&0"6@&& yé IpIDIIFMIPYidl) igFid[i+bizhb$i>ie\t r)iM-
NdiCoi130X@BEAD(I5_IBRBIAUA#AC)AUOAO&O560A=0-@0AEOOX06.6(VOHWGECIH. ..kd 6"AdaVOhz6E}6x6@
6SToPs6ats" 10 TO@WOY+S+a#:68&+6,+1i+Pa+U%uUM1U2ZHU—AUKULA[UG: GY4"0E"00&0¢+OtAGNUGUVGELIN'T400Y %y T%y®MY X 22y
Ny§Uy'vy|C#GiGY@EGGrFbGGIG@@yyUnknownyyyyyyyyyyyyGy:aCxA yTimes New Roman5€Symbol3&§:aCxA jArialK,+YBookman
Old StyleUArial Unicode MSArial7&jaj-@YCalibriA&+Y Trebuchet MS"1"0Dh f°Co{6'USG®Z2 +<@$2

+<@$OP XL, 4GGIFadUyyHXOY 2555y y Y999y yyy+u-299/IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE, ANDHRA
PRADESHGKUSERO pya...YouOh«+300DUs6 @LX dpx€"a0IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE, ANDHRA
PRADESHGKNormalUSER942Microsoft Office Word@0eJ83@? \'61@&&i@8&YyIC§D 2 $<@pyOiOce.“—+,u®0$hp™ "° A EaWipro
Limited$Gae0IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE, ANDHRA PRADESHTItle I"#$%&'()*+,-/0123456789:;<@=>?
@ABCPyyyEFGHIJKPyyyMNOPQRSTUVWXYZ["_"abcdefghijkimnoparbyyytuvwxyzbyyyli~E.pyyyyyyyyyyytpyyypyyypyyyyyyyyyyyyyy.
vy AFy.AEC§D"€Data
yyyyyyyyyyyyD1TableyyyyLeMWordDocumentyyyy;tSummarylnformation(yyyyyyyyyyyysDocumentSummaryinformation8yyyyyyyy{Comg
¥y AFMicrosoft Office Word Document MSWordDocWord.Document.8692q




