HON’BLE DR. JUSTICE B.SIVA SANKARA RAO

CRIMINAL REVISION CASE No.541 of 2017

ORDER:

The accused of Crime No0.382 of 2011 of Machavaram
police station for the offence under Section 381 of [.P.C. of the
theft in the dwelling house on the next day of her joining as
servant maid, the wearing jewellery when kept by P.W.3 and

went for bathing in the meantime, having stolen and fled

away, 1e final
report cety. cognizance fon-the by the
learned rafe Jnpalioient-C 00430 3-0f d after
supply yies ang ££6 ynination Yom \t Bt . denial
by acc ere- put ftat)} the prasegutit ng the
evidenc P. Wssl%{ 0 alid. cxhipifed {l aments
particu , egty Oftacglsed, seizurg ama of
propert cellsed g7l < pr fication
proceec proved

against the accused having ifound guiity and sentenced to
undergo six months rigorous imprisonment with fine of

Rs.500/- with default sentence of one month.

2. It is from the evidence of P.W.1, who set the law into
motion and P.Ws.2 and 3 corroborated the same, of accused
joined as servant maid in their house and on the next day
morning she attended the household duties at 07.00 a.m. and

after 07.00am, P.W.3 went for bathing by kept her jewellery in



almyrah kept open and before her returning from bath, the
accused, who was there by 08.00 a.m., taken the jewellery
and left the house and since then in abscondence having fled
away and did not return and that is corroborated by the
evidence of other witnesses, though P.W.4 watchmen of the
house is hearsay evidence that was rightly ignored by the
lower court among the other persons. One of the mediator

along with the P.W.9 - Sub Inspector of Police, who

apprehended the accuse d and from her disclosure the
jeweller ered.Dy pancha Juently
in the identifioation ' Procecdinyy :d, the
propert 1tified a8 th PN, D R on X clearly
establis he- ghilt /o ¢-adesed Tram |the under
Section [.P.Q: and mgEinto comsiderati he is a
lady, 1 Y, invelyved tin FEENELO L case - court
impose ence=ef ElPFisoftment supra,
thereby (e court T t is the
same n

3. Heard the learned counsel for the accused/revision

petitioner at length vis-a-vis the public prosecutor

representing the state.

4. A perusal of the evidence on record clearly and
categorically establishes the guilt of the accused from the
offence of theft under Section 381 of [.P.C. There are no any

previous convictions, much less, but for taken into



consideration in framing charge additionally pursuant to that
as contemplated by law. But for orally saying, she is involved
in other cases including once placed on record of Cr.No.116 of
2011 of P.S. Suryapet covered by the same seizure
panchanama proceedings by P.W.9 of this crime along with

that crime at best to take into consideration.

S. Having regard to the above, the sentence of six months

rigorous imprisonment with fine of Rs.500/- is modified, by

setting >d from
S]X mo L A ;]“-140 atier l"-" _,_.‘/; peI'lOd
already yO11e
6. A ingly = ftife eliSion 1818 allow part.
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