IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT MADRAS
DATED : 13.03.2018
CORAM
THE HONOURABLE MR. JUSTICE R.SURESH KUMAR
Crl.A.No.658 of 2015

Pitchammal .. Appellant/Defacto
Complainant

Vs.

1.State rep by

The Deputy Superintendent of Police,
Athur Division,

Thammampatti Police Station,

Salem District.

2 .Kandasamy .. Respondents/Complainant,
Accused

Prayer: Criminal Appeal is filed under Section 372 of the Code
of Criminal Procedure to set aside the Judgment in S.C.No.252
of 2013 passed by the learned Principal Sessions Judge, Salem,
dated 12.02.2015.

For Appellant : Mr.P.Hari Babu
For Respondents: Mr.T.Shanmuga Rajeshwaran
Government Advocate
(Criminal Side) for R1

Mr.N.A.Ravindran for R2
JUDGMENT

This appeal has been filed against the Judgment of the
learned Principal Sessions Judge, Salem, made in S.C.No.252 of
2013 dated 12.02.2015.

2.The appellant is the defacto complainant, who filed a
complaint before the 1% respondent Police on 31.12.2012
seeking action against the 2" respondent/accused for the
alleged offence punishable under Section 468 IPC read with 3
(1) (iv) of the SC/ST Act, 1989. The said complaint was
registered in Crime No.362 of 2012 on the file of the 15t
respondent police and after investigation, the 1°° respondent
police laid charges against the 2" respondent for the offences
punishable under Sections 468, 471 and 406 of IPC and Section
3(1) (iv) of the SC/ST Act and also, under Section 3(1l) (x) of
the SC/ST Act.

3.0n behalf of the prosecution, 15 witnesses were
examined and 23 exhibits were marked. On Dbehalf of the
https://hcservice@&EMS@HAnhQdRegxh1bit was marked and no one was examined.



4.The trial Court, after having tried the <case, has
ultimately found the 2" respondent/accused not guilty and
accordingly, acquitted him from the charges. Aggrieved over
the said Judgment of the said acquittal made by the learned
Principal Sessions Judge, Salem, the present appeal has been
preferred by the appellant/defacto complainant.

5.Heard Mr.P.Hari Babu, learned counsel appearing for the
appellant, Mr.T.Shanmuga Rajeshwaran, learned Government
Advocate (Criminal Side) appearing for the 1% respondent/
State and Mr.N.A.Ravindran, learned counsel appearing for the
2" respondent/accused.

6.The case of the prosecution is that the 1s*F
respondent/accused belongs to Hindu Vellala Gounder community
and PWl/defacto complainant belongs to Hindu Malayali ST
Caste. According to the prosecution, the agricultural land at
Survey No.1l4/2 to an extent of 2.64 acres at Sengaud Village,
Gangavalli Taluk, Salem District, originally belonged to one
Parvathy, w/o.Lakshmana Gounder. After the death of Parvathy,
her husband Lakshmana Gounder and their son Pitchamuthu had
leased out the lands to one Venkatachalam on 24.05.1977.
Thereafter, they left to Malaysia. On the same day, i.e., on
24.05.1977, they executed a Power of Attorney in favour of
Venkatachalam.

7.Thereafter, Lakshmana Gounder expired and his sons
Arumugam and Pitchamuthu had executed a Power of Attorney in
favour of one Ravichandran on 15.12.2008 and on the strength
of such Power of Attorney, the said Ravichandran executed a
Sale Deed of the landed property on 22.12.2008 to one
Sellaperumal. The said Sellaperumal in turn on the same day,
i.e., 22.12.2008 had executed a Power of Attorney in favour of
PWl/defacto complainant to look after the said land and
property.

8.Further, the case of the prosecution is that while the
facts are so, in order to grab the property, the 2
respondent/accused had allegedly made corrections in the Power
of Attorney dated 24.05.1977 and on the strength of the said
Power of Attorney, the accused had executed a Sale Deed on
27.08.2008 in favour of his son-in-law one Sellappan.
Therefore, PWl/defacto complainant since claimed to have
enjoyed the power of attorney from Sellaperumal, who claimed
to have been the owner of the property by virtue of Sale Deed
dated 22.12.2008 from the power of attorney holder one
Ravichandran, PWl had given a police complaint on 31.12.2012
stating that on the day about 05.00 PM, the 204
respondent/accused with some other persons came to the landed
property and scolded P.W.1. Therefore, based on the said
complaint given by P.W.1, on 31.12.2012, the 1°* respondent
police had registered a case as stated supra and investigated
the matter and laid charges for the alleged offences as set
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9.In this regard, the learned Sessions Judge, has
considered the evidence of PWl/defacto complainant, who is the
appellant herein, before the trial Court and also, having
considered the other aspects of this case, has come to a
conclusion that the charges made against the 2" respondent
accused were not proved and therefore, the learned trial Court
Judge has acquitted the 2" respondent/accused.

10.I have gone through the Judgment impugned herein. The
learned Judge has very much relied upon the evidence adduced
by PWl, who 1is the defacto complainant and the appellant
herein. In her cross examination, PW1l has accepted the
suggestions made on behalf of the defence side, that all the
efforts taken by P.W.12 since ended invain, purposely, she had
given complaint on 31.12.2012 under the SC/ST Act, because 1if
such complaint is given under SC/ST Act alone, the respondent
police would come forward to take up the same and investigate
the matter. In order to appreciate the said stand taken by
PWl/defacto complainant before the trial Court, the entire
evidence made 1in the cross examination of PWl is extracted
hereunder:

“‘GumeSamy  etettemedl  ANFTASHHOUTH  DbFH  Heod 30

QUL MIHENTS 6IRIGATILID STl  SHhHH  616iml  LISMIlevilD,

GumeSamilL_LD O®sThHH QUTHEGPVSHH I  CFTEVe0U 666

Brer 200860 SibdH [Hevdmd  allemsy  CEThHHEH  eUTHIEGeore.

200860 [BT6N GH LIS CaThHCHem. SIICUTH STl b

& FLOUG(PLD BLBHSHSH 6T6IMBT60 FHHT6N. BTN 6 OleUmIGBL TF6VLD

sl  @bsH [HevHms aAMSIBG (HHSMEHS) LIy

& OBTENQHBSHT] 6I60MI 6ledenINL_ Ul LSMTJ Lommid CuTeSFmILLD

CaThHH UTHGAPSHHVID Fn MHlujeiiGermerr. 20080 6001  [HT6

SDIbH HeHHMG 6le0r QUIWIfleL A6 EememiLil] GUTRIAGET6N  6T6 DI

6160 LIS,  eUTH@GHPVHHID  CFTeve0U 666 20081D

QML BT 0BEThHH Usmfler  GCuiflev  elelenent  GUITeSEFT]

alFTHHTIHen. UMy  adHflenwiuyo  alFmfeHaHTyHer. SLETEV

SICUTHID DIbFH  [HVHMH AUMT 1Sl 6IhIBEHHE BT

(bHBHa1606m60. DISHNTV  USHNJ  omeu L 2 flenouulso

HAHOBIBHHL 1.6).616001.175/2009 61638 QUIPHG HTHH6V 6GlFUICH6

GIBIeY &FHlHTer. S LIBEH GHHHMS LenuibHBHTH Senbleont(h

QDB HTHHV OCFUIISHBHTH [HAHIDIMB &L Lewld  OFVIHH

WUelevensy  eleiiml  eupluledj epl  1/2012  HTHHL  GFuig

Hevienauuilev o 6ienig slenpmev FilHmer. 20100 eooiB [HT6edr L5 6wor

G  e@fuller 10& UBTT OBTHHCH6. SICUTEID  CuTeSHFT

SIRIGENENTUILD, Pej  eiFflenwuld DemdHH  allamfihban  Falleo

HHIOSBHHL  UPHEG SHLLSTEY  [BIRIGET LSBT 1BHD

wpwirgl el CFTeved  DIILTIRNL L TFH6T  6T6IBT60 &Il HT6.

IHe LIB@ 201160 [H60 SUSFILIL UISUTENT AUFHOTLLD ([

sy OsmhaHeHen. eumn Falley HHIBHH60 HONUWITE eI

HME  UTTHHIHOSTeNEmHIoLY  CFmeved  SiemILfail LT  6l6eImmev

Fiemen. UB@& SFmjubHeureny Seufssild @@ UST) e 6sem
o _6TNBTeY  FlSTeN. Sibd UST] CaThds LIBE UT.19.9.
AACWITTHET  1DHH6T  [HHIDDBHHEL — LEQTTEOTJ 6T



GTG0IMTEY SIS, BT 61(h&H%H DMENHH (LUIBFIHEHD BHTevail
DML HHHTL  DHel 1M 30.12.201210  Cxhd) _ Geusnn(hGILoenEm
QuITuiuITe _LBTenT 6ueiOEBTRenD  HBLIL| FL L Hdled S1p erdflufed
Bl OBT(BHHCHEN _6TIMTEL _ SjeleuT) COBTHHHT6V HI6d LIST]
S1(BHRIHOBTOTEOITTHET __ 6TELIHT60 DTl LS 0BT (B aHCHe0.
GoguIld 61FHIF], LomeUL L. Sl HHHemeval] OBMID SUJ.19.69. HHGWIT)
Bal I ey 616w1.6399/2014  HTdbHev  GFUIH  Hevienalliley
o _6TeNIZH| 6160IMBT60 FflHMed.  [BTenr OFTeveudl GUTeL UM 6IHIfleHE
HeVHMBH DB HGLID 6160600 6THIQD EEV6N6EV 6TNIMILD, [HTRIGHEIT
HTel  OFeLeLOLIHLOTET  [HevdHemnd  auThIEWSHTS  GUTuIwITs
SLOUIRIGBET ST QFUICHTID  6T60IBILD  CFTEICIT6V  FIJIUIGV6V.
Gomuy CFTHIBGSID  6IRIGEHHGHD  61hFH FLOWHSH(PL  EHeV6n60
oTeimID, oy eidiflufledr  15&  QumTul  eupd@  GuTL(HemGenTiD
eTNMILD GFTeTenTeL &iflulevsv.”

(Emphasis supplied)

11.According to the prosecution, the entire issue was
triggered only on the basis of the complaint given by PW1l on
31.12.2012, and the copy of the said complaint had been marked
as Ex.P.1 before the trial Court. In order to appreciate the
contents of the complaint, the entire text of the complaint of
PWl is extracted hereunder:
“ DIDILIL|H60

ST.gFFwmeT (euwgl 55),

&/6u smef(LpsHSH

OFmsr®h - UFHIoTeITml

EEIBLD FUPSHITLD

SIOIDIOLIL 19, GF6VID LOTQUL L LD.
OupIFH6E0

2 Wi HTeU6L FHOM 2 Hall UINTEN] D66,

HTEUED [HlemeVUILD,

SLOLOLOLIL Q.
SIWIWIT,

BT6 GoMLIY (HITUN6L GUNmHhal ImHACBeT.  FjGe eteoor 14/2 LILLT eTewr
180 Hevd &Iomy 2.64 gHH[ [HevddHlens oGS wmalledmbs slergl Guiflwiium — Gsul
6OL_GILD6O0TE0  SHeYWIL [, Sjenieniedl NFFLPHH BHeUdLD 197710 ei(h  SHLOLDLILIL 196nUI
CaihdH [HELEMELU HOYGWIL LoH6 ShHFMASGEH @F UFJ USHID [HeoHemnd &
SHMEBVIIL_ B LUITOHILSETE SHHFMOSE 61(1DHH OBTBHBLUILLLEl. 6TV
&hHHIFMA  eladllieNf GCUTE Ueuf USHTID HSWTF OQFuigh 2008 peoih HedT  LDIHLOSHE
OFevevliLien OUWIHBE alBSTwD GFuigeTenTy.  GeYId A6 Een6ewILIL] FHTETHT60N
ULLTSHTIT eTediml Hedl GLuiflev eummisujereny.

BTRIH6T 6JLDENID [Hemevuiley 2 616N LDeneLIMH LIPHIGIQUIl6] GA6iHHAUT UIT].
vdnt mBevemevw! BeYeWIL 1D&6N HHHFMO 105 eUIOETHmD HBLL FLLSHH &1
BLOIQHMD 61BHH 616l MHevdHHlenen LB HJ GCoussrBLOTUl HTIDHSH Lsofle 6 Gl
(hBOBTETHCB6.

L.T.T

Brem: 31/12/12
@ 1D: SLIOIDIDLIL_ 19
Sir,

Received a Complaint and Registered a case 1in

s e YA TEY* P 5. Cr.No.362/12 u/s 468 IPC r/w 3(i) IV



SC/ST Act 1989. On 31.12.12 at 13.00 hrs.
sd/-
31.12.2012”"

12.It 1is the case of PWl/defacto complainant that she
entered into the said property only as Power of Attorney of
the said Sellaperumal/P.W.6. only in the vyear 2008. After
getting the said power, it 1is claimed by PWl that she had
given a complaint in the year 2008 itself against the accused
and thereafter, 1in order to get recovery of compensation of
the landed property in dispute, PWl filed a Civil suit before
the District Munsif Court, Athur, in 0.S.No.175 of 2009.
Thereafter, for getting the lease amount, PWl claimed that she
filed another petition as pauper in Petition No.l of 2012 and
those cases i.e., Civil Suit as well as the pauper petition
are also pending.

13.It is the further claim of PWl through her deposition
before the trial Court that, in the year 2010 also, PWl had
given another complaint against the accused and at that time,
the respondent Police, after enquired, both PWl as well as the
accused, had advised stating that since the issue is pending
before the Civil Court, PWl can get the remedy Dbefore the
Civil Court. It is the further claim of PW1l that, in the year
2011, she had given yet another complaint to the Inspector of
Land Grabbing Cell, he also in turn has instructed PWl to get
remedy before the Civil Court. Thereafter, PW1l further
claimed that she had given another complaint to the Sub-
Registrar Office.

14.0nly 1in that circumstances, 1t was categorically
stated by PWl in her cross examination before the trial Court
that, after all her attempts made from 2008 till 2012 for
recovery of the disputed property from the accused ended in
failure, she decided to give a false complaint against the
accused before the respondent police under the SC/ST Act, with
an intention that, then only the respondent police would take
cognizance of the issue by setting the Criminal Law in motion.

15.This evidence of PWl is very crucial and, this
evidence of PWl and the contents of the complaint dated
30.12.2012 i.e., Ex.P.l1l, since corroborating with each other,
the learned Judge has very much relied wupon this PWl's
evidence as well as the complaint.

16.0n reading of the contents in Ex.P.l-complaint, it

discloses that there is nothing to make out a case against the
respondent/accused punishable under Sections 406, 468 and 471

of IPC and 3(1l) (iv) and 3(1) (x) of the SC/ST Act, 1957. Not

even a single word has been mentioned in Ex.P.l-complaint

given by PWl that the accused had scolded PWl by calling her
htps:/ihcserviceS@&SHEgov.inhsbhicdshle  said Ex.P.l-complaint, PWI1 claimed that late



Lakshmana Gounder is the uncle of PWl. Though PW1 has made
her LTI impression in the complaint as she not signed, whether
the content of PW1l had been read over to her before getting
her LTI, is absolutely disputed because in the complaint, PW1l
has claimed that late Lakshmana Gounder, as her uncle, it 1is
thoroughly impossible, if that being so, the question of any
alleged offence under Section SC/ST Act. However, 1t is not
known on what basis the respondent police on receipt of the
said Ex.P.l- complaint has registered a case under Section 3
(1) (iv) of SC/ST Act, 1989.

17.It is also the fact that though charge has been laid
by the prosecution against the accused for the alleged
offences punishable under Sections 406, 468 and 471 of IPC,
there is no direct evidence to prove such an offence against
the accused. Moreover, as claimed by PWl, she received the
Power of Attorney from P.W.6. only on 22.12.2008. After PW1
got the Power of Attorney 1in December 2008, she already
approached the Civil Court by filing suit for recovery of
compensation from the accused and the said case 1is still
pending. PWl has made several attempts by way of filing yet
another petition as pauper and also had given complaint to the
Inspector of Land Grabbing Cell and also, complaint to the
Revenue Divisional Officer and in all these attempts, even
according to PW1l, the concerned Authorities have rightly
advised PW1 to get the remedy by approaching the competent
Civil Court.

18.Since PW1l has already approached the competent Civil
Court where she filed petition, which 1s still pending,
without waiting for getting the decision of the trial Court,
in order to get a quick remedy, for which, PWl may be entitled
or not, she had chosen the present way by giving a false
complaint against the accused and that is the reason why even
in Ex.P.l-complaint, nothing has been uttered against the
accused in order to make out the case, especially, under the
provisions of SC/ST Act.

19.This position in fact has been accepted by PWl in her
cross examination that, only for the purpose of taking
cognizance of the complaint against the accused person, such a
false complaint has been given by her.

20.A11 these evidences and activities of PWl would go to
show that, it is not mere PWl but behind her some force might
have been there, who would have impacted PWl, for the reasons
best known to them. These aspects have been properly
considered and appreciated by the trial Court and the relevant
portion of the discussion and appreciation of the trial Court
are extracted Thereunder for —easy reference and Dbetter
appreciation.
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“22)o1.g1.1  NFFwworer  edHf  HIUY  UpSHBDEHTIN  GHBISES
allFmyenswuNemCUTgl & 1pHHeTL Tyl DiefeHHlenen  Frlluibmd EQmiE
GO Boug 10D DHeUSWIOTHBGI.

‘Brenl 61(hHH DMNBHH (LWBSBEHD CHTevR! DML HHSHTEV
SHe IB& 30.12.2012-10 GHd GCeuew(hOeIBM  GImuIWITeT  LSTen]
QU6 OIBT(HEmLD SBUY FLLSHSWD edfluflen 1Bg CHTHHCHe
6IEUMITEY  SiGUSUTH CBTBHHTEL ST LISTJ 61
BHBHIOBHTETUTIHET 6160ILIHTEV SeueuTml LST)  CarBHEHem. GLogvID
@, el L o SHHemeval] LOBBID DUF.9.@. PHCWTF 1&g L
el 616001.6399/2014 HTHH60 GFuigh HevlenaluNey 2 616Nl 6T6MMBT6V

eleniCey @eumenLwl GomaeniL. FTLFluigdHleg emaeiGel Ly
FHemaiis@fl [Hevld FOOBHFHOTE D.FT.1 GHOBLUSHBGLWD, 61&HfHELD
Nygdlemest  gBULB  HHoaIBHH0 2 fenouiluler  QIpH@ HTHEH0
CQFwigl, 215 HevenauNey SmeBHME! eTemiD, GosvId [ sl ST
HH6V CFLIWLIUL B DGO [Hevlenaiuls QmaBIHMEHI 616ImID, 6T60C6
adHfl 15& Seuj e1hHSH BLOUYHMBH6T BHmevailuilev (ppH
HPHMev 30.12.2012-10 BH& 61Hf 15&H HM6u6D [HlemevulidhHev GUITUILITS
sy OaThHCHe 6I10BTe0  FfHTen 6160Iml  LIL|SH Glasmeor
(berenmy.”

“23) Gueaud o1.8T.1 LNFFIOWTENT SO SHBIBG 6IFTTen6euNLis0
2008-10 QUBLAPL SN @M UST) OBTHHHBHTHD, DILICUTSHID
QHICUTHIMB  @(H FOUAID BLHSHHTHAD, UMV CUTEIFT] [HLOIIG
HmEB  6ihHHallevensy eemId  FTLSWD  SpfSHHmBEBTT.  6T6Ceu
dHNBGID .FT.1SGID  LNgFdlenans@Gilul  [Heod  FDWHSHIOTE 2008
waev Lpsfensn gBULB, SDiH GDHSH UPSHGHSH6T  [Hevenaulilen
2 oo [HemeouNev eidHflenuwl LIN 6UTRIGISBETS GCouenny Sieuj B
AUOBTHMD  HOLUUFFLLSH & UsTf CBTBHIHT0  Hrer
JBHEMILD BLANQHMS 6UHLD 616011 H[H BbH aups@ g
BBBULLLSHTH 61 HILLllev aurHBougdk 2 60ienloghTen 6leiiml b
o1.g1.1  (NFFwwmelenr GBS  allFtgensnuiledmbas  HehLiemid
AABH. 610G RbPH MDPHGHHHBTH Calewig Ui IS a1
o, UTfHGH "oemsowlmen BTCW GeuaflGwi Gumy" eTeiip Fmd GOLWIHTF
QFmeveld HL uIHTed GuTwIwLTs FTLFWID DMSHHULSTEC b
hAHeIBID (plg6y OFWIWILILGSBGEI.”

“24) onaml ggwwrer  31.12.2012-60  HWOIOWOLILLY  &HT6U6V
HemeowibHev  OBThHH LST) D.FT..1 Ud @SHULULL(BeTeng.
@by  usmflev  eiHF  10&  FTLLOUL(BeTem  GHBMEFFTLIgeV
CamenengiGLTeL "loemevwimenm BHTCW, GeueNCGw Gumy" et GlFTELEY
FLRUISTHEUT  DIVeVHI O.FT.1e0r  F1dhH Ouweny GOIILEG Cudsl
QuTadl BLHF UGS SUDlWTend  gBUBLD  euenSUilen
GeweoLI (B, USHATEL D.ET.15G& Deuomeid CHILLSTE  GOILNLC
b GaFTevevailevemen. g6l CFTeLEVAIEVEMEL 6IRILISMBE DUTF HILIN6D
6ib%H alleNdaIpD CFTLEOLILL &N60me0. D.FT..1 LSTe0 1.FT.18
Hf FrdH QuUWenTF FTE0e0 HI UIHTH OFTEVEOLILILTH [Heneouev
ObsH aPHMB UHe| CFUsH D.8M1.14 HTaed 2 _Fail UIeUTEN]
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ude] GCawisTy eeim OFHfweilevensy. 660G OI.FT.1  LDENELLITET
FndHenwid CFIHEH] 6160 ST HHMBHTHD, eTH Couml FrdHlenul
F CIFihIHal] 6ILSBHTHAD, eI BFH ITOHTHEMLD SHbBUL
F  FLLGHeLG aupd@G UHey OQFuiwlul Bemengdl  FLLHHMS
LBLDUTeN &l 6160Iml (W19 OF WL BEl.

25) Gued s.F1.1  sThdHd G.ei.up.s. Nfle  161(3)-er
LiQuImeor AUTHGPVHHI  OFmeeiiy  30.12.2012-10  CapgdHwenm
aHUNLL o111, 1opm FTLdlseEnLen OFam [Hevd FLOHHLOTES
CaLLFHTHAD, DHTL UHHTPWMW 6IHf g1l F1dh Quuwieny
Qameved HL uIBHTHaD CFTeveLLILIL afl6veney.  BHIGa ClFTereLIg
QamsTh HITosHed &F.0m.14/2-6@ FOWHBLILLL 2.64 6J BB
Heowo  @PHH Pl BbHINIBEGH —GHEMBHESG 6D
O&EMTRHBLUILLLHTHAD, QU] Hel  DHOSHT  QUUIHSBE — SHIFUILD
Qg L eTaaD, 06T EeneRILILID  SUTHISIUETENTSHTHAD, 61601E6I
] 10&H BLOINGHMSB 61BHD Coueni(BID  6TOIBIHTEN  GIFTEV6VLILIL
(beengl. sleGer 61 1B&HI 6IHHOBUTH GSBBFFTLBLD OFTEL6VLILIL TS
HemeouNev GOILILTES  61H]]  YaIemiHmed HHHHWSHTHEUT D606V
Coampl  gCoHamId  GHBBFLFUIMSBUI6L FBUL L SHTHG6UT
GameveolilLTg [Hemeouilev ei@fl 1Bg FriLiu’ L @.6.8. Nfleysen
468, 471, 406, Mfley 3(1) (iv) SC/ST (P of A) Act 1989
wppIo Nfley 3 (1) (X) SC/ST (P of A) Act 1989-em wug
APHG UHe CFISHH (WPBHID FULSHHBE (LPT6wITe  alenHUile0
QepLusTE (e CFwwlLGSHBSE.”

‘UMY DBHMG (PILTECe 16 FTL Sdemen allgmfisHg eur
SG&PsOD UHe)] QFUISHHTH CFTevedulemenTy.  D.FT..1  Lsbilev
adfl onem.l g g1dH Guwengs OFTeved QPeUBSH CuAwsHTS
Q&meveVLILIL &) 116V6M6L  6TEITMID, DIGUTHEHBEH6T [Hev LFFdlenss FLOIOH
HomH 2 flemoullued  eupsdEd USSHIT il 2 flenouiluieo
hAHermHHev Hevemauuiley @QLLg OFHFuD eTeBId SLFT.15 eup
&@ ellgmrenswl HSTJ eLiLs0\HTewIH6TenT].”

“CLopEmeniL  GGLHemeouilev LMTTSGSWEUTHI 61l &R.86.8. LNifley
468, 471 mmID  406-601 LI 6160160 GHBMLOMIDSHHT] 6I0LISBE 61H
HOeurm  FT LSy  FTLHwun  Seisaallevsne. S,6) GTOTRIGB6TT
HHSSILLLHT? Gevemev? el GSPHSH NFTfluusBeg Bbd &
moaiwey HAMIBHEBEG 6T Sevemev.  HILINCTHETHHE 6N
gmuL(emen 2 _flenouwiey  eupsh@& Lggslenenr  GDHH  USHHNT
wrell L 2 _flenwuiluied  HHweBHHeoHTen  Lflamyn  CHlgdbbldmmerer
Goueni(hD. 6160186 GIFIBG&H OHTHSHIeY HJ  Geuewi(bD  6T6IM
CHTHHBCW @euauTml @) IPSE& A.FT.1 0EThHH Lsienuiflev
GuTLLILL_(BeTengl eleniml (P96 OFuISCpenr.”

21.From the reading of the aforesaid findings given by
the trial Court and after having gone through the materials
placed before this Court including the evidence of PWl and the
complaint, this Court feels that the learned trial Court
Judge, has considered all these aspects in proper perspective
and he has come to the right conclusion that the charges made

~ against the accused has not been proved.
https://hcservices.ecourts.gov.in/hcservices/



22.It 1s a settled proposition that the High Court
sitting on appeal against the trial Court orders that too, in
a case where the accused was acquitted, it must be very
careful to wverify whether the trial Court has properly
appreciated the evidence on the side of prosecution and has
come to a right conclusion. In this aspect, whether any
perverse finding or wunjustifiable reason attributed Dby the
trial Court for giving acquittal to the accused, has to be
gone into by higher Courts, while appreciating the Judgment of
the trial Court especially, case ended in acquittal.

23.This is one of such case, where the trial Court has
properly appreciated the evidences and has come to a right
conclusion with acceptable reasons and therefore, the
reasoning given by the trial Court as well as the conclusion
arrived at cannot be found fault with and hence, this Court 1is
of the firm view that no interference 1is required in the
Judgment impugned.

Accordingly, this Appeal fails and hence, it is
dismissed.

sd/-

Assistant Registrar (Co)
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Sub Assistant Registrarmps

To

1.The Principal Sessions Judge,
Salem.

2.The Deputy Superintendent of Police,
Athur Division,

Thammampatti Police Station,

Salem District.

3.The Public Prosecutor
High Court, Madras

+lcc to Mr.P.Haribabu, Advocate SR.NO.19095
+lcc to Mr.N.A.Ravindran, Advocate SR.NO.19017
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