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JUDGMENT:  (per the Hon’ble Sm t  Just ice T. Rajani)  

 

 The judgm ent  of the I I  Addit ional Sessions Judge (FTC) , 

Parvathipuram  in SC.No.36 of 2012 dated 22.02.2013 is brought  to 

quest ion, in this appeal. The learned Sessions Judge found the accused 

guilt y for the offence under Sect ions 302, 452, 324 and 323 of the 

I ndian Penal code and convicted them  for the sam e and sentenced 

them  to undergo r igorous im prisonm ent  for life and also to pay fine of 

Rs.1,000/ - , in default  to undergo sim ple im prisonm ent  for a period of 

six m onths;  sentenced them  to undergo r igorous im prisonm ent  for a 

period of three years for the offence under Sect ion 452 read with 

Sect ion 34 I PC and to pay fine of Rs.500/ - , in default  to undergo 

sim ple im prisonm ent  for a period of three m onths;  sentenced them  to 

undergo one year sim ple im prisonm ent  for the offence under Sect ion 

324 read with Sect ion 34 I PC and also sentenced them  to undergo six 

m onths sim ple im prisonm ent  for the offence under Sect ion 323 read 

with Sect ion 34 I PC . 

 

2. The facts of the case, br iefly, as per the charge sheet  are as 

follows:  

 The deceased and the accused are residents of Mosuru Village. 

The deceased was residing along with his son, L.W.3, since the death 

of his wife and his daughters were m arr ied and were liv ing with their  

husbands separately, in the sam e village, in SC colony.  

On 24.11.2010, the deceased was accost ing his son at  about  7 PM,  
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for his laziness in not  at tending to the sweet  shop, where he was 

em ployed. Then A1, who is the husband of the youngest  daughter of 

the deceased, interfered and there was verbal duel. The deceased 

shouted that  unless the children were guided properly they will 

becom e useless just  like A1 and they cannot  even earn gravel for the 

fam ily. As tem pers rose, the deceased showed away A1, who went  

away stat ing that  he will set t le scores. As A1 went  away threatening, 

L.Ws.1 to 3 and the deceased went  inside the house and bolted it  from  

inside. Short ly, thereafter,  all the accused cam e there, with a com m on 

intent ion, to teach a lesson to the deceased, by killing him . All the 

accused kicked against  the doors, due to which they broke. A1 to A4 

barged inside the house and while they were about  to beat  the 

deceased, L.Ws.1 and 2 interfered and in spite of it ,  A2 beat  the 

deceased on the backside, by clutching their  hands. A1 picked the 

cherikat t i inside the house of the deceased and gave a blow on the 

r ight  eye of the deceased. A2 also picked up an axe and hacked on the 

head of the deceased. A3 brought  a sling (kavidibadda)  and beat  

heavily on the head of the deceased. The deceased fell unconscious on 

the road, in a pool of blood. While A3 beat  L.W.1 on her legs, head, 

r ight  shoulder, back of the head and forehead, L.W.2 was beaten by 

A1, with a st ick, on her head. A5 punched L.Ws.1 to 3 by clutching 

their  hairs and pulled them . A1, believing that  the deceased is st ill 

alive, hit  him  with two bricks. 

 

 L.Ws.1 to 3 approached L.W.4, who is the vice president  of 

Mandal Praja Parishad and told him  about  the incident . He im m ediately 

contacted 108 and sent  the injured in the am bulance, to the 
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Governm ent  Hospital Salur, for t reatm ent  and one hour after 

adm ission into the hospital, the deceased succum bed to the injur ies. 

On receipt  of m edical int im at ion, the SI  of Police, Pachipenta Police 

Stat ion, recorded the statem ent  of L.W.1 and registered a case in 

Cr.No.62 of 2010 for the offence under Sect ions 302, 452, 324, 323 

read with 34 I PC. After due invest igat ion, charge sheet  was laid 

against  the accused for the sam e offence. The learned Magist rate, 

Salur took cognizance of the case against  the accused for the sam e 

offence and as the case is exclusively t r iable by the Sessions Court , 

the case was com m it ted for t r ial to the Dist r ict  and Sessions Division, 

Vizianagaram  by vir tue of orders in PRC.No.32 of 2011. The Sessions 

Court , in turn, m ade over the case to the I I  Addit ional Sessions Judge 

(FTC) , Parvathipuram , who conducted the t r ial and passed the 

im pugned judgm ent . 

 

3. Against  the said judgm ent , the present  appeal is preferred on 

the following grounds:  

 

 The Court  below erred in placing reliance on the test im ony of 

P.Ws.1 and 2, being the daughters of the deceased, as highly 

interested and which is discrepant  with the evidence of P.W.4.  

The Court  below failed to see that  the prosecut ion witnesses have filed 

false case against  the appellants, as A1 refused to the dem and of the 

deceased, to com e to their  house as an illatum  son- in- law. The Court  

below erred in placing reliance on the evidence of P.W.4 and failed to 

see that  the witnesses could not  speak about  the specific overt  acts of 

the accused, which shows that  their  presence at  the t im e of the 

incident  is doubt ful. The Court  below failed to see that  P.W.4 stated 
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that  A3 and A5 have not  dragged P.Ws.1 and 2 from  inside the house 

and they them selves cam e out  of the house.  

 

4. Heard Sm t . Am m aj i Net tam , counsel for the appellants and the 

learned Public Prosecutor appearing for the respondent . 

 

5. The counsel for the appellants contends that  due to fam ily 

r ivalry, the accused are falsely im plicated in this case;   the m ot ive 

alleged is, absolutely scanty and would not  in all probabilit y, suffice to 

com m it  the alleged offence. She also contends that  the scene of 

offence is not  consistent ly stated by the witnesses. 

 

6. The learned Public Prosecutor, on the other hand, contends that  

when there are direct  witnesses, who witnessed the incident  and when 

there are witnesses to support  the happening of the incident ,  

the inconsistencies, if any, in the case of the prosecut ion have to be 

ignored, as the subst ratum  of the case stands proved.  

 

7. Based on the argum ents of the counsel and the m aterial on 

record, the points that  ar ise for our determ inat ion are:  

 

1.  Whether the evidence of the prosecut ion witnesses is 

reliable and would suffice to prove the guilt  of the 

accused beyond all reasonable doubt  for the offences 

with which they are charged. 

 

2.  Whether the judgm ent  of the Court  below is 

sustainable. 

 

3.  To what  result .  
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POI NT Nos.1  an d  2 :  

 

8.  P.W.1, daughter of the deceased, spoke about  the relat ionship 

between the accused and their  fam ily. A1 is the husband of her sister;  

A2 is her junior paternal uncle;  A3 is her father- in- law;  A4 is her junior 

brother- in- law and A5 is her m other- in- law. Narrat ing the incident , she 

stated that  on 23.11.2010 at  about  7.00 PM, her younger brother, 

Gandipalli Chant i, L.W.3, returned to their  house, after playing in the 

village. The deceased was taking his dinner and on seeing her younger 

brother, the deceased scolded him  as to why he returned hom e 

without  at tending his duty at  the sweet  shop and that  he did not  

at tend the sweet  shop since three days. L.W.3 replied that  he will go 

to the sweet  shop on the next  day without  fail.  I n the m eant im e,  

A1 cam e to their  house and sarcast ically stated that  L.W.3 would 

becom e like his father. Then the deceased scolded A1 not  to interfere 

in their  fam ily affairs, by stat ing that  A1 becam e useless as he is not  

looking after his wife and children. A1 becam e wild and threatened the 

deceased that  he will see his end and threatening so, he left  their  

house. 

 

 On such threatening, P.W.1 and the deceased and her fam ily 

m em bers got  afraid and bolted the doors and stayed in the house. 

Soon after, A1 to A4 cam e to their house and kicked the doors of the 

house forcibly and entered into their  house and im m ediately A4 picked 

up a fire-wood piece and hit  the deceased on his back, as a result , the 

deceased fell on the ground. Thereafter, A1 picked up a knife, which 

was lying in their  house and beat  the deceased on the r ight  side of the 

head, over the ear. Thereafter, A2 picked up an Axe, which was lying 
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in their  house and beat  the deceased on the back of his head. 

Meanwhile, A3 left  the house and went  to his house and brought  one 

‘Kavidi Badda’ and beat  the deceased on his back. Meanwhile, A5 also 

entered their  house. When herself and her sister were quest ioning the 

act ions of the accused, A5 caught  hold of their tufts of hair and beat  

them , stat ing that  they were br inging t roubles since her sons m arr ied 

them  and while saying so, dragged them  out  of the house.  

 

 P.W.1 further corrected herself stat ing that  actually A1, A2 and 

A4 beat  the deceased, as stated by her earlier and thereafter, all of 

them  dragged the deceased out  of their  house. Thereafter, A3 brought  

‘Kavidi Badda’ and beat  the deceased on his back. A5 beat  her with a 

br ick, causing bleeding injury. She also beat  her sister, causing injury 

on her hands.  

 

 Therefore, from  the above, it  can be understood that  the 

beat ing of the deceased with ‘Kavidi Badda’ is outside the house of the 

deceased. I t  also can be understood that  she was specific that  it  was 

the deceased who was dragged out  of the house, though, in the chief 

exam inat ion she, in general term s, stated that  the accused dragged 

them  out .  I t  only can m ean that  they ident ified them selves with the 

deceased and stated as such. 

 

 She further stated that  the deceased received bleeding injur ies 

in the hands of A1, A2 and A4 and blood oozed out  from  the back of 

his head. The above incident  occurred in front  of their  house.  

The deceased fell on the ground with bleeding injur ies, in a pool of 

blood. Thereafter, all the accused left  the scene of offence, to their  

house. I m m ediately, herself,  her brother and sister went  to their  junior 
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paternal father, L.W.4, Gandipalli Ram u and inform ed him  about  the 

ent ire incident  and in turn, he called for 108 Am bulance and the 

deceased was shifted to Governm ent  Hospital, Salur, whom  P.W.1 and 

L.Ws.2 and 3 accom panied. I m m ediately, the concerned Medical 

Officer exam ined the deceased and referred him  to Headquarters 

Hospital, Vizianagaram . I t  was about  11.00 PM in the night . Then they 

requested the m edical officer that  they would shift  the deceased later,  

because it  was m idnight . I n the m eanwhile, the deceased died at  

about  12.00 ‘O’ clock. Thereafter, the SI  of Police recorded her 

statem ent  at  about  5.00 AM in the m orning, which is m arked as Ex.P1. 

P.W.1 also ident ified the weapons used by the accused. 

 I n the cross-exam inat ion of P.W.1, nothing m aterial was 

elicited. Moreover, a suggest ion, which would infer that  the accused 

com m it ted the offence, was given. The suggest ion was that ,  on an 

apprehension that  the accused would beat  him , the deceased escaped 

from  their  house and while running on the road, he  fell on the ground, 

on his own and received injur ies, leading to his death. That  part  of the 

suggest ion would show that  the appellants adm it ted that  there was 

apprehension in the m ind of the deceased that  the accused will beat  

him . The basis for such apprehension is not  suggested and we are left  

with an understanding that  such apprehension is because of the 

threatening words used by the accused. 

 

9. P.W.2 is the sister of P.W.1 and the daughter of the deceased. 

She corroborated the evidence of P.W.1 with regard to the init ial 

verbal altercat ion that  took place between the deceased and A1. 

Speaking further about  the incident , she stated that  A1 pushed the 
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deceased during the verbal altercat ion and went  off to his house, 

threatening that  he would see his end. According to her evidence, 

apprehending that  A1 m ight  com e back taking liquor, to wreck his 

revenge, herself and her fam ily m em bers went  inside the house and 

bolted the doors, out  of fear. As expected, A1 to A4 cam e to their  

house and kicked the doors of the house and entered into the house 

and started beat ing the deceased, indiscr im inately. The overt  acts that  

were stated by P.W.2 are that  A4 picked up a fire-wood piece and beat  

the deceased on his back;  A1 took the knife which is ly ing in their  

house and beat  the deceased on his head, over the ear;  A2 picked up 

an axe which is ly ing in their  house and beat  the deceased on the back 

side of his head. A1, A3 and A5 dragged them  out  of the house and A1 

beat  her on her forehead, near the eyebrow, with a st ick, to which a 

nail was affixed, which caused bleeding injury to her. A3 beat  on her 

hands, with a br ick, causing bleeding injury. Meanwhile, the deceased 

was dragged out  of the house. A3 picked up one ‘Kavidi Badda’ and 

beat  the deceased on his back. The deceased fell on the ground in a 

pool of blood. Thereafter, she corroborates the evidence of P.W.1 with 

regard to P.W.1 calling L.Ws.3 and 4 and their  shift ing the deceased to 

the hospital. 

 The cross-exam inat ion of P.W.2 does not  succeed in elicit ing 

any fact , which would belie her evidence in the chief-exam inat ion. 

Som e adm issions are m ade by P.W.2, that  her parents’ house and  

in- laws house are situated side by side and herself and her husband 

lived happily for som e t im e im m ediately after their  m arr iage. 

I m m ediately after the m arr iage with A1’s brother, P.W.1 resided with 

her husband in a separate house, in the sam e st reet , for som e t im e 
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and after the death of her m other, the deceased and L.W.3 resided in 

their  house where the offence took place. The above adm issions do 

not , in any m anner, help the appellants in proving their  innocence.  

Her evidence also shows that  the deceased was alone dragged out  of 

the house. 

 

10. P.W.3 is Gandipalli Ram u, who is a resident  of Mosuru Village. 

He stated that  he knows all the accused, the deceased and his fam ily 

m em bers. His evidence shows that  while he was in his house, at  about  

9.00 or 9.30 PM, P.Ws.1 and 2 and L.Ws.3 and 5 cam e to his house 

and inform ed about  the ent ire incident  and he went  to the scene of 

offence and saw the deceased with bleeding injur ies, on the ground,  

in a pool of blood. I m m ediately, he called for 108 Am bulance and the 

deceased was shifted to Governm ent  Hospital, Salur. I n the m idnight  

at  about  1.00 or 2.00 AM, the SI  of Police telephoned him  and 

inform ed that  the deceased died and he and other village elders went  

to the hospital and inquest  was conducted. 

 I n the cross-exam inat ion, he adm its that  he did not  state before 

the police that  at  1.00 or 2.00 AM, the SI  of Police inform ed him  that  

the deceased died. But  the said om ission is not  at  all m aterial, as even 

if the police inform ed him  or not , the fact  rem ains that  the deceased 

died at  that  t im e and the sam e is not  disputed. 

 

11. P.W.4 is a resident  of the sam e village and is a neighbour of the 

deceased. He stated that  A1’s house is situated by the side of the 

house of the deceased on the other side, intervened by two houses.  

A3 and A5 are also residing with A1 in one house. On 23.11.2010, at  

about  7.00 PM, L.W.3, Gandipalli Chant i, cam e to his house.  
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On seeing him , the deceased scolded him  that  he did not  at tend the 

sweet  shop on that  day. Meanwhile, A1 cam e there and asked the 

deceased as to why he was scolding L.W.3. Thereupon, the deceased 

abused A1 not  to interfere in their  fam ily affairs. He further states that  

A1 left  the place, threatening them  with dire consequences. He 

categorically stated that  he was present  at  that  t im e and witnessed the 

said altercat ion. He also stated about  further incidents and 

corroborated the evidence of P.Ws.1 and 2, though he did not  

elaborate the incidents, as was done by P.Ws.1 and 2.  

 I n the cross-exam inat ion, it  was adm it ted by him  that  there was 

no light  in front  of the house of the deceased but  he volunteered to 

state that  there was a st reet  light  near the house of the deceased.  

He also asserted that  A1 to A4 entered the house of the deceased, 

though without  any weapons and kicked the doors forcibly and that  he 

witnessed A1 beat ing the deceased with M.O.1 knife. He, however,  

adm it ted that  he could not  see the specific overt  acts of A1 to A4,  

over the deceased, as it  took place inside the house of the deceased 

and as it  was dark at  that  t im e. He also stated that  A1, A2 and A4 beat  

the deceased at  that  t im e and dragged him  out  of the house and 

thereafter,  again they beat  the deceased, which was witnessed by him . 

When he stated that  A1 beat  the deceased with M.O.1 knife on the 

r ight  side of his head over the ear, it  was suggested to him  that  there 

was no possibilit y for A1 to beat  the deceased over the ear because 

the height  of A1 is about  4 and half feet , whereas the deceased was  

6 feet  in height , for which he explained that  the deceased fell on the 

ground in front  of the house when he was dragged from  out  of the 

house and thereafter, A1 beat  him  over his ear.  He also spoke about  



  11 

 

A2 beat ing the deceased, after he fell on the ground. A suggest ion was 

given that  the deceased fell on the ground in supine posit ion.  

That  would am ount  to adm it t ing the falling down of the deceased.  

He, however, stated that  no one dragged P.Ws.1 and 2 from  out  of the 

house and in fact , P.Ws.1 and 2 them selves cam e out  of the house, 

along with the deceased, who was dragged out  from  the house by  

A1, A2 and A4. He could not  state whether P.Ws.1 and 2 received 

injur ies or not  in the said incident . He stated that  on seeing the 

incident  of beat ing the deceased, he left  the scene of offence out  of 

fear. Ex.D2, which is to the effect  that  A1 beat  the deceased over his 

eye, was m arked in his cross-exam inat ion.  The content ion that  his 

evidence cont radicts the evidence of P.Ws.1 and 2, regarding dragging 

them  out , is already m et  with, while discussing their  evidence. 

 

12. P.W.5 speaks about  L.W.3 working in his shop and he being 

absent  for three days and not  turning up to his sweet  shop even after 

three days and his later com ing to know that  the father of L.W.3 died 

in an altercat ion. The said evidence m ay not  have m uch bearing on the 

issues involved in this case, as the death of the deceased is not  

disputed. 

 

13.  P.W.6 is a witness for the scene of offence panchanam a.  

The cross-exam inat ion of P.W.6 elicits that  an elect r ical pole was 

present  near the house of the deceased. I t  is also elicited that  he 

witnessed pool of blood in front  of the house of the deceased.  

He, however, adm its that  the fact  that  elect r ical pole was present  near 

the house of the deceased is not  m ent ioned in Ex.P2 report . But  he 

explains that  to his observat ion the said elect r ical pole is situated at  a 
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distance of 3½  feet  from  the scene of offence. Hence, the facts elicited 

from  the cross-exam inat ion of P.W.6 would suffice to prove the source 

of light .  Though it  is not  m ent ioned in Ex.P2, the m anner in which 

P.W.6 explains the source of light , inspires confidence. 

  P.W.7 is the photographer, who took photographs of the dead 

body of the deceased and the scene of offence. P.W.8 is the VRO of 

Mosuru Village, who held inquest  over the dead body of the deceased. 

No discrepancies are pointed out  with regard to the inquest . Hence, his 

evidence need not  be taken up for discussion. 

 

14. P.W.9 is the witness for the confession m ade by the accused.  

He speaks about  the recovery of weapons at  the instance of the 

accused. According to his evidence, A1 and A3 produced the knife and 

Kavidi Badda from  their  house. Speaking about  the m anner in which 

the accused were apprehended and their  confessions were recorded, 

P.W.9 states that  his house is situated at  a distance about  80 yards 

from  the house of the accused and the deceased. About  7 days after  

the incident , the police cam e to the scene of offence. By the t im e, 

him self and L.W.20 i.e. P.W.10 and other villagers were present .  

On seeing the police, A1 to A4 t r ied to run away from  their  house but  

the police took them  into custody and interrogated them ,  

during which, A1 confessed his guilt  and produced the weapons.  

The cross-exam inat ion of P.W.9, except  m aking som e suggest ions, 

does not  elicit  any m aterial fact , which would belie his evidence. 

P.W.10 corroborates the evidence of P.W.9. 

 

15. P.W.11 is the doctor, who conducted post  m ortem  exam inat ion 

on the dead body of the deceased. He spoke about  the injur ies, which 
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are in the form  of chopper wound over the r ight  parital occipital region 

and franto parital region and r ight  parital region, which can be 

assum ed as having been caused by the axe, as it  is the weapon,  

which is likely to cause such injur ies. The internal injur ies were also 

spoken to by P.W.11, which are closed fractures on the r ight  parital 

region and occipital region. There was also haem orrhage encircling the 

brain. With regard to the bleeding that  was noted by P.W.11, in the 

cross-exam inat ion he explained it  to be a m istake, as he adm its that  

by the t im e of post  m ortem  exam inat ion blood was clot ted on the 

external injur ies and that  generally blood gets clot ted within one hour 

from  the receipt  of injury. I n the light  of the explanat ion given by 

P.W.11, the not ing of the presence of blood can be considered as a 

m istake. Moreover, it  is not  the case of the accused that  the deceased 

did not  die by the t im e of post  m ortem  exam inat ion. 

 

16. P.W.12 is the Doctor at  Salur CHS, who exam ined P.W.2 and 

found abrasion over left  arm . He opined that  the said injury is sim ple 

in nature. The evidence of P.W.12 would prove that  P.W.2 sustained 

injur ies, as stated by P.Ws.1 and 2. P.Ws.13 to 16 are the 

I nvest igat ing Officers.   

 

17. The counsel for the appellant  contends that  though the evidence 

of P.Ws.1 and 2 would show that  P.W.1 sustained injur ies, there is 

absolutely no m edical record produced by the prosecut ion to prove the 

injury sustained by P.W.1. The evidence does not  project  any 

explanat ion as to why P.W.1 was not  referred to the hospital and as to 

why her m edical record is not  produced.  
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18. But , however, allowing such doubt  to prevail over the other 

cogent  evidence, com ing forth not  only from  P.Ws.1 and 2, who can be 

term ed as interested witnesses, but  also from  P.W.4, who is an 

independent  witness, would only result  in t ravesty of just ice.  

The Courts shall not  be swayed away by the technicalit ies or the m inor 

inconsistencies and lapses in the case of the prosecut ion. Whatever be 

the evidence that  could not  be produced before the Court ,   

the evidence that  is produced before the Court  would suffice to 

conclude the guilt  of the accused.  

 

19. The content ion that  the place of offence is not  consistent ly 

stated by the witnesses does not  find any ground, as P.Ws.1, 2 and 4 

have clearly stated that  the accused at tacked the deceased, both 

inside and outside the house. Expect ing the witnesses to rem em ber 

the overt  acts of the accused m et iculously, would be asking for 

im possibilit y. When there is no reason for the witnesses to speak 

against  the accused, their  evidence shall not  be looked at  with a 

m agnifying glass. 

 The delay in giving the report  is argued as an aspect  affect ing 

the case of the prosecut ion. The incident , according to the evidence of 

PW.1 and others occured at  about  7 pm . The deceased died at  about  

12 m idnight . The evidence of P.W.3 shows that  he was inform ed by 

the police at  1.00 or 2.00 am , about  the death of the deceased.  

The report  is shown as given at  6.15 am  on the next  day. When a 

person sustains fatal injur ies, it  is natural that  the concerned would 

first  endeavour to sustain his life, by im m ediately resort ing to m edical 

aid, rather than rushing to the police stat ion, to give a report . I n the 
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background of the proved facts, it  cannot  be said that  there was any 

delay in giving the report . There is bound to be som e delay due to the  

operat ion of hum an elem ents in doing things. 

 

 

20. For the above m ent ioned reasons, the decisions relied upon the 

counsel for the appellant  in KUNA @ SANJAY BEHERA v . STATE OF 

ODI SHA
1
 wherein the Suprem e Court  considered that  the evidence of 

P.W.1, which is the only evidence available, was filled with inherent  

im probabilit ies and incongruit ies;  MACHI NDRA v . SAJJAN GALPHA 

RANKHAMB
2   in which, the non exam inat ion of a m aterial witness, 

who could have unfolded relevant  facts of the case necessary for  

adjudicat ion, was considered as throwing a reasonable doubt  on the 

prosecut ion case;  STATE OF KERALA v . ANI LACHANDRAN ALI AS 

MADHU
3  wherein the Suprem e Court , in the background of the report  

appearing to be suspicious and the delay in sending the report  to the 

m agist rate, held the delay to be affect ing the case and MUSTKEEM 

ALI AS SI RAJUDDI N v . STATE OF RAJASTHAN
4  wherein it  was held 

that  the AB blood group which was found on the clothes of the 

deceased, does not  by itself does not  prove the guilt  of the appellant ,  

unless the sam e was connected with the m urder of the deceased by 

the appellants, are considered as not  helping the appellant .   

The case on hand does not  suffer from  any of the problem s not iced in 

the above decisions. The content ions raised in that  regard are m et  

with, in the aforesaid paragraphs. 

 

                                                            

1
 2018 (1) ALT (CRL.) 140 (SC) 

2
 2018 (1) ALT (CRL.) 173 (SC) 

3
 AIR 2009 SC 1866 

4
 (2011) 11 SCC 724 
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21. The content ion of the counsel for the appellant  that  the m ot ive 

alleged against  the accused is not  sufficient  enough to com m it  the 

offence needs no appreciat ion, as, as already observed there are direct  

witnesses, who test ified about  the acts of the accused and when there 

is direct  evidence to prove the offence com m it ted by the accused, the 

m ot ive pales into insignificance. Hence, we are of the opinion that  the 

judgm ent  of the Court  below can be sustained without  any 

interference. 

 

 The points are answered accordingly.  

 

POI NT NO.3 :  

 I n the result , the cr im inal appeal is dism issed upholding the 

convict ion and sentence im posed on the accused in SC.No.36 of 2012 

dated 22.02.2013 by the I I  Addit ional Sessions Judge (FTC) , 

Parvathipuram . As a sequel, the m iscellaneous applicat ions, if any 

pending, shall stand closed. 

 

_____________________ 

CHALLA KODANDA RAM, J 

 

 

__________ 

T. RAJANI , J 
April     ,  2018 

DSK  


