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1) The sole accused in Sessions Case No.60 of 2010 on the f ile of 

the VII Addit ional Sessions Judge, Kakinada, is the appellant  

herein.  He was t ried for the offences punishable under Sect ion 302 

IPC, for causing the death of his wife by name Pragada Venkata 

Dhana Padmavathi (hereinafter referred to as “ the deceased” ) on 

08.11.2009 at  12.00 noon. Vide j udgment , dated 30.11.2012, the 

learned Sessions Judge, convicted the accused and sentenced him 

to suffer “ imprisonment  for life”  and to pay f ine of Rs.200/ -, in 

default  to suffer simple imprisonment  for a period of one month 

for the offence punishable under Sect ion 302 IPC.   

2) The facts as culled out  from the evidence of the 

prosecut ion witnesses are as under:  

 i)   PW.1 is the mother of the deceased, PW.3 is the 

daughter-in-law of PW.1, PW.4  is the brother of  the deceased 

while PW.6 is the daughter of  the deceased.  The marriage 

between the accused and deceased took place about  15 years prior 

to the date of incident .  Out  of wedlock they blessed with one 

daughter.   Init ially both the couple lived at  Kristapuram for f ive 

years.  As the accused was beat ing the deceased in drunken state, 
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both of them were brought  to Veeravaram village and a separate 

house was set  up by them.  It  is said that  the deceased used to 

advise the accused not  to consume alcohol as he was suffering with 

il l health but  the accused did not  heed to said request  and 

cont inued to beat  her as and when he was in drunken state.  The 

accused was eking out  his livelihood by doing agricultural labour 

work, and used to leave the house in the morning and return back 

around 12.00 noon and again go to work at  2.00 p.m. and return by 

6.30 p.m.  It  is said that  on 08.11.2009 at  about  12.00 noon the 

accused returned home in drunken state and quarreled with his 

wife.  When she quest ioned him as to why he is spoiling his health 

by consuming alcohol, the accused is said to have quarreled with 

her, poured kerosene and set  her on f ire.  On hearing the cries of 

the deceased, who came out  of the house with f lames, PW.2, who 

is residing opposite to the house of the accused and PW.3, who 

lives in another st reet  came to the house and not iced the deceased 

in f lames.  They poured water and put  off  the f lames.  When 

enquired, the deceased is said to have told them that  when she 

advised her husband not  to consume alcohol as he is suffering with 

il l health, he quarreled with her,  poured kerosene and set  her on 

f ire.  The persons, who gathered there called for an ambulance 

and later shif ted the deceased to Government  General Hospital,  

Kakinada.  The int imat ion about  the incident  and also admission of 

the deceased in Government  General Hospital,  Kakinada, was given 

to PW.1, who is the mother of the deceased.  Immediately, she 

along with others proceeded to the hospital and enquired the 
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deceased as to how she sustained burn inj uries.  On 08.11.2009 

while PW.10-the head constable, who was incharge of outpost  at  

Government  Hospital,  Kakinada, received an  int imat ion (Ex.P10) 

about  the admission of the inj ured in the hospital,  proceeded 

towards the hospital and recorded the statement  of the inj ured, 

which is placed on record as Ex.P11.  Basing on Ex.P11 PW.11, the 

A.S.I. of Police, registered a case in Crime No.122 of 2009 for the 

offence punishable under Sect ions 307 and 498-A IPC.  Ex.P12 is 

the f irst  informat ion report .  Thereafter, he proceeded to the 

hospital,  examined the inj ured and also recorded the statements of 

PWs.1 and 6.  Later, he proceeded to the scene of offence, 

prepared an observat ion report  and also drafted a rough sketch in 

the presence of PW.7 and another.   Ex.P5 is the observat ion report  

and Ex.P13 is the rough sketch.  At  the scene he seized MOs.1 to 3.   

ii) On 08.11.2009 at  about  4.45 p.m., PW.8-the Special 

Mobile Magist rate, Kakinada, received a requisit ion to record the 

statement  of the inj ured.  Immediately thereafter he proceeded to 

the hospital and recorded the statement  of the inj ured at  4.55 

p.m.  After complying with the statutory requirements as required 

under law, he recorded the dying declarat ion of the deceased, 

which is placed on record as Ex.P8.  The proceedings were 

concluded at  5.25 p.m.   

iii) On 10.11.2009 PW.11 received int imat ion about  the 

presence of the accused at  his house.  Accordingly, he proceeded 

to the house of the accused, arrested him and kept  under 
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surveillance.  On 14.11.2009, PW.11 received int imat ion about  the 

death of the inj ured from the Government  Hospital,  Kakinada, 

under Ex.P14.  Basing on the same, he altered the sect ion of law to 

one under Sect ion 302 IPC.  Ex.P15 is the altered f irst  informat ion 

report .  Further invest igat ion in this case was taken up by PW.12-

the Inspector of Police.  On receipt  of altered f irst  informat ion 

report , PW.12-the Inspector of  Police, proceeded to the 

Government  General Hospital,  Kakinada and conducted inquest  

over the dead body of the deceased in the presence of PW.7 and 

others.  Ex.P6 is the inquest  report .   During inquest , he examined 

PWs.1, 4, 5 and others.  He also got  the body photographed under 

Exs.P1 to P3.  Later, the body was sent  for postmortem 

examinat ion.   

iv) PW9-the Assistant  Professor, Forensic Department , 

Rangaraya Medical College, Kakinada, conducted autopsy over the 

dead body of deceased and issued Ex.P9-the postmortem 

cert if icate.  According to him, the cause of death was “ due to 

sept ic and toxic condit ion as a result  of f irst  degree burnt  inj uries 

of 48% of total body surface area” . After complet ing the 

invest igat ion, PW.12 f iled the charge sheet , which was taken on 

f ile as P.R.C.No.55 of 2009 on the f ile of the Judicial Magist rate of 

First  Class, Prathipadu, who inturn commit ted the case to Sessions 

Division under Sect ion 209 of Cr.P.C.  On commit tal the same came 

to be numbered as S.C.No.60 of 2010.  
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3) On appearance, charge under Sect ions 302 IPC came to 

be framed, read over and explained to the accused, to which the 

accused pleaded not  guilt y and claimed to be t ried.  

4) To substant iate their case, the prosecut ion examined 

PWs.1 to 12 and got  marked Exs.P1 to P16 and MOs.1 to 3.  After 

the closure of prosecut ion evidence, the accused was examined 

under Sect ion 313 Cr.P.C., with reference to the incriminat ing 

circumstances appearing against  him, in the evidence of the 

prosecut ion witnesses, to which he denied.  No oral evidence was 

adduced but  Exs.D1 and D2, relevant  port ion of 161 Cr.P.C. 

statement  of PW.5 and the Photostat  copy of the last  page of 

inquest  was marked on behalf of the accused.   

5) After considering the oral and documentary evidence 

on record, the t rial Court  convicted the accused in the manner 

referred to above.  Challenging the same, the present  appeal came 

to be f iled.   

6) Learned counsel for the appellant  mainly submits that  

no reliance can be placed on the evidence of PW.6, who is the 

daughter of the deceased and accused as her version is an outcome 

of tutoring.  It  is further contended by her that  the statement  of 

the deceased recorded by the police during the course of 

invest igat ion was suppressed and if  the said statement  was brought  

on record t ruth would have come on record.  She further admits 

that  in view of inconsistency in two dying declarat ions and in the 
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absence of any other evidence connect ing the accused with the 

crime, the j udgment  of convict ion warrants interference.   

7) On the other hand, learned Public Prosecutor would 

contend that  even if  the evidence of PW.6 is excluded from 

considerat ion st il l there are two dying declarat ions given by the 

deceased coupled with the oral dying declarat ions made before 

PWs.1, 3 and 4.  It  is urged that  the dying declarat ions made by the 

deceased are consistent  and the same are suff icient  to base a 

convict ion.  He further submits that  the plea of the accused that  

he came to the house in a drunken condit ion should not  carry much 

weight  as the protect ion under Sect ion 86 of IPC will not  be 

available merely because the accused was in drunken condit ion.   

8) Now the point  that  arises for considerat ion is whether 

the accused is responsible for the death of the deceased, and if  so, 

whether he can be convicted for the offence punishable under 

Sect ion 302 IPC.   

9) As stated earlier, the prosecut ion is relying not  only on 

the two dying declarat ions recorded by the Magist rate and the 

head constable of the outpost  of the hospital,  but  also on the oral 

evidence of PWs.3 to 6 to show that  the accused was in the habit  

of beat ing the deceased frequent ly and even on the date of 

incident  he came home in drunken condit ion, quarreled with the 

deceased when she quest ioned about  consuming alcohol, then 

poured kerosene and set  her on f ire.   
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10) Admit tedly, PW.1 is not  an eye witness to the incident  

nor was she present  in the house of the accused and deceased at  

the t ime of the incident .  According to her, the marriage between 

the deceased and accused took place about  15 years prior to the 

date of incident .  Both of them lived together at  Kristapuram for 

f ive years.  As the accused was beat ing the deceased regularly in 

drunken condit ion, both of them were brought  to Veeravaram 

village, where they set  up a separate family.  According to her, on 

the date of incident , one Venkateswara Rao (PW.2) informed her 

about  the incident .  Pursuant  to which PW.1 and others proceeded 

to the Government  Hospital,  Kakinada, and enquired with the 

deceased as to how she sustained inj uries, wherein she explained 

as to how she sustained burn inj uries.  Though PW.1 was cross-

examined at  length, nothing material came to be elicited except  

suggest ing that  the deceased sustained burn inj uries accidentally.  

Apart  from that , it  was also suggested to PW.1 that  the accused 

was not  present  in the house at  the t ime of the incident , but  the 

same was denied.  To a suggest ion that  the accused has been 

implicated at  the instance of polit ical rivalry in the village, so as to 

grab the property of the accused was denied by her.   

11) PW.2, who is related to PW.1, did not  support  the 

prosecut ion case and was t reated host ile by the prosecut ion, but  in 

his chief evidence he categorically states that  he lives opposite to 

the house of the accused.  On the date of incident  at  about  1.00 

p.m. he came to home for lunch.  At  that  t ime, the deceased came 

out  with f lames from their house proclaiming that  “ Annayyo 
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Chachipoyanu” .  Immediately thereafter, he took water in the 

bucket  and poured on her.  According to him, the deceased alone 

came out  from the house.  He also speaks about  calling for an 

ambulance and shif t ing the inj ured to Government  Hospital,  

Kakinada.  As his statement  is not  consistent  with the earlier 

version given, he was t reated host ile by the prosecut ion.   

12) PW.3, in  her evidence, while deposing about  the 

earlier history of the accused and deceased living at  Kristapuram 

for f ive years, set t ing up of a family at  Veeravaram and also about  

accused beat ing the deceased in drunken condit ion, states that  on 

08.11.2009 at  about  12.00 noon, she heard the cries of the 

deceased and came near to the house of the accused.  She not iced 

the deceased in f lames on the road.  According to her, herself ,  

PW1, PW.2 and her husband put  off  the f lames by pouring water.  

When enquired, the deceased told them that  when she advised her 

husband not  to drink as he was suffering with il l health, he poured 

kerosene and set  her on f ire.  It  was also suggested to her that  

there were some disputes about  the property.  To a suggest ion that  

the accused was not  present  in the house on that  day was denied 

by her.  It  was also suggested to her that  the accused leaves the 

house in the morning and returns in the evening and on the date of 

incident  he was not  present  in the house, but  the same was 

denied.  To a suggest ion that  the accused used to look after the 

deceased well was also denied.  It  was also suggested to her that  

there was a f ire accident  while the deceased was cooking food and 
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taking advantage of the same, a false case was foisted, was also 

denied.   

13) In his evidence, PW.4 deposed as under:  

“ I am resident  of  Veeravaram and doing cul t ivat ion.              

I got  t wo sist ers, who are married.  My elder sist er 

Pragada Dhana Padmavat hi, was married wit h t he 

accused present  before t he Court , about  15 years 

back, who is resident  of  Krist apuram.  The accused 

used t o do agricul t ural  labour work.  My sist er and 

accused resided at  Krishnapuram, for about  5 years.  

The accused used t o bet  my elder sist er in drunken 

st at e.  On advise of  elders, t hey were asked t o shif t  t o 

Veeravaram.  Accordingly, t hey were shif t ed t o 

Veeravaram and residing.  Even at  Veeravaram t he 

accused did not  change his at t i t ude, for about  10 

years, but  t hey gave birt h t o one Durga Devi.  On 

08.11.2009 bet ween 12.00 t o 1.00 p.m. t he accused 

came in drunken st at e and raised disput e at  t he 

house.  When t he deceased quest ioned why he is 

drinking as his heal t h being spoiled.  Then t he accused 

by saying t hat  “ Neenu t agest i vaste emite lanj a ne 

babu ki cheppukunt e cheppuko” , poured kerosene, l i t  

f ire and t hrown her out .  I came back f rom t he land at  

2.00 p.m. and came t o know t hat  deceased being 

shif t ed t o Kakinada Government  Hospit al .   PWs.1,3, 

and ot hers fol lowed t he deceased.  I went  t o hospit al  

in t he evening at  5.00 p.m.  The deceased was in 

hospit al  for 5 days.  I am also present  at  t he t ime of  

inquest .  The accused is responsible for deat h of  t he 

deceased.”   

14) The suggest ions as given to PWs.1 and 3 were also 

given to PW.4, which were denied by him.   
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15) Coming to the evidence of PW.6, who is the daughter 

of the accused and deceased, it  is as under:  

“ My fat her used t o bet  my mot her in drunken st at e 

every day.  My mot her was ki l led by my fat her at  our 

house.  At  t hat  t ime I am in t he school.  I came t o 

house at  12.30 p.m. and I not iced my mot her wit h 

f lames on t he cement  road.  One Suri uncle (LW.5), 

Balaram (LW.3), Al ivelu Manga (PW.3), my grand 

mot her Vij aya Lakshmi (PW.1), Venkat eswara Rao 

(PW2) were t here and let  of f  t he f lames, by pouring 

wat er.  My mot her was shif t ed t o hospit al ,  Kakinada, 

PWs.1,3 and LW.3 (Balaram) fol lowed my mot her.  On 

t he next  day I went  t o t he hospit al .   I was examined 

by t he pol ice.  My mot her was al ive for f ive days.  We 

wil l  use f irewood and kerosene for cooking food.  

MO.1 is t he saree piece wear by mot her on t he day.  

MO.2 is t he t in in which we wil l  keep kerosene.  Now I 

am residing in t he house of  PW.1.  My fat her is 

responsible for t he deat h of  my mot her.  By t he dat e 

of  incident  I am st udying U.K.G.”    

16) But  however, in the cross-examinat ion, she deposed 

that  she came to the off ice of public prosecutor for two days along 

with PW.1 and she was tutored to give evidence.  A reading of the 

evidence of PW.6 would show that  she was not  an eye witness to 

the incident  and that  her version was an outcome of tutoring in the 

off ice of public prosecutor.  Hence, we feel that  it  is not  safe to 

rely on the evidence of PW.6.   

17) From the oral evidence referred to above, it  is clear 

that  none of them have seen the accused pouring kerosene on the 

deceased and set t ing her on f ire.  PWs.2 and 3 in their evidence 
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deposed that  on hearing the cries they came towards the house of 

the accused and not iced the deceased on the st reet  with f lames. 

They poured water and put  off  the f lames.  When quest ioned, the 

deceased claims to have stated that  when she requested the 

accused to stop consuming alcohol in view of his health, he poured 

kerosene and set  her on f ire.  Their evidence also discloses that  

the accused was in the habit  of beat ing the deceased when he was 

in drunken condit ion.   

18) Coming to the two dying declarat ions said to have been 

recorded by the head constable and the Magist rate, the f irst  

statement  was said to have been recorded by the Magist rate.  

PW.8-the Special Mobile Magist rate, Kakinada, started recording 

the statement  of the deceased at  4.55 p.m. and concluded at  5.25 

p.m.  The same is placed on record as Ex.P8.  In the said 

statement , the deceased stated that  since last  one week in the 

night  t ime the accused used to come to home in drunken condit ion 

and scold her.  It  is further stated that  her husband used to behave 

like that  when he is in a drunken state.  According to her, on the 

date of incident  at  about  12.00 noon the accused came home in 

drunken condit ion, scolded her, poured kerosene, lit  match st ick 

and set  her on f ire.   She came on to the road asking Chit t ibabu to 

save her.   

19) The second dying declarat ion, which was recorded by 

the head constable posted at  the outpost  of the hospital,  which 
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formed the basis for issuance of f irst  informat ion report  reads as 

under:  

 “ Today ie. 08.11.2009 in t he noon t ime at  12.00 clock 

he came in drunken st at e.  When I asked t hat  you are 

i l l  heal t h why you t ake drink, he raised disput e for 

t hat  and furt her st at ed who ever came belonged t o 

you I am not  cared t hem and so saying picked up t he 

kerosene f rom t he room and poured and l i t  f ire wit h 

mat ch st ick and pushed me out side.  When I raised 

cries due t o f lames, court esy brot her Geddam 

Chit t ibabu came and t r ied t o put  of f  t he f lames my 

husband Srinivas came and angri ly asked him why you 

are t rying t o put  of f  t he f ire and burnt  f rom right  

f ingers up t o knee (Mocheyee) right  hand upt o knee, 

back side upt o but t ocks f rom navel up t o abdomen 

burnt  and t he skin was removed higher and t et her.  

And burnt  t wo legs, wrist s and pustule.  On hearing 

t hat  my husband poured kerosene on my body, l i t  f ire, 

my mot her Gaddam Vij ayalakshmi, came t o me and 

my mot her Geedam Vij ayalakshmi, Gedddam Balaram, 

Geddam Suribabu, wife of  Balaram Al ivelumanga Devi 

t ook me in 108 ambulance t o Kakinada G.G.H. for 

t reat ment  and j oined me in t he hospit al .   Doct or 

j oined me and giving t reat ment .  When pol ice asked I 

st at ed t he above cont ent s t o t he pol ice.  On reading I 

heard and it  is O.K.”  

20) From a reading of the two statements, it  is clear that  

the accused came to the house in drunken condit ion.   According to 

the deceased, when he quest ioned him as to why he is consuming 

alcohol when his health is not  permit t ing, the accused is said to 

have poured kerosene and set  her on f ire.  Insofar as the version 
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set  out  in Ex.P11, with regard to quest ioning PW.2 and others as to 

why they put  off  the f lames, about  the presence of persons along 

with the deceased while shif t ing her to the hospital,  the same was 

not  ref lected in the statement  recorded by the Magist rate.  But  

however, the fact  that  the version with regard to accused set t ing 

the deceased on f ire in drunken condit ion when she quest ioned his 

behavior, is consistent  not  only in the two dying declarat ions but  

also in the oral dying declarat ions made by the deceased before 

PWs.1, 3 and 4.   

21) At  this stage, learned counsel for the appellant  would 

contend that  during the course of invest igat ion, the A.S.I.  recorded 

the statement  of the inj ured, but  the same has been suppressed.  

It  is to be noted here that  the said statement  was recorded during 

the course of invest igat ion which does not  contain the signature of 

the inj ured.  Therefore, the said statement  cannot  be t reated as 

dying declarat ion, which view of ours get  fort if ied from the 

j udgment  of the Apex Court  in Raf ique @ Rauf  Vs. St at e of  Ut t ar  

Pradesh1.   Even if  the said statement  is excluded as in-admissible 

as it  cannot  be t reated as a dying declarat ion, the two writ ten 

dying declarat ions coupled with the oral dying declarat ions made 

before the family members and neighbours establish that  it  was the 

accused alone who was responsible for the incident .   

22) The next  quest ion that  falls for considerat ion is 

“ whether the accused can be held liable for an offence punishable 

under Sect ion 302 IPC.”   

                                                 
1 AIR 2013 SC 2272 
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23) Admit tedly, the oral as well as the documentary 

evidence, which has been referred to above, clearly indicate that  

the accused was in a habit  of beat ing the deceased only while he 

was in a drunken condit ion.  In fact , the statement  of the deceased 

recorded by the Magist rate would clearly establish the same, which 

reads as under:  

“ My husband behaved like that  when he is in a drunken 

condit ion”  

24) From the statement  of the deceased made before the 

Magist rate, it  is clear that  the accused used to beat  the deceased 

only when he is in drunken condit ion. It  is t rue that  merely because 

the accused was commit t ing the offence while in a drunken state, 

he would not  be ent it led to any benefit .    

25) In Sant osh v. St at e of  Maharasht ra2  the Apex Court  

while referring to the j udgment  of the Apex Court  in Kalu Ram v. 

St at e of  Raj ast han3 reiterated the principle that  the element  of 

inebriat ion, when it  is present  in a case, may be taken into 

considerat ion as it  considerably alters the power of thinking.  It  

was further held that  where the intent ion to kill is present , the act  

amounts to murder and where such intent ion is not  present , the 

act  amounts to culpable homicide not  amount ing to murder and 

that  in order to determine whether the offender had the intent ion 

or not , each case must  be decided on its own facts and 

circumstances.  The Apex Court  also held that  “ the rat io that  could 

                                                 
2 (2015) 7 SCC 641  
3 (2000) 10 SCC 324  
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be culled out  from the foregoing j udgments is that  mere 

drunkenness cannot  be pleaded as a ground for acquit tal of the 

charge of murder.  It  is only in cases, where the drunkenness was 

such that  the offender was incapable of forming an intent ion and 

have a knowledge that  his act  was likely to cause death, that  

drunkenness may be taken as a defence and depending upon the 

facts and circumstances of each case, the Court  will have to take a 

decision.”  

26) From the j udgments of the Apex Court  referred to above 

and also the j udgment  of this Court  in Mohamed Jahangeer  Vs. 

The St at e of  A.P.4 it  is clear that  mere drunkenness cannot  be 

pleaded as a ground for acquit tal of the charge of murder.   

27) But , in the instant  case, the incident  in quest ion is said to 

have been taken place on 08.11.2009 and the deceased died after 

f ive days “ due to sept ic and toxic condit ion, as a result  of f irst  

degree burn inj uries on 48% of total body surface area” .  

Admit tedly, as on the date of incident , the accused came home in 

drunken condit ion and when the deceased quest ioned him as to 

why he is consuming alcohol when his health is not  good, there 

appears to have been a quarrel, pursuant  to which the accused 

poured kerosene and set  her on f ire.  The fact  that  the accused 

used to quarrel with the deceased and beat  her only while he was 

in a drunken condit ion stands established not  only through the oral 

dying declarat ions made before PWs.1, 3 and 4 but  also in the 

dying declarat ion recorded by the Magist rate.  Situat ion somewhat  

                                                 
4 (2016) 10 SCJ Online (AP) 218   
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similar to the case on hand. came up for considerat ion in Mohamed 

Jahangir  case  (4 supra).  In the said case also the deceased 

signif icant ly stated that  the accused quarreled and harassed her 

when he is drunk.  Basing on the statement  of the deceased, the 

Court  held as under:  

“ From t his st atement  of  t he deceased, i t  could be 

deciphered t hat  t he appel lant , who appears t o be a 

good nat ured person in normal course, loses his cont rol  

i f  he is drunk and evident ly, he may not  be conscious 

of  what  he would be doing when he is drunk.  The fact  

t hat  he was ful ly drunk on t he fat eful  night  st ood 

proved by t he st at ement  of  t he deceased made in her 

dying declarat ion.  Though t he appel lant  may not  have 

had t he int ent ion of  causing t he deat h of  t he 

deceased, he would have had at  least  t he knowledge of  

causing t he bodily inj uries which are l ikely t o cause 

her deat h.  In t hese fact s and circumst ances of  t he 

case, we are of  t he opinion t hat  t his is a f i t  case where 

t he appel lant  is l iable t o be convict ed for t he of fence 

punishable under Sect ion 304 Part  I IPC.”   

28) As stated above, even in the instant  case, the accused used 

to beat  the deceased while he was in a drunken condit ion and not  

otherwise.  Admit tedly, he was drunk at  the t ime of incident .  

Having regard to the j udgment  of this Court  in Mohamed Jahangir 

(4 supra)  we feel that  it  is a case where the accused may not  be 

having any mot ive or intent ion to cause the death of the deceased.   

Therefore, we feel that  it  is a f it  case where the nature of offence 

can be scaled down from 302 IPC to 304 Part -I IPC. 
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29)         Accordingly, the Criminal Appeal is part ly allowed.  The 

convict ion and sentence recorded against  the appellant / accused in 

S.C.No.60 of 2010 on the f ile of the VII Addit ional Sessions Judge, 

Kakinada, for an offence punishable under Sect ion 302 IPC is 

altered to one under Sect ion 304 Part -I IPC.  For the altered 

convict ion, the appellant  is sentenced to imprisonment  for a period 

of ten years.  The period of remand underwent  by him during 

invest igat ion, t rial and after convict ion shall be given set  off ,  

under Sect ion 428 Cr.P.C.  Consequent ly, the appellant / accused 

shall be set  at  liberty forthwith on complet ion of ten years rigorous 

imprisonment , if  not  required in connect ion with any other case.  

30) As a sequel to it ,  miscellaneous pet it ions, if  any, pending 

shall stand closed.   

____________________ 
  C.PRAVEEN KUMAR, J  
 
 

____________________________ 

  KONGARA VIJAYA LAKSHMI, J  
25.01.2018 
gkv 

 


