BAIL SLIP
Muni yapi | | ai Appel | ant/ Accused in SC. No. 78/ 14 on the file
of the sessions Judge, WMagalir Needhimandram (FTC) Vill upuram
was released on bail by the order of this court dated 4/6/2015

and made in Cl.MP No.1/15 in Cl.A 214/15 pending on the file
of this court.

IN THE H GH COURT OF JUDI CATURE AT MADRAS
[ Judgnment RESERVED ON : 05.10.2021]
[ Judgnment PRONOUNCED ON : 26.10. 2021]
CORAM
THE HONOURABLE MR. JUSTI CE RMI. TEEKAA RANMAN
Crl.A No.214 of 2015
Muni yapi | | ai .. Appel | ant/ Accused
Vs ..
State by
The I nspector of Police,
Al'l Wnen Police Station,

kal | akuri chi
Crime No.19 of 2013 ... Respondent / Conpl ai nant

PRAYER: Petition filed under Section 374 (2) of C.P.C, to call
for the records pertaining to the judgnent rendered by the
Sessions Court in S.C No.78 of 2014 dated 28.03.2015 Sessions
Judge, Magal ir Neet hi mandram ( Fast Track Mahila Court),
Vi |l upuram and set aside the judgnent.

For Petitioner : M.A G Rajan

For Respondent : M.S.Vinoth Kumar,
Public Prosecutor (Crl.Side)
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JUDGVENT
The convicted sol e accused is the appellant herein.

2. This Crimnal Appeal is filed as against the judgnent
rendered by the |earned Sessions Judge, Magalir Neethimandram
(Fast Track Mahila Court) Villupuram in S.C No.78 of 2014 dated
26. 03. 2015. The accused was convicted under Section 4 of POCSO
Act 2012 and sentenced to Rigorous Inprisonnment for seven years
and a fine of Rs.500/- and in default of paynent of fine, to
undergo Ri gorous | nprisonnent for one nonth.

3. The respondent police filed a charge sheet in Crine
No.19 of 2013, Al Wnman Police Station, Kallakurichi alleging
that the defacto conplainant, father of the victim girl was
working as coolie at Bangalore during the occurrence tine. He
had left his mnor victim daughter aged about 14 years at the
rel evant time in the custody of his nother-in-law at
Thondanat hal village, Sankarapuram Tal uk. She was studying 8th
standard in the Panchayath school. As such, on 02.06.2013 at
about 2.00 p.m, while the grand parents of the victimgirl went
out for work, the accused herein know ng the victimwas alone in
the house knocked the door and asked for water. The victim
opened the door and went inside to bring water for the accused.
At that tinme, the accused cane inside the house and gagged her
mouth with a cloth and pushed her down and pressed her breast.
Wien the victim tried to escape from him he forcibly caught
hold of her and commtted the offence of rape upon her. Hence
the father of the victimgirl |odged Ex.P1 conplaint before the
police. After investigation, the charge sheet has been | aid.

4. To prove the case of prosecution PPW1 to P.W15 were
exam ned and Exhibits P1 to P11 were narked. On the defence side
DDW1 and D W2 were exanmined and no exhibits marked on the
def ence si de.

5. On consideration of both oral and docunentary
evidence, the |earnd Special Sessions Judge (Mhila Court) has
laid the conviction and sentence as stated supra and hence the
appeal .

6. Heard the |earned counsel for the appellant and the

| earned Public Pr osecut or (Crl. Side) appearing for t he
r espondent .
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7. According to the learned counsel for the appellant
(i) the occurrence took place on 02.06.2013 at about 2.00 P.M at
the house of P.W5 who is the grandnother of the victim girl
(P.W1). The conplaint was |odged before the respondent police
by the father of the victimgirl nanely P.W2 on 03.06.2013. But
the case was registered only on 04.06.2013. [Though it is a
serious offence, the case was not registered in tine and the
del ay was not expl ained by the prosecution.]

(ii) According to the appellant counsel, the occurrence
took place at the house of P.W5. But the evidence of P.W5 says
that the occurrence took place at the opposite house of P.W5
and it belonged to one Arunugam and it was Kkept | ocked.
Therefore, it creates a serious doubt regarding the place of
occurrence.

(ii1) The evidence of P.W5 is that she along with her
grand-daughter victim girl and her son-in-law P.W2 settu went
to the police station to lodge the conplaint. But the victim
girl was sent to the hospital for nedical exam nation after a
| apse of 10 days that is on 12.06.2013. This delay was not also
expl ai ned by the prosecution.

(iv) According to the evidence of P.W10, the Doctor who
examned the victim girl is that the victim girl did not say
that she was raped. Moreover, there is no nmaterial evidence to
show that the victimgirl was raped. This also creates a serious
doubt over the case of the prosecution.

(v) A close reading of Sections 4 and 3 of the POSCO Act,
the ingredients required for the offence has not been
established in this case. The basic facts were not established.
The evidence of P.W1 is quite insufficient to record a
conviction under Section 4 of the said Act.

8. The learned Public Prosecutor (Crl.Side) has nade
submi ssion in support of the order passed by the |earned
Sessi ons Judge.

9. POCSO cane into force on 14.11.2012. The date of
al | eged occurrence is on 03.06.2013.

10. The child is a defined under the POCSO Act in Section
2(d) of the Act "any person below the age of 18 years". As per
the prosecution, the victim was 14 years and studying 8th
standard at the relevant point of tine.
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11. Records reveals that prosecution has not produced any
docunentary evidence or no radiological report is produced.

12. The case is cane to be registered imediately after
conmencenent of the POCSO Act.

13. Record reveals that the defence counsel before the
| ower Court has not challenged the fact that the victimis 14
years and was studying 8th standard at the relevant point of
tinme.

14. The |earned counsel for the appellant herein has
fairly conceded that the age of the victim girl renmains
unchal | enged before the trial Court and also not nade any
objection as to that fact and the |earned Sessions Judge had
consi dered nedi cal evidence of Doctor and therefore, the finding
rendered by the trial Court that at the time of the occurrence,
on 2.6.2013, P.W1 victimgirl was a child within the nmeani ng of
2(d) of POCSO Act does not warrant any interference since it
remai ns unchal | enged.

15. The l|earned counsel for the appellant could contend
that there was a delay of two days from the date of occurrence
till the filing of the report. The alleged date of occurrence is
2.6.2013 at about 2.00 P.Min the house of P.W5 (grand nother
of the victim girl) P.W1. Conplaint was |odged before the
respondent police by the father P.W2 on 3.6.2013 and was
regi stered on 4.6.2013.

16. Wien there is delay in lodging the F.1.R the real
guestion is about the explanation for the delay. It is not at
all unnatural for the grandnother of the victimgirl to await
the arriaval of her son-in-law (father of the victin) when an
offence of this nature is commtted before taking a decision to
| odge a report with the police. Therefore, the conduct of the
grandnother in not reporting the incident till the arrival of
her son-in-law cannot be doubted. Moreover, P.W2 the defacto
conpl ai nant had given plausible explanation for the delay. He
had testified that at the relevant tine he was at Bangal ore
wor king as coolie and his daughter was staying with his nother-
in-law in the occurrence vil age.

(i) On 2.6.2013 his nother-in-law phoned hi mand i nformnmed
that the accused had ravished his daughter. Since he did not
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have noney he was not able to cone imediately to his village
and after borrowing noney from his naster he cane to the
occurrence village on the next day and on 4.6.2013 he had | odged
a conplaint before the polie. It has cone out on evidence that
P.W5 informed her son-in-law (P.W2) over phone and he had cone
to the house on 3.6.2013 and the police was reported on the next
day. The evidence of P.W2 and P.W5 is supported and
corroborated by the evidence of P.WS3, P.W6 and P.WS8
respectively. The F.1.R was | odged soon after the father of the
victim cane to know about the incident. The short delay of 2/3
days has been clearly explained through the evidence of P.W2.

(ii) The defacto conplainant (P.W2) had testified that
on 2.6.2013 he was informed by his nother-in-law that the
accused had ravished his daughter and so on the next day he cane
to the occurrence village. On 4.6.2013 he | odged Ex.P1 conpl aint
before the police. P.W3 the maternal uncle of the victim had
deposed that on 2.6.2013 at about 2.30 p.m, when he was
sl eeping in his house, he some noise fromthe victims house and
rushed there. At that tinme, P.W1 was narrating the incident to
her grandnother (P.W5). P.W5 after hearing the occurrence from
the victim cane out of the house shouting and informed the
incident to one shop keeper who advised her to inform the sane
to her sons. Thereafter, P.W5 phoned her son and inforned about
the incident. On the next day his brother Sivakumar (P.W®6) cane
to the occurrence place and thereafter P.W5 inforned the father
of the victim (P.W2) about the occurrence. The testinonies of
the victim (P.W1) and P.W5 is corroborated by P.W2, P.W3,
PW6 and P.W7. Besi des, their t esti noni es has  been
corroborated by P.W8 a nei ghbour shop keeper to whom P. W5 has
reported the incident immedi ately after the occurrence.

(ii1) Though there has been sone delay in filing the
conplaint, the same has been explained by the father of the
victim The fact that he was working as coolie in a different
place on the date of occurrence is not disputed. In such
ci rcunstances, since the victimwas residing with her grannother
and also a mnor who was violated, the possibility of there
bei ng hesitation on the part of the grandnother until the father
had cone to |odge a conplaint cannot be brush aside slightly.
Hence, the factum of delay in filing the conplaint would not be
fatal so as to vitiate the prosecution case. Accordingly, this
poi nt st ands rej ected and answer ed agai nst t he
appel | ant/ accused.
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Crine: -
17. The accused stands charged for the offence under
Section 4 of the POCSO Act.

18. Now let us consider whether the evidence of P.W1
(victim is reliable and trustworthy.

19. The main contention raised by the appellant counse
is with regard to delay in sending the P.W1 for nedical
exam nation and the nedical evidence is not supporting the
evi dence of P.W1

20. In short, P.W1 victimgirl was subject to nedica
exam nation after |apse of 10 days from the date of occurrence.
She had justified the accused assaulted her and she fel
unconsci ous and she didn't know what had happened her. She was
examned by the Doctor she has stated that a person known
attenpted to rape her. In the statenent given to the police that
is recorded under Section 161 of the C.P.C as well as statenent
recorded by P.W13, l|earned Judicial Mgistrate under Section
164 of the Cr.P.C. It is specifically deposed by her that the
accused had conm tted rape upon her.

21. As to the reliability and trustworthy of P.W1, the
evidence of witness to the extent of presence of accused at the
pl ace of occurrence is inportant. The victim (P.W1) has stated
in her evidence at the time of occurrence, she was studying in
8th standard and residing along with her grandnother in the
occurrence village. Since her parents went to Bangalore for
their avocation she had to stay along with her grandnother. On
the occurrence day she was alone in the house. At that tinme, the
accused cane there and asked for water. Wen she was about to
bring water to the accused, he followed her and hit her on her
face and gagged her nouth with a cloth due to which she fell
unconsci ous. So she was not aware what the accused had done to
her. At that tine, her grandnother canme inside hone. She
sprinkled water on her face and inforned her that she had seen
the accused running out and asked her what had happened. P.W1
narrated the incident to her grandnother and thereafter her
grandnot her phoned her father and informed him about the
incident. Thereafter, her father came and |odged a conplaint
agai nst the accused.
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22. The victim (P.W1) had identified the accused in the
accused box. In the cross examnation also, she reiterated the
same thing and denied the suggestion that the father of the
vi ctim approached the accused to marry the victim and since he
refused to marry her he was falsely inplicated in this case.

23. The victim had stated in her statenent before the
police and the Judicial Magistrate that the accused on the
occurrence day came to her house and asked for water and when
she was about to bring water, he followed her and gagged her
nmouth and ravished her. From the above, it appears that the
victim did not describe in any great detail as to what
i ndi vidual acts the accused performed but nerely stated that the
accused gagged her nouth and ravished her. Therefore, the
om ssion pointed out by the appellant counsel cannot totally
negate what the victim had staetd in her statenents before the
police and the Judicial Magistrate.

24. (a) It remains to be stated that her testinony has
been duly corroborated by P.W1 father P.W3 maternal uncle and
P.W5 who found P.W1 regarding the act of the accused on the
private part of the victimgirl. Whet her the om ssion of the
victim before the police that she had questioned him why the
accused is followng her which she has denied in the cross
exam nation. | find that the so called omssion with regard to
al l eged questioning as to why the accused followed her inside
t he house does not anounts to contradiction as projected by the
appel | ant counsel .

(b) The presence of the accused in the place of the
occurrence is inportant. The place of the occurrence is the
house of P.WJ5, (house of grand nother of P.W1). P.W2 father
and nother are away in bangalore due to avocation. P.W3 is
maternal uncle who resides nearby cane to victim imrediately
after the occurrence. On hearing the hue and cry of P.W5 (grand
nother) At that time P.W1 was narrating P.W5 the incident to
her grandnother. Thereafter P.W5 contacted her son and on the
next day P.W6 canme to the occurrence and thereafter P.W5
informed the father of the victimP.W2 about the occurrence and
hence the chain of the events as to the presence of the accused
i nside the house of the grand nother of the victim girl. Wen
the accused has gained the entry to the house of the grand
nother of the P.W1 under the protest of asking water in the
noon. The presence of the accused is duly spoken to by P.W1,
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P.W5 and P.W8 (the neighbouring shop owner) who had seen the
accused running away from the scene and the P.W5 grand nother
has hopel essly chasing him shouting that this nman ravished her
grand daughter and hence | find that a omssion to factum of non
guestion of accused after gaining entry to the house before the
police does not amounts to contradiction in the version of PPW1
nor it wll <creates a suspicion on the otherwise reliable
ver si on of P.W1l. Such a omssion does not anmount to
contradiction.

25. The learned counsel for the appellant also raised an
objection as to the alleged scene of the crine as projected by
the prosecution and he relied upon the a snap answer elicited in
the cross examnation that P.W5 who in her cross exam nation
has stated the occurrence has taken place opposite house.

26. On perusal of the cross exam nation of P.W5, there
Is a snap answer. But, in this aspect the investigation officer
was not confronted with any such avernment. If any question is
put to the investigation officer in the cross exam nation, the
i nvestigation officer could have given a explanation or
pl ausi bl e explanation as to the snap answer and | find that
except that snap answer, the evidence of P.W5 is clear, cogent
and very natural and inspiring the confidence of this Court on
mul tiple aspects as discussed supra and hence, | find that a
snap answer obtained in the cross examnation will not crash the
ot herwi se clear and cogent evidence of P.W5 which found to be
duly corroborated on materi al aspects of the case.

27. In this regard, it renmains to be stated that even in
Ex.P1 conplaint, it is clearly nentioned about the presence of
P.W5 that the grand nother had seen the accused was |aying on
the body of P.W1 on seeing her, he run out of the house through
the back door, the same is also nentioned by the statenent
recorded under Section 164 C.P.C by the judicial nmagistrate has
admtted by P.W15 and P.W13 Judicial Magistrate assunes
significance.

28. On perusal of the chief and cross exam nation as to
the point of alleged occurrence, | find that in the chief
exam nation of P.W5 she had stated that her granddaughter (PW)
was staying along wth her and on occurrence day her
granddaughter was alone at honme and at about 2.00 p.m when she
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came home for lunch she had seen the accused |aying on the body
of P.W1 and dress of both are not proper and on seeing her the
accused running out. Hence, it is clear that the occurrence took
place only in her house. Being a rustic village wonman she woul d
have m sunderstood the question put by the defence counsel and
deposed that the occurrence took place in the opposite house
whi ch is nobody's case.

29. Hence, this Court finds that both the contention
rai sed by the appellant counsel on scene of the crine and as to
the reliability of version of P.W1 (victin) and P.W5 (grand
nother) was stands rejected. A simlar finding, however on
different reasoning, rendered by the |earned Sessions Judge is
her eby confi r ned.

30. On the point of delay in sending P.W1 to the nedical
exam nation, the |earned counsel for the appellant/accused
relied that as per P.W10's evidence, there is noting nentioned
that P.W1 was raped.

31. On an conbine reading of the evidence of P.W1
coupled with P.W10, Doctor | find that:

(a) the victim was taken to the Governnent Hospital
after ten days of the alleged occurrence. The victim girl had
stated before the Doctor who nedically exam ned her that a known
person attenpted to rape her.

(b) The victim was hardly 14 years at the tinme of
occurrence. Wien a tender aged girl like the victimis subjected
to sexual act, it cannot be expected from her to explain whether
she was raped or been attenpted to rape. According to the
evi dence of Doctor (P.W10) who examned the victim after 10
days of the alleged occurrence, there was no injury on her
private part and the victim had not conpl ai ned about any pain on
her body. But the Doctor had testified that the hymen was not
found intact.

(c) The victim was exam ned by the Doctor only after ten
days of the alleged occurrence. It is lapse on the part of the
I nvestigating Oficer for not subjecting the victim imredi ately
before the Doctor for examnation for which the victim or her
famly who are rustic villagers cannot be bl amed.

(d) The victimhas categorically stated before the police
and the Judicial Magistrate and in her evidence that when the
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accused gagged her she fell unconscious. Hence, the non
exi stence of external injuries on the body of the victimis not
fatal to the prosecution case. Mireover, it 1is always not
expected that every rape victim should have injuries on her body
as it is held in mny apex court decisions. Moreover, the
medi cal evidence only confirmatory.

32. (i) P.W10, Dr.Porselvi had issued Ex.P6 nedical
certificate for the victim In Ex.P6 it is nentioned that the
patient alleged to have been attenpted to rape by one person
Muni yapi |l | ai, S/ o.Manjunathan on 2.6.2013 while she was at her
resi dence (grandma house, Thondanant hal).

(ii) Besides,P.W9, Dr.Senthil Raja deposed that he had
exam ned the accused based on Ex.P3 requisition letter fromthe
Court and issued Ex.P4 potency certificate for the accused in
whi ch he had opined that there is nothing to suggest the accused
coul d not perform sexual act.

33. The Doctor who had nedically exam ned the accused had
opined in his report that the accused is capable of performng
sexual act. Moreover, the victims evidence clearly establishes
the fact that the accused hit her on her face and gagged her
mouth with a cloth and caught hold of her tightly and pressed
her breast. Since, she fell wunconscious she did not know what
the accused had done to her. Only when the victim was conscious
she would have resisted the act of the accused and would have
sust ai ned external injuries in the scuffle.

34. The Doctor who had nedically exam ned the victim had
given report that the hynmen was not intact and al so deposed that
she could not confirm that the victim was not subjected to
sexual assault. Hence the prosecution has denonstrated that only
by penetrative sexual assault the hynmen of the victim had been
torn.

35. The evidence of P.W5 on entering the house she find
the accused they are laying on the body by her granddaughter
P.W1 and on sprinkling water on P.W1 she had narrated how the
accused has gained the entry to the house in the noon. Wen
P.W5 entered her house she found that the accused was |aying on
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the body of P.W1 the granddaughter hue and cry the accused had
escaped through the back door and she chased him and the accused
ran away from the house of P.W5 which was seen by the
nei ghbouring owner of P.W7 and P.W8. Besides after the
sprinkling the water, P.W1 has narrated the version of P.W5
and he has conveyed the nessage to P.W3 imediately P.W3
maternal uncle who <cane to the scene of the occurrence
I mmedi ately after the said occurrence and hence the evidence of
P.W1, P.W2 and P.W3 are clear and cogent and hence | find
that the delay in sending the P.W1 for nedical exam nation is
not fatal to the prosecution and mnor discrepancy in her
evi dence because of |apse of tinme or tender age and other soci al
background, the same cannot be treated as fatal of the case of
the prosecution and hence the above said contention on behal f of
t he appel l ant/accused is al so stands rejected.

36. Thus based upon the above discussion, this Court
holds that the wversion of P.W1 wvictim girl inspires the
confidence of this Court as to the fact "act of the accused” on
the private parts of the P.W1 and the presence of the accused
inside the house of P.W5 on the date and the position of the
accused on the laying on the body of P.W1 as spoken to P.W5
and running of the accused from the house of the P.W5 was
clearly spoken to by PPW7 and P.W8. Further, imedi ately after
the occurrence P.W1 victim girl had narrated the incident to
P.W5 and in the presence of P.W3 and the factum of the nedi cal
condition and the nedical evidence of P.W10 Doctor who had
I ssued Ex.P6 nedical certificate for the victimand for that of
accused nedi cal evidence P.W9 Doctor and Potency Report Ex.P4.

37. In view of the clear and cogent evidence let in by
the prosecution and also as spoken to by P.W1, P.W5, P.W10
Doctor and P.W9 Doctor and Ex.P4 Potency Certificate the
reasoni ng assigned in the preceding paragraphs, | find that the
version of the victimstands established by the prosecution.

38. Hence, this Court is of the considered view that the
prosecution has proved the essential ingredients for the offence
section 3 of the POCSO Act and the 'fact' has been proved beyond
reasonabl e doubt.

39. Under Section 30 of the POCSO Act 2012 provides for
presunpti on of cul pable nental state of the accused as foll ows: -
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(i) In any prosecution for any offence under this Act
which requires a culpable nental state on the part of the
accused, the Special Court shall presune the existence of such
mental state but it shall be a defence for the accused to prove
the fact that he had no such nental state with respect to the
act charged as an offence in that prosecution.

(ii) For the purposes of this Section, a fact is said to
be proved only when the Special Court believes it to exist
beyond reasonable doubt and not nerely when its existence is
establ i shed by a preponderance of probability.

40. Hence, in view of the above discussions supra, | hold
that the fact said to be proved since the fact is relating to
the conm ssion of sexual assault on the private part of the
P.W1 by the accused has been proved beyond reasonabl e doubt and
hence, taking into consideration the entirety of t he
circunstances, this Court holds that the prosecution has clearly
denonstrated the fact of conmssion of penetrative sexual
assault on P.W1 beyond reasonable doubt as required in 30(ii)
of the POCSO Act and in consequence, thereof, the prosecution is
entitled for presunption as contenplated under Section 30(1) as
to the "cul pable nental state"of accused and now it is for the
accused to rebut such a presunption as to non existence of such
a nmental state with respect to the act charged for the offence
under Section 4 of the POCSO Act.

41. In an attenpt to rebut the statutory presunption, the
accused had examined D.W1 and D.W2 who are the father and
grand father of the accused. After going through their evidence
of cross examnation, | find that the suggestive case of the
defence is that since the accused was related to the victim
famly, the father of the victim approached him to marry his
daughter and since the accused refused to marry her, the father
of the victimhad falsely inplicated the accused in this case in
order to threaten himto marry his daughter

42. But in the cross examnation he admtted that the
accused m sbehaved with the victim Hence, DW1 and DW2 did
not support the plea of false accusation as stated by the
defence. And it is not necessary for the victimfamly to allow
the real culprit to escape and inplicate the accused in this
case. Mreover, the apex courts observed in rape cases that the
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Court should examne the broader probabilities and should not
get swayed by m nor contradictions or i nsi gni ficant
di screpancies in statement of w tnesses. Because rape |eaves a
permanent scar and has a serious psychol ogical inpact on the
victimand her fam |y nenbers.

43. Hence, | find that only after filing of the conpl aint
Ex.P1 by the P.W2 father, through the villagers, they have
approached to the father of the victimto marry the daughter and
the stories spoken by DW1 and DW2 is after the incident and
not the prior to the incident and therefore, the suggestive case
of the defence that accused has falsely inplicated falls to
ground and therefore, the suggestive case of the defence due to
refusal to marry is stands negatived and hence, | hold that the
defence has mserably failed to rebut the presunption as
required 2nd part of under Section 30(1) of the POCSO Act.

44, Hence, | find that the prosecution has proved the
charge under Section 4 of the POCSO Act beyond reasonabl e doubt
and the accused has failed to probablize the suggestive case as
contenpl ated under Section 30 (1) of the POCSO Act. The accused
having failed to prove that he had no such nental state for
whi ch he had been charged, this Court has held that the accused
has failed to rebut the presunption and hence, | hold that the
charge under Section 4 of the POCSO Act against the prosecution
Is proved in the manner known to law and a simlar finding
rendered the |learned Session Judge is hereby confirnmed and
accordingly, the conviction and sentence passed by the trial
Court appears to be just and proper and the 7 years of
I nprisonnment for the above said offence cannot be ternmed as
excessive and hence this Crimnal Appeal is devoid of nmerits and
|iable to be di sm ssed.

45. In the result, this Cimnal Appeal is dismssed.
Since the appellant/accused is on bail, the trial court 1is
directed to take steps to secure his presence to undergo the
remai ni ng sentence, if any.

Sd/ -
Assi stant Regi strar

/'l True Copy //

Sub Assistant Registrar
nvi
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To

1. The Sessi ons Judge,
(Fast Track Mahila Court),

2. The The I nspector of Police,
Al'l Wnen Police Station,

kal | akuri chi .

3. The Public Prosecutor,
H gh Court, Madras.

4. The POCSO Commi tt ee,

Hi gh Court, Madras.

5. The Superi ntendent,

Central Prison, Cuddal ore.

6. The Section O ficer,

Crimnal Section,
H gh Court, Madras.

+1CC to M. A G Raj an,

AK( CO)
B. VC (08/11/2021)
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