IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA AT HYDERABAD

MONDAY THE TWENTY FIRST DAY OF MARCH
WO THOUSAND AND TWENTY TWG

PRESENT

THE HONOURAELE DR. JUSTICE SHAMEEM AKTHER
AND
THE HONOURAELE DR. JUSTICE CHILLAKUR SUMALATHA

CRIMINAL APPEAL NO: 672 OF 2014

Apoeal under Section 374{2) of Crl.P.C  against the Judgment dated
N5 062012 in SC.No. 375 of 2013 on the tile of the Courl of the VI Additional

District and Sessions Judge al Bodhan, Nizamambad District.

Between:

Panchal Bhoomaiah, S/o. Viltal, aged about 33 years, Oco:labour, Rio. Menoor
Village, Madnoor Mandal, Nizamabad District.

...APELLANT
(ACCUSED)
AND

The State Of Telangara, through Staticn House Oflicer, Madnoor Police Staticn,
Nizamabad district rep., by Public Prosecutor, High Court at Hydarabad.

«RESPODENT
(Complainant)

For the Appellant : M/s. M BHAGYASREI, Advocate

For the Respondent : PUBLIC PROSECUTOR

The Court delivered the following : JUDGMENT



THE HON'BLE Dr. JUSTICE SHAMEEM AKTHER
AND
THE HON'BLE Dr. JUSTICE CHILLAKUR SUMALATHA

CRIMINAL APPEAL No.672 OF 2014
JUDGMENT: (re- —nnale Dr. Justics Shameem Aqchor

This Criminal Appeszl, under Section 374{2} of the Code of
Criminal Procadure, 1973 (for short, *Cr.P.CY, is filed by the
apoellant/accused, aggrieved by  the judgment, dated
05.06.2014, passed in 5.C.MNo.375 of 2013 by the VII Additicnal
sessions Judge, Bodhan, whereby, the Court below, while
acquitting the appellant/accused of the offence under Section
307 of IRC, found Aim guilty of the offence under Section 302 of
IPC and sentenced to underga rigarous imprisonment for life and
w pay g fine of Rs.3500/-, in default, to undergo simple

imprisenment for two months.

2 We have heard the submissions of the learned legal aid
counszel for appellant/accused, the learned Public Prosecutar

gppearing for the respondent/State and perused the record.

3. The case of the prosecution, in brief, is as lollows:
On 02.07,2013 at about 06:00 hours, PW.1-Ganapathiwar
Satyanarayana lodged a comolaint with police, Madnaor, stating

that he is a resident of Shantzpoor., He is hawving five sislers,
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The marriage betwsen his second sister Swaroopa (Ehe
deceased) and Panchal Bumaizh (the accusad] was held on
11.03.2005. After marriage, both of them lived happily for
spme days. As the accused was not attending any work to
maintain the famiky, the deceased waorked as Vidya Volunteer at
Menoor Willage far two years. At Lhat time, the acoused
suspected the deceased that she had developed illegal contacls
with athers and harassed her and driven her out from his house.
Al that ’Eime, his sister was pregnant, Left with no other option,
the deceased came ta his house and stayed in his housa and she
gave hirth to & san. Though he reguested the accused to take
the deceased to his houss, the accused refusec. O
Ull.D?,EDB, while he was at Sangareddy, the deceased
informed him aver phong that she was going to Manoor Village
to take photos for Aadhar Card. AL about 05230 PM, when ne
called the deceased, some Menoar Villagers Ffted the phone and
informes him that the accused killed the deceased by Deating
with @ pestle,  Irmmedistely, ne went to Mancor Vilage and
faund the deceased in a pocl of blood on the mat in frent of her
house,  On enguiry, ne came to know that the accused also

caused injuries to his mother Ganapathiwar Bagavva (PW.2] on

% ™



the head and the villagers shifted her to hospital al Madnoor.
On that, he wenl Lo hospital at Mzdrnoor and on his enquiry, his
mother informed him that she along with the deceased weant to
-tne house of the deceased al about 02:30 PM to take Aadhar
Card photo and they sat on the mat in front of the house, at
that time, the accused picked up guarrel with the deceased
saying that why she left him ard went away and that at about
03:30 PM, the accused picked up a pestle and beat the deceased
on head, due o which the deceased fell down on the ground anc
the accused again beat the deceased on head two fimes ano
when PW.2 tried fo rescue, the accused alsao beat her an the
hesd with an intention to kill her and thereafter, the acrused
fled away. As 3 result, the deceased disd on the spol. Hanca,

requestad to take necessary action against the accused.

4. Basing cn the szaild repart lodged by PW.1, PW.12-Sub
Inspector of Police, Madnoor Police Station, registered a case in
Crirme No.82 of 2013 for the offances punishable under Sections
302 and 307 of IPC against the accused and issued Ex.P12-FIR.
He recorded the slaterment of the complainant ard handed over
the CD file to PW.11-Circle lnspector of Police, Bichkunca, for

further investigation. PW.11 rtook up the case for further
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nvestigation, visited the scene of offence, secured presence of
witnesses, recoded the statements of witnesses, conducted the
scene of offence panchanama, prepared rough sketch and seized
Elood stained 2arth and contralleg earth, blood stained mat and
wagden pesile in the presence of mediators. He also held
ingquest over the dead body of the deceased and seized the
clothes of the deceased. He sent the dead body of the deceased
te Government Hospital for postmortem examination. an
05.07.2014. he apprehended the accused in Shakkarga Village
and conducted seizure panchanama and seized ane blood
stained shirt from the accused in the presence of panchas.
Theraafter, the accused was remanded to judicial custody.  On
completion of investigation, he filed charge sheet before the
Judicial Magistrate of First Class, Bichkunda, against the accused

for the offences under Secticns 302 and 307 of 1.P.C.

5 The learned Magistrate had taken cognizance of the case
and registered as P.R.C.No.23 of 2013 and committed the same
ta the Court of Session, since the case is exclusively triable by
tha Court of Session and tha same was numbered as 5.C.Na.375
of 2013 and made aver to the VII Acditional Sessions Judge,

Bodhan, for trial and disposal, in accordance with law.

5 ~
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B. After hearing both sides, the Court below framed charges
under Sections 302 and 307 of I.P.C. against the accused, read
aver and explained to him, for which, the accused pleaded not

guilty and claimad to be trieg.

7. To prove the guilt of the accused, the prosecution
examinad PWs.1 ko 12 and got marked Exs.Pl to P12, besides

case properties, M.Ds.1 ta 9,

8. PW.1-5atyanarayana is the de facte complainant and
prather of the deceascd. PW.Z2-Ganapathiwar Bagavva |5 the
mother of the deceased, PW,.3-Maruthi and PW.4-M, Naveen are
the neighbours of the accused. PW.5-Naganathappa is the
photographer, who took the photographs of the dead body of
the deceased, PW.6-P. Laxmar is one of the panch witnass to
the Ex. FG-scene of offence panchanama aiong with rough sketch
and Ex.PS-inquest panchanama, but turned hostile. Py . 7-
Padma is one of the panch witness to  Ex.PS5-inguest
panchanama. PW.B-K.Hamandloo is another panch witness ta
Ex.P5-inquest panchanama and Ex.P6-scene of offence
panchanama with rough sketch, PW.9-P.. Sangeevrag is the

panch witpess to Ex.P7-confession and seizure panchanama.
-
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PW. 10-0r.Sunll 18 the Doctor, who conducted post-mortem
examination over the dead body of the deceased. PW.11-
ANMenkatesham is the Inwvestigating Officer, who conducted
investigation in the subject crime.  PW.12-P, Satyanarayana is
the Sub-Tnspector of Police, who registered the subject crime
ano issued Ex P 12-FIR. Ex.P1 15 the complaint given by PW.1
to the police, Ex. P2 is the Section 161 Cr.P.C. statement of
FW.2, Ex.P2 is the signature of PW.6 on the sceng of offence
panchanama along with rough sketch, Ex. P4 is the signature of
PW.6 on inguest panchanarra. Ex.P5 is Lhe Inguest panchanama,
Ex.Pb is the scene of offence panchanama along with rough
skketch, Ex.P7 is tha confession and seizlre panchanama. Ex P2
Is the post-mortem cxXamination report. Ex.PQ is the Forensic
Science Laboratory Repart. Ex.P1{l is the Final Opinion Report,
dated 21.190.2013. Ex.P11l is the Forensic Science Laboratory
Report, dated 25.10.2013. Ex.P12 is the First Information
Repart. MO.1 is the pestle, which is alleged to have been used
in the commission of offence. M0.2 is blood stained sarth and
MO.3 is controlled earth. M0O.4 is the bloed stained shire, MO.5

5 the blood stained mat. MO.5 is the blood stained red colour

.
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blause, MO, 7 is the blood stained red colour saree. MO.B is tha

cemant colour petticaat, M2.9 05 the alood stained towel,

9. When the accused was confronted with the incriminating
material appearing dagainst him and was examined under Section
313 of Cr.F.C., he admitted his relaticnshio with the decegsad
and also admitted that he beat the deceased and har mother,
but denied rest of the allegations. On pehalf of the accused, no

evidence, either oral or documentary, was adduced.

10. The trial Court, having cansidered the submissions made
and the evidence available on record, wide the impugned
judgment, dated 05.06.2014, while acguitting the accused of the
uffence under Section 307 of 1PC, convicted him of the offence
under Section 302 of IPC and senltenced him as stated abowve.
Agagrigved by the same, the accused preferred the present

appeal.

11. Learned counsel for  he  aopelant/accused would
venamently contend that the accused is an innocent persan,. Ha
is not responsible for the death of the deceased. He was falsely
implicated in the present cese. Though PW.2Z-Bagawvva stated

that she also sustained injuries In the hands of the zccused, na

e
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medical record is filed to substantiate the same. There are
material omissicns  and  contradictions in the evidence of
prasecuticn withesses, The testimony of PWs.1, 2 and 4 and
othar witnesses is not trustworthy and cannot be acted upon.
The whole case of the prosecution is false. There is no evidence
to prove the guilt of the accused, so as to convict and sentence
him of the offence under Sectipn 302 LP.C. Without there beaing
any evidence on record, the trial Court came to a conclusion
Lthat the accused had caused the subject ceath and accordingly,
convicted and sentenced him of the cffence under Section 302
of I.P.C., which is erroneous and ultimately, prayed to set aside
the conviction and sentence recorded against the accused of the
affence under Secticn 302 of 1.P.C, wide the impugned judgment

and zcguit the accusec of the szid offence,

12. On the other hand, the 2arned Public Prosecutor would
submit that thera is cogent and convincing evicence of PWws.1, 2,
4 7,10, 11 and 12 to substantiate the accusation against the
accused, Though there are laches on the part of the
investigating officer in not collecting the Wound Certificate of
PW.2-Bagavva, the same would not create a dent in the case of

prosecution and the whole prosecution case cannot be brushed

Sy
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aside. There is direct evidence of PW.2-Bagavva to the
commission of offence hy the accused.  Furthermore, the
evidence of PW.4-M.Naveen, immediate neighbour of the
gocused, also substantiates the accusation against the accused,
The accused was very much presant in the house at the time of
commission of alleged offence, Furthermore, the accused, while
answering guestion Nos.? and 8 put to him in 313 Cr.P.C.
gxamination, has specifically stated that he beat Rkis wife
(deceased) with a pestle, so also PW.2. The Court below
aporaciated the entire evidence in right perspective and arrlved
at a just conclusion, The prosecution has proved the guilt of the
accused of the offence under Section 302 of IPC bevond all
reasgnable doubt. The Court below i5 justified in convicting
and sentencing the accused of the offence under Section 302 of
IPC. There are no circumstances to wvary the impugned
judgment and ultimately, prayed to dismiss the appeal by
cenfirming the conviction and sentence recorded against the

gccused wide the impugned judgment,

13. TIn view of the submissions made by both sides, the

following points arise for determination in this appeal:
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“1. Whether the geath of the deceased-Swarupa is
homicical?

2. ‘Whether the appellantfaccused hed caused the
subject death of the deccased?

3. Whether the prosecution was able to prove the guilt
af the appellantfaccused beyand all reascnable doubl?

4, Whether the conviction and sentence recorded against
the appelantfaccused of the offerce punishzble under
Sezrion 302 of IPC is liable ta be set aside?

POINTS:

14. The undisputed facts are that the accused is the husband
of the deceased. Their marriage took place on 11.03.2003 and
they begot ane son during their wedlock, PW. 1-5atyanarayana is
the brother of the deceased. PW.2-Bagavva is the mother of the
deceased, The case of the prosacution is that the deceased
worked as Vidya Volunteer in Menoor Village for two years.
While she was warking as Vidya WVolunteer, the accused
suspected her fidelity. On 01.07.2013, the accused called the
deceased to his house on the pretext of getting photographs to
obtain Aadhar Card, The deceasaed went to the house of the
accused alang with her mother (PW.2) and son. Then the
accused brought a pestlie and beat tha deceased on her head,
which resulted in her instantaneous death. The accused alsc

beat PW.2. On a report, dated 02.07.2013, lodged by PW.1,

i
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brother of the deceasad, the instant case was registered,
investigated and a charge sheet was laid under Sections 302

and 307 L.P.C, against the accused.

15. PW.Z2 is the star witness in this case. She is a direct
witness to the commission of the offence by the accused. She
cepcsed that she is a resident of Shantapoor Village, Bichkunda
Mandal, Mizamabad District. The deceased is her daughter and
the accused is her son-in-law. The deceased and the accused
were blessad with one son. The deceased used to wark a Vidva
Valunteer In Mengor Village and the accused did not like the
dJeceased to work as Vidya Volunteer and stopped har from
warking as Vidya Volunteer,  On the date of incident, the
attused called the deceased to Menpor Village to take
photograph for Aadhar card. On that, she along with the
deceased and the son of the deceased went to the house of the
accused In Mengar Village, When they sat in the courtyard on a
mat, in the meantime, the accused came and beat ar the head
af the deceasad with a pestle. Then, she raised cries and tried
to save the deceased, but the accused also heat her on the head
with pestle and she fell down. The deceased died on the spot

and the accused went away. 3She was shifted o Madnoor

—
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Hospital., 5he gave statement before the Judicial Maglstrate of
First Class, Badhan., Though PW.2 was cross examined, nothing

was elicited to doubt her testimony in examination-in-chief,

16. The evidence of PW.4, who is a2 neighbour of the accused,
correbaraktes the evidence of PW.2. He has categarically stated
Iin his. evidence that he was present in his house which is
situated aopposite to the house of the accusad. He further stated
that whenrt he went to the scene of offence, by that time, the
accused beat the deceased and PW.2 with a stick and that PW.2
fefl dawn on the ground with injury on her head and that PW.2
was shifted to the hospital,  In his cross-examination, PW.2
denied the suggestion that he was not present in his house on
the date of incident and he is deposing false at the instance of

PW. 1,

17. Though PW.2 is the mother of the deceased, her evidence
cannat be discarded straightaway unless It is proved that her
evidence suffers from sarious infirmities. It is well settled that
evidence of a witness cannot be discarded merely on the ground
that hefshe is an interasted witness, it otherwise the same is

tound to be credible, Heare, it is apt to refer to the declsion of
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the Honourable Apex Court In Sarwan Singh v, State of
Punjab®, wherein the Honourable Supreme Court has held as
follows:

"Moreover, it is not the law that the eviderce of an
interested witness should be eqguated with that of a
tainted evidence or that of an approver so as to reguire
corrobaralion as a matter of necessity. The evidence of an
interested witness coes not suffer from any infirmity as
such, but the Courts rfeguire 85 a rule of prudence, not as
a rule of law, that the evidence of such witnesses should
be scrutinised with a little care. Once that spproach is
made and the Court ‘s sabisfied that the evidence of
interesied witnesses fave a rng of truth such evidence
could b relied upon even withoul correboration, Indeed
there may be circumstasces where oniy  interested
evidence may be available and no other, €. g. whan an
pccurrence takes place gt mid-night in the house when
the anly witrnesses who could see the pococurrence may be
the family members. In such cases i would not be proger
o ingist that the evidence of the family members shaould
oe disbelleved merely because of their interestednsss, ™

18, In the instant case, the evidence of PW.2-mather of the
deceased iz corroborated by the evidence aof PW. 4-neighbour of
the accused. It is natural for @ mother to intervens when a
person attacks her daughter. Likewise, when the accused beat
the deceased on her head, PW.2 intervened and on that, the
accused also heat PW.2 on her heac and she foll down. The
presence of PW.2 at the scene of offence is supported and

corrobarated by the evidence of PW.4, who is an independent

AR DRTAEC 2N 1"’-"-
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aye-witness to the offence. A careful perusal of the evidence of
PW.2 and PW.4 goes to show that the prosecution has

established the presence of PW.2 and PW.4 ab the scene of

affernce.

19. On the basis of Ex.Pl-report, PW.l2-the then Sub-
Inspector of Police, Madnoar, immediately registered a case In
Crime No. 82 of 2013 under Sections 302 and 307 of IPC and
issued Ex,P.12-FIR. As seen from Ex.P12-FIR, there is no delay
in issuing the same. PWs.1, 2 and 4 were cross-examined at
length., Mo inconsistencies ar omissions or contradictions are
oraught ouk in their evidence, There is no animosity or grudge
to PW.4 against the accused to speak falsely and implicate the
accused In a case of this nature. PW.2 being the mather of the
deceased also has no reasan to leave the real culprit and rope
the accused in this case, who happens to b her son-in-law,
Further, there is cansistent, cogent and spacific evidence that
PW.2 accompanied the deceased o Mednoor Village to the
house of the accused and at the time of commission of the
offence, she was chit-chatting with the deceased by sitting on &
mat in the courtyvard of the house of the accused. In the course

af tqpu:lu-ct af scene of offence panchanama, the blood stained
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mat was seized and marked as MO.5 and sent far FSL
examination. MO I-pestle was also lifted from the scene of
affence. 1t was also sent for FSL examination. Ex.P6-scene of
offence panchanama reveals the same, Further, there is also
evidence of PW.B-K. Hanmandlgo to substantiate the seizure of
MG. L-pestle, ™MO.2-blood staired earth and M.O.3-controlled
earth from the scene of offence under Ex.P&-scena of offonce
panchanama alang with rough sketch. Furthermore, there is
alsi evidence of PW. 11-investigating officer to substantiate that
on 05.07.2013, the accused was interrogated and he confessed
with regard to commission of offence and pursuant ta his
confessian, MO.d-blogg stalned shirt was  scized. Ex.P7-
confession and seizure panchanama substantiates the same.
MO.4-shirt was also sent to the FSL examination. Ex.P11 is the
FSL report, dated 25.10.2013, under which the material abjects
were examined and a report was obtained, which demonstrate
that human blood was detected on those Material Objects,
except controlled earth, PW.11-Investigating Officer has stated
with regard ta the seizure of Material Objects and sending them
Tar examination, There is no reasan to discard the avidence of

PW.11 and also other witnesses, No explanation has besen

~
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putforth by the accussd with regard to the presence of human

blood an kis shirt-MO. 4.

20. Further, PW.10-Doctor, who conducted autopsy over the
dead body of the deceased, had clearly stated that oan
092.07.2013, he conducted autopsy over the dead body of the
decegsed batween 02:40 PM oand 03:40 PM and found the
fallowing injuries:
Il Injury on head bekind right ear along lambaoid
sulure 3 X 3 cms.
I} Fracture of skull on head behind right ear along
lamboid suture 1 % 1 Cmis.,
111} Communutad fracture of skull with brain matter
coming aut af fracture opening, behing nead along
left lamboic suture ‘awvolving major part of
occipital bone with small two pieces of skull found
inside brain 4 x 5 Tms.
IV Injury on fore nead, left sagited suture 3 x 2.5
Cms.
He had also stated that the said injuries were possible by heavy
blunt object like MO.L and injury Nes. 2 and 3 could cause death
of a person in ordinary course of nature. He has given the
approximate time of death as 20 - 24 hours prior o the post-
martem examination, which tallies with the time given in Ex.P1-
repart and also the evidence of PWs.1, 2 and 4. He aiso stated

that he did not find any poisonous substance in the stomach of

Lhe deceased. Ex.PS-FZL report also demonstrates the same,

u,
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Ae has issued Exs.PS-PME Eeport,  After cbtaining Ex.P9-FSL
repart, he gave final opinion under Ex P10, which demanstrates
that the cause of subject death of the deceasad was due to
cardio-respiratory arrest due to head injury (frecture of skull),
This injury was spoken o by PWs. 1, 2 and 4 and it also finds
place in the inquest panchanama. Further, as seen fram Ex.F&-
scene. of offence panchanama, blocg staing were found at the

house of the accusead.

21. Tt Is alse pertinent to state that there is clear admissian of
the accused under Section 313 Cr.P.C. that he beat the
deceased with @ pestle and that he also beat PW.2-Bagavva.
Cuestion Nos.? and 8 in the examination of the accused under
Sectian 313 Cr.P.C, reads as follows:

"QuNo. Y} She deposed that on the date of the incidens
accused called the deceased to Menoor Village to take
Aadhar Card Photograph. On that she along with
deceased and her san wenl to the house of the accused ir
Menoor Village. They sat in the Court yard in the mat, in
thre mean time the accused came and beat on the head of
the ceceased with pestle, What do you say?

Ans: i sy FED mod & Bl

Q-Mo.B) She raised cries ang tried to save ner daughter,
tul the accused also beat o her head with pestle and she
feil down, The decsased died on the spat. She was
shiftec to Hospital in Madnoor Village, What do you say?

Ans: Azo, 2rfiast Sror Sl

- B

-~ i



§ AR
22. Itiswell estaolished in law that admission or confession of
accused in the statemoent under Section 313 Cr PO in the
course of trial ¢arh be acted upon and the Court can rely on
these confessiong o proceed [0 canvict him. Howaver, marealy
o the basis of statement of the accused under Section 313
Cr.P.C., it is difficult to secure conviction of the accusec and it is
for the prosecution to prove by reliable ang dependable evidence
that the accused was responsible for the death of the deceased.
If an acﬁuscd admits any incriminating circumstances appearing
in evidence against him, there Is no rule that those admissions
should be ignored altogether merely on the ground that such
admissions were advanced as a defence strategy. In the instant
case, apart from the admissicn of the accused with regarg to the
commission of the alleged offence, PW.2 has specifically stated
that the accused beat the deceased on her head with a pestle
and the same was substantiated by the evidence of PW.4, who
had spoken aboul the presence of accused at the time of
commissign of the allegec offence. The evidence cof PW.Z2
carroborates with the evidence of PW.10-Daoctor and Ex.P.8-
postmortem examination report and so &lso the evidence of

ather material witnossaes.

- N \\““
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23. Ocular evidence is considered as best evidence unless
there are reasons to doubt it. In the instant case, the evidence
of PW.2 and PW.4 Is unimpeachable. We find no Inconsistancy
between the occular and medical evidence. Further, it is not a
case where bwo views are possible or the credibility of the
witnesses s in doubt.  Neither is it a case of a solitary
uncarrcdorated witness, Further, the prosecution was also ahle
to establish the motive of the accused for causing the subject
death of the deceased ie., the accused was suspecting the
fidelity of the deceasad and he does not want the deceased to
Work as Vidya Volunteer., Further, when the ocular evidence is
founc to be truthful, the 'mative’ part assumes secandary role.
It is pertinent to state that the deceased died on tha spol. The
injuries were found an the vital organs i.e., head etc. The size
of the injuries, the conseguences of the injuries found over the
dead body of the deceased and the death of the deceased,
clearly demonstrate that those were caused with an intentian to
gliminate the deceased and the accused was succassful in daing
50. Thus, there was clear intention on the part of the accused ta
do away with the life of the deceased, Further, as seen from the

entire evidence on recard, there was no sudden provecation by

-
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the deceased or anvbody to the accused to cause such Injuries

ta the deceased.

24. Further, though the investigating officer had nat collected
the Wound Certificate of PW.Z, the same cannot be a ground to
brush aside the entire prosscuticrn casa, which is otherwise
cogent, conwvincing  and  trustweorthy, which leads te an
irresistible conciusion that on QL.07.2013 at about 03:30 PM,
the accused caused the subject death of the deceased with
MO.1-pastle. There is overwhslming evidence on record Lo
substantiate the accusations levelled agalnst the accused. The
antire evidence is consistent and cogent, leading to the only
conclusion that the accused had caused the subject death of the
deceasad. There Is nothing toc disbelieve any of the material
witnesses, as indicated above. Though seme of the witnesses
(PW.3 & PW.6) turned hastile, it is not fatal to the case of the
prosecution. Though a charge under Section 307 LP.C. was
framed in addition of the charge under Section 302 I.P.C., the
accused was nof found guilty for the szid charge, as medical
sxamination repart of PW.2-Bagavva was not placed before the
Lrial Coaurt by the Inwvestigating Cfficer. The Court below had

meticulously dealt with the entire evidence on record and

~
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arrived al just conciusion and rightly found the accused guilty of
the offence under Section 302 of IPC. There is nothing to take a
different wiew, None of the grounds raised on behalf of the
appellant/accused merit consideration. The appsal is devoid of

merit and is liabla to be dismissad.

25. Accordingly, the Criminal Appeal is dismissed, confirming
the judgment, dated 05.06.2014, passed in 5.C.No.375 of 2013
by the VIT Additinonzl Sessiaons Judge, Bodhan,

Miscellaneous petitions, i any, pending in this Criminal

Appeal, shall stand closed.

SD/-K.SRINIVASA RAD
JOINT REGISTRAR
": ."F': |-

|
SECTION OFFICER

ITRUE COFY!!

o

. The VIl Additional E’ig“.rlut & Sessions Judge at Bodhan, Mizamabad

District{with records if any)

The Station House Officer Bichkunda Police Station, Mizamambad Distrct,
One CC to M/s. M BHAGYASRI, Advocate. [QPUC]

Two CC's o the PUBLIC PROSECUTOR, High Court for the State of
Teiangana at Hyderabad. [OUT]
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