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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

WEDNESDAY, THE THIRTY FIRST DAY OF JULY
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FOUR

PRESENT
THE HONQURABLE SRI JUSTICE K.SURENDER

CRIMINAL REVISION CASE NO: 1431 OF 2010

Criminal Revision Case Mled under Section 397 and 401 of CrPC to
against the Judgment dated 158.06.2010 made in Crl.A.No. 68 of 200% on the file
of the court of the Special Sessions Judge for SCIST Cases-cum- VIl Additional
Sessions Judge, at Warangal pretorred against the Order passed CC. No 824 of
2008 dt.20.02.2009 on the file of the Court of the V Addl. Judicial First Class
Magistrate, Warangal.

Between:

Ponnam Rambadram, Sfo. Venkatram Narsaiah, Driver, Rio. Chalvai Village,
Govindaraopel Mandal, Warangal District.

..PetitionerfAppellant/Accused No.1

AND

The State of AP, rep. by its Public Prosecutor, High Court of Andhra
Fradesh. Hyderabad.

..respondent
Counsel for the FPetitioner D 5 GoArun Kumar

Counsel for the Respondents : Public Prosecutor

The Court made the following : ORDER




THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE K.SURENDER

CRIMINAL REVISION CASE No.1431 OF 2010

ORDER:

This Criminal Revision Casce is filed under Sections
397 and 401 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 {for
short "Cr.PC by the pettionerfaccused No.l to set
aswde the judpment dated 18.06.2010 passed by the
learned Spl. Scssions Judge for 5(3,-"3'].' Cases-cum-VII
Aelddl. Sessions Judge at Warangal in Crl.ANo.68 of 2009,
confirming the senlence passed by the V Addl, Judicial
First Class Magistrale, Warangal in C.C.Na.824 of 2008

dated 20.03, 20049,

2. Heard Sn G Aran Kumar, learned counsel [or the
appellant/accused No.l and learned Public Prosecutor

[or the respondent/State, Perused the record.

a3 The revision petitioner faceused No.l was sentenced
to suffer rigorous imprisonment for a period of one vear
and pay fine of Rs.500/-, in defaull lo suffer simple
imprisonment for one month for the ollence under
Section 304-A of IPC and also, he is sentenced to pay fine
of Es.500/-, in default to suffer simple imprisonment

for 15 days for the offence under Scotion 181 of M.V, Act.



The said conviction passed by the Trial Courl was
gquestioned  before the Scssions  Courl, The Sessions
Court confirmed the conviction recorded by the Trial
Court. Aggricved by the samne, the present revision ls

preferred.

4.  Briefly, the case of the prosecution against the
accused is that while he was driving DCM van which is
oflending vehicle bearing NoAHH 3999, he ran over
father of PWI1 who was on a bicyele. The said accident
was wilnessed by PW2. According to PW2, on 27, 12,2005
around 1lam. while he was on the road, the ollending
vehicle ran over the deceased in a rash and negligent
manner. The accident happened within live vards from
PW2. Immediately after running over the deceased, Lhe
driver stopped the van and he had secn the driver. PW32
identified the accused as the driver of the DCM van

belore the Magistrate Court.

B On the basis of Lthe eyve witness account of PW2 and
olher corroborating evidence filed by the prosecution, the
Trial Court has convicted the accused, Tn appeal,

conviction was confirmed by the Appellate Courl.



£ The learned counsel for the FEVIS1O6
pelitioner faccused  would submit thal both the Trial
Court and Appellate Courl have nol appreciated the facls
i correct perspective, There s no proof of rash and
neglipent drving by the accused, Though there is eye
witness PW2, his evidence cannol be believed since he is
stranger. to the accident anmd there s no Test
Identification Paracde which has taken place. For the said

reason, the conviction recorded has to be set aside.

7. lHaving gone through the record, both the trial
Court and appallare Court mainly placed reliance an the
eve witness PWE. PW2 is an independent witness who
was  presenl al the scene. BEven acecording to the
prosecution, he was the person who called ambulance
and also son of the deceased who Is PW1. According to
him, after the accident, the van was stopped and he has

secn Lhe drover who 1s accused.

8. Maring the course of cross examination, nothing
was elicited o discredit the evidence of identity of
accused. Further, the trial Court found that the accused
was nol holding license to run DCM van,  Accordingly,

convicred under Section 181 of the M.V.Act. The evidence



placed by the prosecution is convincing  regarding
complicity of the accused. Accordingly, the conviction is

uprheld.

9. Keeping in view that the accident is ol the year
2005 and nearly 20 years have passed by, this Court
deems it appropriate to reduce the sentence af
imprisonment of one year for the offence under Section
304-A ol [PC to three months, However, the sentence of
fine shall remain unaltered. The trial Court shall causc
appearance of the accused and send him to prison o

undergo the sentence imposed.

10.  Accordingly, the Criminal Revision Case is partly
allowed.
Miscellancous applications pending, if any, shall

stand closed.
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Sdi- M. RAMANA KRISHNA
\ DEPUTY REGISTRAR
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{TRUE COPYIf
SECTION OFFICER
To,
1. The Special Sessions Judge for SC/ST Cases-cum- VI Additional
Sessions Judgs, al Warangal,
7 The Vth Additional Judicial First Class Magistrate, Warangal.
2 One CCto S G.Aun Kumar, Advocate [OPUC]
4  Two CCs to the Public Prosecutor, High Court for the State of Telangana al
Hyderabad [QUT] ;
5. Two CD Copies @i{
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HIGH COURT

DATED:31/07/2024

ORDER
CRLRC.No.1431 of 2010

PARTLY ALLOWING THE
CRLRC
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