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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA AT HYDERABAD

SATURDAY ,THE TWENTY FIFTH DAY OF OCTOBER
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FIVE

:PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE K.LAKSHMAN
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE VAKITT RAMAKRISHNA REDDY

lA No. 1 OF 2025|N CRLA NO: 31 1 OF 2CI25
lA No. 1 OF 20251N CRLA NO: 264 OF 2025
lA No. 1 OF 2025lN CRLA NO: 284 OF 2025
lA No. 1 OF 2025IN CRLA NO: 318 OF 2025
lA No. 1 OF 20251N CRLA NO: 329 OF 2025
lA No. 1 OF 2025lN CRLA NO: 330 OF 2025
lA No. 2 OF 2025|N CRLA NO: 333 OF 2025
lA No. 2 OF 20251N CRLA NO: 340 OF 2025
lA No. 2 OF 2025!N CRLA NO: 345 OF 2025
lA No. 'l OF 20251N CRLA NO: 352 OF 2025
lA No. 1 OF 2025!N CRLA NO: 361 OF 2025
lA No. 1 OF 2025!N CRLA NO: 362 OF 2025 &
lA No. 1 AF 2025!N CRLA NO: 363 OF 2025

lA No. 1 OF 2025|N CRLA NO: 311 OF 2025
Between

1. Panduga Ramulu, S/o Ramaswamy, Age 50 years, Cast. Yadav, Occ.
Agriculture, Azeempet (v) of Addagudur (m) Nalgonda (d) TG

2. Panduga Mallesh, S/o Chinna Ramulu, Age 25 years, Caste. Yadav, Occ.
Student, R/o. Azeempet (v) of Addagudur (m) Nalgonda (d) TG

3. Panduga Sathish, S/o Chinnaramulu, Age 21 years, Occ. Student, R/o.
Azeempet (v) of Addagudur (m) Nalgonda (d) TG

AppellanUA3, A4, A10

AND

The State of Telangana, Rep by its Public Prosecutor, High Court at
Hyderabad.

... Responcient

Counsel for the Petitioners :C SUNIL ANAND
Counsel for the Respondent :PUBLIC PROSECUTOR

Petition under Section 430(1) of BNSS, praying that in the circumstances
stated in the grounds filed in support of the criminal petition, the High Coui-t may be
pleased to suspend the sentence passed vide SC No. 45 of 2018 dated 18-02-2025
by COURT OF THE SPECIAL SESSiCNS JUDGE [-OR TRIAL OF SC/ST (PoA)



ACT CASES CUr 1 li ADDITIONAL DISTRICT AND SI:SSIONS JUDGE AT
NALGONDA, Conr, :ttng the Accused pending disposal of thr' above criminal appeal
and release all the accused on bail on such terms and cond tions as this court may
deem fit and prop€, in the interest of justice, pending disposal of CRLA No. 311 of
2025, on the file of he High Court

IA.NO. 1 0F 2025 rrl CRLA NO: 264 0F 2025
Between

Poleboina i rngaiah, S/o. lllaiah, Aged 40 years Occ Sarpanch. R/o
Azeempet V llaqe, Addagudur lVandal, Nalgonda Distr ct.

Petitioner/Appellant

AND

The State ot Telangana, rep. by P.P. High Court for th,: State of Telangana at
Hyderabad.

... R espondenVComplainant

Counsel for the F ltitioner :

Counsel for the Fl >spondent :

SRI P PRABHAKAR REDI)Y
PUBLIC PROSECUTOR

Petition un, er Section 430(1) of BNSS, praying thirt in the circumstances
stated in the groui cls filed in support of the criminal petition the High Court may be
pleased to susper j the execution of sentence passed in S.C.No.45 of 2018 dated
18-02-2025 on th r frle of the Court of The Special Sessions Judge for Trial of
SCs/STs (POA) , rct Cases-cum- ll Additional District ard Sessions Judge at
Nalgonda and to elease the petitioner on bail pending C'iminal Appeal, pending
disposal of CRLA t lo 264 of 2025, on the file of the High Cc urt

lA No. 1 aF 2025 N CRLA NO: 284 OF 2025
Between

Panduga [:rrkanth, S/o Panduga Kishtaiah, Aged about 50 years, Occ-
Agriculture Rio H. No. 90-3-90/1, Azimpet Village of Addagudur lVlandal,
Yadadri Bhr,ngir District

Appellant

AND

The State c'Telangana, Rep. by its Public Prosecutor High Court of
Telangana Hyderabad

F lespondent/Complaina nt

ar'

Counsel for the I:etitioner :

Counsel for the F espondent
SRI CHALAKANI VENKAT YADAV
PUBLIC PROSECUTOR



Petition under Section 430(1) of BNSS, praying that in the circumstances
stated in the grounds filed in supporl of the criminal petition, the High Court may be
pleased to suspend the sentence in S.C. No.45 of 2O'18 dated 1BlO2l2O25 on the file
of The Special Sessions Judge for Trial of SCs/ STS (POA) Act Cases-cum- ll
Additional District and Sessions Judge at Nalgonda and grant bail to the petitioner/A-
9 in Criminal Appeal, pending disposal of CRLA No 284 of 2025, on the file of the
High Courl

lA No. 1 OF 2025 lN CRLA NO: 318 OF 2025
Between:

1. Panduga Ramaswamy, S/o. Ralamallu. Aged 28 years, Occ Student, R/o.
Azeempet Village, Addagudur [Vlandal, Nalgonda District.

2. Panduga Sailu, S/o. Ramaswamy, Age 47 years, Occ Agriculture, R/o.
Azeempet Village, Addagudur NIandal, Nalgonda District.

Appellants/Accused- 1 & 2

AND

State of Telangana,, rep. by P.P. High Court for the State of Telangana at
Hyderabad.

Respondent/Com plainant

Counsel for the Petitioner :SRl P PRABHAKAR REDDY
Counsel for the Respondent :PUBLIC PROSECUTOR

Petition under Section 430(1) of BNSS, praying that in the circumstances
stated in the grounds filed in support of the criminal petition, the High Court may be
pleased to suspend the execution of sentence passed in S.C No 45 of 2018 dated
1810212025 on the file of the court of The Special Sessions Judge for Trial of
SCs/STs (POA) Act cases cum ll Additional District and Sessions Judge at Nalgonda
and to release the petitioners/A1 and 42 on bail pending criminal Appeal, pending
disposal of CRLA No. 318 of 2025, on the file of the High Court

lA No. 1 OF 2025|N CRLA NO: 329 OF 2025
Between

PANDUGA SRINU, S/o Pedda Pichaiah, Aged 30 years, Occ- Agriculture, R/o
Azeempet Village, Addagudur NIandal, Nalgonda District

...Petitioner

AND

1. The State of Telangana, Rep.by its Public Prosecutor, High Court at

Hyderabad, For the State of Telangana
2. Batta Venkanna, S/o Lingaiah, Aged 29 years, Occ- Labour, R/c Azeempet

Village of Addagudur lilandal, Nalgonda District.
. Respondents/Complainant

,



Counsel for the Pr::rtioner : SRI PULIMAMIDI SHASHIIIHAR REDDY
Counsel for the Rr:spondent No.1 :PUBLIC PROSECUTOF

Petition undr,r' Section 430(1) of BNSS, praying tha in tl're crrcumstances
stated in the groun( s filed in support of the criminal petition, the High Coutl may be
pleased to suspenr the execution of judgment and sentence dated 1810212025 in

S.C.No 45 of 20' ) passed by the learned Special Sessirns Judge for Trial of
SCsiSTs; (POA) l,:t Cases cum ll Additional District ard Sessions judge at
Nalgonda, by grant ng bail to the petitioner, pending dispositl of CRLA No. 329 of
2025, on the file of he High Court.

lA No. 1 OF 2025 I 'l CR[-A NO: 330 OF 2025
Betweerr

1. Bandagorla ,r'alaraju, S/o tMallaiah, Aged about 35 years, Occ. Agriculture,
R/o Azimpet \/illage of Addagudur [\4andal, Yadadri Bh lngir lf istrict.

2. Panduga Narsaiah, S/o Rama Swamy, Aged about 50 years, Occ. Agriculture,
R/o Azim e' \/illage of AddagudurMandal, Yadadri Bhc ngir District.

Appellant,;/Accused No. 5 and 1'1

AND

The State oi-ielangana, Rep. by its Public Prosecutor High Court of
Telangana, i'lyderabad.

R :spondenUComplaina nt

Counsel for the F :titioners : SRI CHALAKANI VENKA] YADAV
Counsel for the F rspondent :PUBLIC PROSECUTOR

Petition un('3r Section 430(1) of BNSS, praying thert in the r;ircumstances
stated in the grour js filed in support of the criminal petition, the High Court may be
pleased to suspen, the sentence in S.C. No.45 of 2018 datel 18-02-2025 on the file
of The Special S:ssrons Judge for Trial of SCs/ STS (P)A) ltct Cases-cum- ll
Additional Districr and Sessions Judge at Nalgonda ;rnd qrant bail to the
petitioners/Accuse,l No. 5 and 11 in Criminal Appeal pending disposal of
CRLA No 330 of , 025, on the file of the High Court

lA No. 2 OF 2025 N CRLA NO: 333 OF 2025
Between:

Panduga lV rilaiah, S/o Pedda Pichaiah, Aged 40 yeers Occ Agriculture R/o
Azeempet \rillage Addagudur [Vandal. Nalgonda District

. Petitioner

AND

1. The state c Telangana, Rep.by its Public Prosecutor, High court ar
l-lyderabad For the State of Telangana

v



2. Batta Venkanna, S/o Lingaiah, Aged 29 years, Occ Labour, R/o Azeempet
Village of Addagudur [r]andal, Nalgonda District.

... RespondenUComplainant

Counsel for the Petitioner : SRI PULIMAMIDI SHASHIDHAR REDDY
Counsel for the Respondent Ns.1:PUBLIC PROSECUTOR

Petition under Section 430(1) of BNSS, praying that in the circumstances
stated in the grounds filed in support of the criminal petition, the High Court may be
pleased to suspend the execution of judgment and sentence dated 18-02-2025 in
S.C.No. 45 of 2018 passed by the learned Special Sessions Judge for Trial of SCs/
STs (POA) Act Cases cum ll Additional District and Sessions Judge at Nalgonda, by
granting bail to the petitionerlAl5, pending disposal of CRLANo. 333 of 2025, on
the file of the High Court.

lA No. 2 OF 2025lN CRLA NO: 340 OF 2025
Between

Panduga Lingaiah, S/o Pedda Pichaiah, Aged 35 years, Occ. Agriculture, R/o
Azeempet Village, Addagudur Mandal, Nalgonda District

.. . Petitioner/Appellant

AND

1. The State of Telangana, Rep.by its Public Prosecutor, High Court at
Hyderabad, For the State of Telangana.

2. Batta Venkanna, S/o Lingaiah, Aged 29 years, Occ. Labour, R/o Azeempet
Village of Addagudur [/landal, Nalgonda District.

Respondents/Complai na nt

Counsel for the Petitioner :PULIMAMIDI SHASHIDHAR REDDY
Counsel for the Respondent No.1:PUBLIC PROSECUTOR

Petition under Section 430(1) of BNSS, praying that in the circumstances
stated in the grounds filed in support of the criminal petition, the High Court may be
pleased to suspend the execution of judgment and sentence dated 18-02-2025 in
S.C.No. 45 of 2018 passed by the learned Special Sessions Judge for Trial of
SCs/STs (POA) Act Cases cum ll Additional District and Sessions Judge at
Nalgonda, by granting bail to the petitioner, pending disposal of the above Crl.A.,
pending disposal of CRLA No. 340 of 2025, on the file of the High Court.

lA No. 2 OF 2025 lN CRLA NO: 345 OF 2025
Between:

Bandagorla Nagamma, W/o Valaraju, Aged about 30 years, Occ- Agriculture,
R/o Azimpet Village of Addagudur[/andal, YadadriBhongir District.

AppellanVAccused Nc. 1 3



AND

Counsel for the Pe! tioner :

Counsel for the Re':llondent

Counsel for the Pr:titioner :

Counsel for the Respondent :

SRI CHALAKANI VENKAT YADA'/
PUBLIC PROSECUTOR

SRIDYLNCHARYULU
PUBLIC PROSECUTOR

The State of 1,>langana, Rep. by its Public Prosecutor Hrgh Court of
Telangana, H'y derabad.

... Res pondent/Complainant

Petition unde Section 430(1) of BNSS, praying that in the: circumstances
stated in the grounc,, filed in support of the criminal petition, tlte F{igh C,luti tnay be
pleased to suspend 'he sentence in S.C. No.45 of 2018 dated 181A212025 cn the file
of The Special Sesr;ionS Judge for Trial of SCs/ STS (POl) Act Cases- cum- ll
Additional District rnd Sessions Judge at Nalgonda anC grant baii to the
petitioner/Accused. llo. 13 in Criminal Appeal, pending disposrrl of CRLA No. 345 of
2025, on the file of tr e High Court.

lANo.'l OF2025 llrt@
Between:

Panduga Sai,'anarayana, S/o.Pitchaiah Aged about 40 years, occ.Agriculture
(Detenue)l F|'o.Azeempet Village of Addaguduru Mandal, Yadadri Bhongir
District.

AppellanUAccused No 12

AND

-l-he State of -elangana, Rep, by Public Prosecutor, High Corirt of 1-elangana
at Hyderabac,

... Re spondent/Complainant

Petition undr r Section 430 (1) of BNSS, praying tha: in the crrcumstances
stated in the groun( s filed in support of the criminal petition, .he High Court may be
pleased to enlarg: the petitioner on bail by suspending the lmpi'isonrnent of
sentence passed at 18.02.2025, in S.C.No.45l201B on the file Of Special Sessions
Judge for Trial of S,'--'s/ST's (POA) Act cases cum ll Additionirl Drstrict and Sessions
judge at Nalgonda cending disposal of CRLA No 352 of tA25, on tne file of the
High Court

lA No. 1 OF 20251 1 0F 2025
Between

Jakkuia Lachaiah, S/o Bakkaiah ,Age 38 years , Occ Agriculture, R/o Azeempet
(v) of Addagudr-r' (m)

Accused /A.ppellant

I CRLA NO:



AND

Counse! for the Petitioner :

Counsel for the Respondent :

SRI C RAKEE SRIDHARAN

PUBLIC PROSECUTOR

The State of Telangana, rep. by its Public Prosecutor. High court of

Telangana at Hyderabad

RespondenVComplainant

Petition under Section 430(1) of BNSS, praying that in the circumstances

stateo in the grounds filed in support of the criminal petition, the High Court may be

pieased to suspend the sentence in S C N0 45 12018 18-02-2025, on the file of the

Hon'ble Special Sessions Judge For Trial Of SCs/ STs (POA) Act Cum ll Additional

District And Sessions Ridge At Nalgonda and grant bail to the petitioner A-17 in

criminal appeal, pending disposal of CRLA No. 361 of 2025, on the file of the High

Court.

lA No. 1 OF 202s lN CRLA NO: 362 0F 2025

Between:

Jakkula Ramesh, S/o Bixam, Age . 42 years, caste Yadav , Occ . Agriculture

, Student R/o Azeempet (v) of Addagudur (m)

Accused/Appellant

AND

The State Of Telangana, rep. by its Public Prosecutor.

... ResPondenVComPlainant

Counsel for the Petitioner :

Counsel for the Respondent :

SRI C RAKEE SR]DHARAN

PUBLIC PROSECUTOR

Petition under Section 430(1) of BNSS, praying that in the circumstances

stated in the grounds filed in support of the criminal petition, the High Courl may be

pleased t<,, enlarge the petitioner on bail in SC.No. 4512018 , dated 18-02-2025, on



file of The Court Oi -ihe Hon'ble Special Sessions Judge F,>r T'rial Of SCs/ STs

(POA) Act Cum ll Acljitional District And Sessions Judge At Nt lgoncia and grant bail

to the petitioner in C,irninal Appeal, pending disposal of CRLA No. 362 of 2025, on

the file of the High Court.

lA No. 1 OF 2025 lN JW
Between:

Panduga Ya,laiah, S/o Lanchaiah, Age. 50 years Cast. Yadav, Occ.

Agriculture, A:eempet (v) of Addagudur (m) Nalgonda (,t) TG

AppellanUA6

AND

The State of 
--elangana, Rep by its Public Prosecutor, l-ligh Court at

HVderabad

Re sponrientiComplainant

Counsel for the Petitioner : SRI G SUNIL ANAND

Counsel for the Re spondent :PUBLIC PROSECUTOR

Petition und,-.r Section 430(1) of BNSS, praying tha: in the circumstances

stated in the grourlls filed in support of the criminal petition, the High Court may be

pleased to suspenr the sentence passed vide SC No.45 of 2018lated 18-A2-2025

by COURT OF Tt-E SPECIAL SESSIONS JUDGE FOR T llAL OF SC/ST (POA)

ACT CASES CLr il ll ADDITIONAL DISTRICT AND S:SSIONS JUDGE AT

NALGONDA, Convicting the Accused pending disposal of th: above criminal appeal

and release all the, s66gsed rill bail on such terms and corditions as this Hon'ble

court may deem fit and proper in the interest of justict. pending disposal of

CRLA No. 363 of ,'.025, on the file of the High Court

The Court made tire following.

ORDER



HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE K. LAKSHMAN

AND

HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE VAKITI RAMAKRISHNA REDDY

l.A. No.l OF 2A25IN CRIMINAL APPEAL No.311 OF 2025,

I.A. No.1 OF 2025IN CRIMINAL APPEAL No.284 OF 2025.

o.1 OF 2025IN CRIMINAL APPEAL No.329 OF

LA. No.l OF 2025 IN CRIMINAL APPBAL No.330 OF 2025,

I4, No.2 OF 2025IN CRIMINAL APPEAL No.333 OF 2025,

I.A. No.2 OF 2025 IN CRIMINAL APPEAL No.340 OF 2025,

I.A. No.2 OF 2025 IN CRIMINAL APPEAL No.345 OF 2025.

I.A. No.1 OF 2025 lN CRIMINAL APPEAL No.352 OF 2025,

I.A. No.l OF 2025 IN CRIMINAL APPEAL No.36l OF 2025.

I.A. No.l OF 2025IN CRIMINAL APPEAL No.362 OF 2025 &

I.A. No.l OF 2025 IN CRIMINAL APPEAL No.363 OF 2025

COMMON ORDER: (Per Hon'ble SriJr.rstice K. Lakshman)

Heard Mr. C. Pratap Recidy, learned Senior Counsel

rcpresenting Mr. C. Sunil Anand, learned counsel for the petitioner -

appellant ir-r Crl.A. Nos.3ll & 363 of-2025, Mr. P. Prabl-rakar Redd-v.

I.A. No.I OF 2025 IN CRIMINAL APPEAL No.264 OF 2025.

I.A. No.l OF 2025 lN CRIMINAL APPEAL No.318 OF 2025.
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learned couns(l for the petitioner - appellant in Clrl.A Nos.264 &-318

of 1025, Mr Chalakani Venkat Yadav. learned rounsel fbr the

petitioner' - airpellant in Crl.A. Nos.2B4, 330 & 3u 5 of 2025. Mr

Pulimamidi !irashidhar Reddy, learned cor-rnsel for the r:etitioner -

appellant in ( rl.A. Nos.329, 333 & 340 of 2025, Ms Ranrya, learned

counsel repre: enting Mr. C. Rakee Sridharan, learne I counsel lbr the

petitioner - rppellant in Crl.A. Nos.36i & 362 of 2015 and Mr

D.Y.L.N. Chruyulu, learned counsel for the petitiorer - ilppellant in

Crl.A. No.3-5 '- of 2025, and also Mr. Syed Yasar llamcon, learned

Additional Pr-rblic Prosecutor appearing for the resporLdent

2. All Jrese applications are filed by the respe:tive petitioners -

acctrsed to grant bail. Vide impugned judgment dated 1Ei.02.2025 in

S.C'. No.45 r'f'2018, learned Special Sessions Judg: lbr Trial of the

Scheduled C,rsts and the Scheduled Tribes (Prevention ot'Atrocities)

Act Cases - cum - II Additional District and Sessions Judge at

Nalgor-rda. c.nvicted the petitioners herein - accursed Nos. I to I and 9

tct lJ fbr the of-tences under Sections - 143. 147 &.'02 read rvith 149

ollPC and S:ction - 3 (1) (r) and 3 (2) (v) of the Scredr-rl,:ci C'asrs and

the Schedul,,d Tribes (Prevention of Atrocities) Anrendment Act,

2fl1-5 (tbr sl',rrt'Act,2015'), while convicted the pr,titioner - accused
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No.l8lbr the offences under Sections - 109, 302, 143 & 147 of IPCI

and Section - 3 (t) (r) (s) and 3 (2) (v) of the Act, 2015. and

accordingly imposed life imprisonrnent and other imprisonrnent on

her. Challenging the said conviction and sentences of imprisonrnent,

the petitioners f-rled the afbresaid appeals. The petitioners herein are

an'aigned as accused Nos.l to 7 and 9 to 18. During pendency of the

proceedings before the trial Court, the case against accused No.8 stood

abated.

3. Learrred counsel fbr the respective petitioners would submit

that the incident took place on spur of moment and, therefore, there

was no preplanned. As such, the offence under section 302 read with

149 of IPC does not at all attract. There are no specific overt acts

attributed against the petitioners. The allegations made against the

petitioners are omnibus in nature.

4. They would further submit that as per evidence of PWs.l to

7, after accused No.l beat the deceased, he fell down on the grouncl

and then all the rerr-raining accused kicked the deceased, whereas, as

per the evidence of PW.l2, the doctor, who conducted atttopsy over

the dead body of the deceased, ten ante-mortem injuries were fbund irr
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the dead bodr. During cross-exarrination. he specif ically stated tl-rat

all sLrch injuries are possible while the person wiLs ilt a standing

position. [n he light of the same. the evidence ol said prosecution

witnesses is rrot trustworthy. There are several intprovements and

inconsistencirs in the evidence of prosecution witrtesses. Without

considering ,rll the said aspects, the trial Coutt convicted the

petitioners frrr the aforesaid off-ences. There are good grourrds to

succeed in i le appeals. The petitioners herein are in jail from

18.02.2025. 'fherefore, learned counsel sought to grant bail to the

petitioners br suspending the sentence of imprisonrnent imposed on

them.

5. 1\/hereas, learned Additional Public I)rosecutor would

subrnit that tl ere are serious allegations against the 1>etitioners herein.

FJaving considered all the said aspects only, the trirrl Courl r'ecorded

conviction ar <l imposed the sentences ot'irnprisonm:nt in the manner

stated above. The omissions and contractions, if anl', occurring in the

prosecution \ /itnesses, the same are minor in nattrre :rnd cannot tile the

case of prosr'cution. The evidence ol witnesses crnnot be anaiyzed

u,hile consi,. ering bail application as held by th : Ap,-, Courl in
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l.;\. No.l of 2025 in ('rl.A. No.-il I ol2()25 & batch

Omprakash Sahni v. Jai Shankar Chaudharyl. In rhe light of the

sarne, if bail is granted to the petitioners herein, it is difllcult to secure

their presence to hear the appeals. Therefbre, he sought to disrniss the

bail applications.

6. In the light of the aforesaid rival subn"rissions, perusal of

record would reveal that the prosecution has examined PWs.l to 13 on

its behalf before the trial Court. Accused No.18 u,as the Sarpanch of

the Village at the relevant point of time, he instigated other accused to

attack the deceased due to which, the deceased died. There were

disputes between the deceased and the accused in connection with one

Mr. Rajamallu's death. According to the accused, the deceased was

responsible for Rajamallu committing suicide. Tl-rere was political

rivalry between the two groups i.e., the deceased and the accused as

both of them belong to different political par.ties"

7 . In the case on hand, PW. i and PW.3 are the son and

daughter of the deceased, while PW.2 is the wif-e. PWs.4 and 5 are

their relatives. All of them specifically spoken in their chief-

examination with regard to commission ofJ-ence by the accused.

'. 1zo::;6 SCC r23
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8. A ; per their evidence and case of prosecution. on

30.09.2017, : rey along with the deceased went to Jammi 'free to

perfbrm Pooj,r on the eve of' Dusschra f-estival and w'hile returning,

accused No.l -r being the Sarpanc'h of their village instigated all the

accused to kil the deceased. Then. accused No.l beat the deceased on

his head and 'ell down on the ground. The remaining accused started

kicking and tiving fist blow's on the deceased. As a result, the

deceased rec,: ived injuries on his f-ace, ear and blood was oozing tiom

his nose anci also received fiacture injuries on hir, chest, which is

evidenced b;. the rnedical evidence through PW.12 the ,Coctor, who

conducted au opsy over the dead body ofthe deceased

9. Mr. P. Prabhakar Reddy, learned counsll, submitted that

there was nc) r:harge fbr the ofTence under Section . 149 of IPC, and

even then, th: trial Court convicted the accused for the said oft-ence

Perusal of'ch rrgc and the judgrnent of the trial Court r,vould reveal that

the trial Couit did not tiame any charge lbrthe offerce under Section

- 149 of IP('against accused No.l8 and even the trial Cr>ur1 also did

not convict h rn fbr the said of'fence

10. .'.s t'ar as accused No.13 is concerned, learned counsel

rvould subm,t that she is a woman. aged about 30 years. There is no
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l.,A No. l ol'2025 in Crl.A. r-\o.31 I ol'2025 & barch

evidence against her and she is not ir1 a position to attend her day-to-

day activities. Therefore, he sought to grant bail to her.

I l. Perusal of record, more particularly the evidence of PWs.l,

2, 3 and 7 would reveal that PW.l, son of the deceased, in his

deposition, stated that when his brother was trying to take

photographs, accused No.9 snatched away' rnobile phone of his

brother, while accused No.13 snatched away pusthelathadu fromhis

sister. PW.2, the wife of the deceased, also deposed that accused

No.1 beat her husband on his neck and he f-ell down on the ground in

prone position. Then, accused Nos.2 to 17 kicked her husband. Then,

her daughter stopped the accused by lying on her husband. Accused

No.13 snatched away the pusthelathadu fi'om her daughter and did not

give to her even after repeated request. Thereafter, accused No.l3

lifted her husband and declared that he died.

12. PW.3, daughter of the deceased. deposed that accused

Nos.3 to 17 started kicking her father. In order to rescue her father

from the accused, she laid down on her f-ather. Accused No.13 pulled

her by holding her tuft of hair. PW.7, the relative of the deceased,

deposed that all the accused beat the deceased and kicked him. The

accused abused PW.3 and pulled away fi'orn her father. One of the



li
Kl .l & ilrklt..l

1..\ \o.l ol'l()15 ttt ( rl \. 'ri, ill (rl ll)li.l hiilrll

accltsed fr-tr-n1,:d on the body of deceased as a result lrlood oozed fiom

tl-re ears and Irouth of the deceased. Thereafter, aclused No.l3 said

that'Lanjokt :luku chacltipoinclct'and declared that tre deceased died

T'lius, Ttrimtr fltc'ie, there is also specific evidence against accused

No.l3. Ever her husband is also one of the accusel in this case i.e.,

accused No.'

13. Ir is apt to note that though learned couttsel appetrring for

accused No. 3 submitted that accused No.l3 is nct in a position to

attend her lay-to-day activities, he has not file d any document

inciuding m, dical record/treatment particulars of accused No.13. On

the other htrrrd, learned Additional Public Prosecut<,r, on instructions,

submitted tl'at the contention of accused No.13 iri false and she is

taking core oi all her day-to-day activities on her owl'r. However, on

the said gror.ncl without frlin_c any proof, she canno. seek regular bail

Slie can set < intet'int bail bv filing medical record in support of her

contention

14. .rcept PW.l0, who tumed hostile, all the prosecution

u'itnesses ci,:pc,r.d rvith regard to the commission of oIl-ence by the

accused. lt is settled law that evidence of hostile ryitness also can be

rclied upon to the extent which supports the prosec:tion version. The
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contentions of petitioners that none of the eye witnesses stated that the

accused were armed with any deadly weapons; that there were 1000 to

1200 persons participated in the Jumnri Pooja fr-om dift-erent villages

and, therefbre, it is difflcult fbr PWs.l to 8 to identily accusedNos.l

17 and that accused No.l 8 except giving signal, he has notto

committed any offence etc., can be considered at the time of final

hearing of appeal. While considering bail application, evidence of

prosecution witnesses cannot be analyzed as held by the Apex Court

in Omprakash Sahnir.

15. As discussed supra, prima facie, there are specific overt

acts against the petitioners with regard to cornmission of offence said

to have committed by them. Corrsidering all the aforesaid aspects,

we are not inclined to grant bail to the petitioners herein.

All these bail applications are accordingly dismissed.
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SD/. REKHA RANI BALAGANI
i ..

ASSISTANT REGISTRAR

//TRUE COPY//
SECT!ON OFFICER

1. The Special Sessions Judge for Trial of SCs/STs (POA) Act -cum-ll Additional

District and Sessions Judge at Nalgonda
2. The Superintendant. Central Prison Cherlapally, lVedchal tt/alkajgiri District.

3. The Superintendant, Central Prtson Chanchalguda. Hyderabad.
4. Two CCs to Public Prosecutor High Court for the State of Telangana, Hyderabad

(our)
5. One CC to SRl. C SUNIL ANAND Advocate IOPUC]
6. One CC to SRI P PRABHAKAR REDDY Advocate IOPUC]
7 One CC to SRI CHALAKANI VENKAT YADAV Advocate [OPUC]
8 One CC to SRI PULIIUAIVIID| SHASHIDHAR REDDY Advocate [OPUC]
e one cc to :11 ? I i [!IIYY^L!^19"::,1" !?tY-'!{ ,^,
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