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,N THE HIGH COI,Tf;frr.liBllrE 
oF rELA NGA NA

WEDNESDAY, 
THE NruCAIT\.1 rr--

rwo ii8:,#,.#llj,il[flf] oF MAR c H

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE 
SMT JUST,CE

CriminalAppeal 
Under

Judgment dated 13_ 1

Section 372 ofCr.p.C. R/w 41s e) of BNSS aggrieved

the Judgment dated 30_

2- 2023 passed in Crl. A. 12 of 2023 on the file of the
Court of the principal

District & Sessions Judge, at Narayanpet preferred againstof 2016 on the file of the

06- 2123passed in C. C. No. 217 of 2022(old C. C. No. 597First Class at Kosgi
Court of the Junior CivilJudge _cum_ Judicial Magistrate of

Between:

AND

3[:'g##,r;#';,:*"y-:r;,',flfff 
lil.$Hr;iBffi.ffi occ:Asricu,ture,

[ 338s ]

K. SUJANA

by the

...Respon den72. Mone Ramchan6.r e/^ r.r^ Respondent

: r\4one _;#,: :T: ;:;flTffi;To.X"li"l", ^,: [/one Katamma, Wrrffi;;:s Mone Laxmi, wi" ;;:;::":":pPa.Ased: 6s years.
6. M;;;ffiJ",:,Ramulu, Ased; 35 years, ' 

.7 M; ;;;,';: ff; fff ?.i":l,-.q, 
3o years,

nar, Aged:2g years,

0i1{::?*ffx[ffif 
^lfffi#,.f,:,;,Tf,R/o 

H No 5_ 31, sarjhakhanpet

.. ; Respode n ts/Appella n ts/

...ApeltanUDefacto
Complainant

1' The state of Telangaps' Rep' by pubric prosecutor, 
High court at Hyderabad

r.,i..,._.,, -"-i'+ii+r +r-- .-- .-.*...4*+;+q-,.iE*S++++:++-.Fr'fu-..i

Accused

I
l.d
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Counsel for the l\ppellant : Sri B Shiva Kumar

counset for the tlespondent No.l : Sri M Ramachandra Reddy'
Additional Public Prosecutor

counsel for the llespondent Nos. 2 to 7: Sri K Ramesh Babu.

The Court made the following: JUDGMENT
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6 IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELIINGANA

AT HYDERAB.A.T)

THE HONOURABLE SMT. JUSTICE K. SUJANA

CRIMINAL APPEAL No.891 of 2O24

DATE:25.O3.2O26

BETWEEN

Shetty Renuka

.....Appellant / Defacto complainant

And

The State of Telangana,
R.p., by Public Prosecutor,
High Court at Hyderabac.l & six ottrers

.....Respondents

: JUDGMENT:

This criminal appeal is filed aggrieved by the judgment

dated L3.12.2O23 passed in crl.A.No.l2 of 2023 by the

Principat District and sessions Judge at Narayanpet, wherein

the appetlate Court reversed the judgment of the triat Court in

C.C.No.217 of 2022.

2026:TSHC:4657



2. C.C. No. 217 of 2o22was filed against respondent Nos. 2to Z /accused for the offences punishable under Sections 323,449, SO4, and 5O6 read with Section 34 of the *.;; 
";:,code (for short "IpcJ. on beharf of the prosecufion, pws.l to 6were examined and Exs.p.l to p.4 were marked. Uponappreciation of the evidence on record, the triar court convictedthe acc,used for the offences under Sections 323 and 44g of IpCand sentenced them to pay a fine of Rs. l,OOtO"/_each, in def,aultto undr:rgo simple imprisonment for lS days on each count.Aggrieve'd by the said judgment, the accused preferredcrl'A'No' 12 0f 2023,wherein the apperate court, on reappraisalof the erridence, herd that the prosecution f,a,ed to prove thecharges l>eyond reasonable doubt and accordingly set aside theconviction and acquitted the accused.

3. Heard Sri B.Shiva Kumar, Iearned counsel for theappellant, Sri M.Ramachandra 
Reddy, Iearned Additionar pubricProsecutor appearing for respondent No.,-state and SriK.Ramesh Babu, Iearned coun

Nos-2 to 7. 
-' 'vqrrr'(r counsel appearing for respondent

4' The learned counsel for the appellant contends that theevidence on record is sufficient to estabrish the guirt of theaccused and that the triar court rightry convicted them. It is
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n submitted that the Sessions Judge erred in concluding that

Pw.ldidnotfileaCopyofthereportalongwithEx.P.land

failedtoproperlyappreciatetheevidenceofPWs.lto5,who

supported the prosecution case. tt is further contended that the

appellate Court wrongly accepted the defence- version that a

prior criminal case and refusal to compromise led to false

implicationaSacounterblast.Hence,prayedthisCourttoset

aside the judgment of the appellate Court by atlowing this

criminal aPPeal.

5. on the other hand, the learned counsel for respondent

Nos.2toTcontendsthatthereisnosufficientevidenceon

record to establish the guilt of the accused for the offences

under sections 323 and 448 0f IPC. It is submitted that the trial

court erred in convicting the accused, whereas the appellate

Courtrightlysetasidetheconvictioninviewofmaterial

contradictions in the evidence of PWs' 1 and 2 and lack of

corroboration in the testimony of PWs' 1 to 5' Hence' the

appellate Court has rightly set aside the conviction and prayed

to dismiss this aPPeal.

6. Upon considering the submissions made by the learned

counsel on both sides and on perusal of the material available

(

0r

2026:TSHC:4657



4

on recf,rd, this court finds that, in order to prove the allegations

against respondent Nos-2 to 7/accused, the prosecution

exami,ed pws.l to 6. pw.l is the de facto comprainant and
alleged injured, Pw.2 is cited as an eye-witness, pw.3 to pw.S

are mr:diators, and pw.6 is the Investigating officer. tt is an
admittr:d fact that there exists a long-standin! dispute between

the pa'ties with regard to an open piece of rand adjacent to the
house'rf PW.r, with both sides claiming right and possession

over ttre same- According to the prosecution, due to such
dispute, the accused developed grudge and ailegedry trespassed
into the house of pW.1 and assaulted hei-.

7 ' H')wever, a careful appreciation of the evidence reveals

material inconsistencies. pw. 1, in her testimony, stated that A. I
alone ca.ught hold of her hair, dragged her, and assaulted her,
but she did not specify any particurar injury sustained nor
attribute any specific overt act to g,.z ,,o A.6. In contrast, the
evidence of pws.2 and 3 suggests that all the accused
participated in the assault, which is inconsistent with the
version 

'f 
pw.l. Further, there is no medical evidence on

record to substantiate any injury a[egedry sustained by pw. 1.

These contradictions and lack of corroboration create serious
doubt regarding the prosecution case.
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a 8. With regard to the offence under Section 448 of [PC, in

view of the admitted civil dispute concerning the ownership and

possession of the land, this Court is of the opinion that it

cannot be conclusively determined in the criminal proceedings

that the accused had no right over the property so as to

constitute criminal trespass. In such circumstg.nces, this Court

finds that the trial Court erred in convicting the accused,

whereas the appellate Court has rightly appreciated the

evidence and set aside the conviction. This Court finds no valid

grounds to interfere with the well-reasoned judgment of the

appellate Court.

9. Accordingly, the Criminal Appeal is dismissed confirming

the judgment dated L3.L2.2O23 passed in Crl.A.No.L2 of 2023

by the Principal District and Sessions Judge at Narayanpet.

Miscellaneous petitions, if &oy, pending shall stand

closed.

To,

SD/- P.CH.NAGABHUSHAMBA
DEPUW REGISTRAR

//TRUE COPY/

OFFICER

I
2

The Principal District & Sessions Judge, at N

The Junior Civil Judge -cum- Judicial Magistrate of First Class at Kosgi. (with
pet -

records, if anY)

3. The Station House Officer, Kosgi Police Station, Mahabubnagar District-

4. Two CCs to Public Prosecutor, High Court for the State of Telangana, at

Hyderabad TOUTI

5. One CC to Sri B Shiva Kumar, Advocate IOPUC]

6. One CC to Sri K
7. Two CD CoPies

Babu, Advocate [OPUC]
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HIGH COURT

DATED: 25l03lit026

JUDGMENT

CRLA.No.891 of 2024

DISMISSING THI= CRIMINAL APPEAL
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