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detfore tine Returning officer for election ts the Lok Zzbha.
2 (Member of parliament constituency Nizamaban ).

) nfflzc_zlg‘

g I,buddempudi Sambasiva . . i Rao Choudry s/o Dela-
kKotaiah ,agzd 52 years, Oc~Tup: Agriculture & BusHin oo,

| r/o: H.N>,1-3-428, Gunj Road Bodhtan Town,Dist:vizanzh d,

~ do hersby solewnly affirm and sincerely state sn oath ac

= Lfollows:

&
1. That I submit that I am not. - accused of any offuize

5 Pbunishable with imprisonment for two years or more i any

g where in India, also there is no case since 5 yoars
against me, but theres is a private complaint cuse tsa ir

;. T.7.N0.31/02 on the file of the Judisial First Clasc

© Maygistrate at Boadhan ,Nizamapad DRist whicno is ourely

. orivete and civil nature litigation, and alsc which 1

% cending for trial, the privatc complalnt copy «nd tn~

tatus of the case by the couns=l attached.

]

£ crimine?

Crl.R.Z,No. 1012/0:

J.F.C.M,coirt BEad an

ferred aop .1 in the
con ., nd

i

. Tnat I subwit that there is a pendi
aPpzal before the Hon'ble High court
- ajainst the order of in CC.No.123/01 o

cand the order of above court we have pre

vy
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“Court of the VI1 Adal: "0Dist & SESSLOOS Judge Nizamaoaad,at
Bodhan,on 25-8-2003 the apgeal was posed Learing
ECrl. 4.M3.17/03 ,Aggrieved by the Orde ”a;d av.2llat: onut,
agaln I have .ref-rro3 the appesl in the Hon'ble Hign coult
.of AP, Crl.n,Na.l7/u3 vid-- prl.RC.Na.104’ of "U004 whiich s
seill peading. The sald appeal pending case Lapers oantou
Status 1s filed herewith,
3. Tihe above said cagse concern papors are encloased |« h
. 1) Crl.R.C.N0,1042/04 in Crl.appeal.No,17/03 in 070 122/01
8 2) ©.C.81/02 copy of Pvt complaint,
3) Information with regard to pending casce latoos.otion
: given oy the counsel of the applicant (ﬁCQOﬂuﬁt)
Kk Hence this arfidavit. _ _
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et ore the Returning oLficer for electidn to
(reemper ot Parliawent constitency Nizamebad )
Affigavit.

I, Duddempudl Sampbasiva Rao Cnoudary s
Balakotaiah,aged 52 years, Occup: Agriculture
H.No, 1-3-428,Gunj Rnad 3odhan Town,Dist:Nizam
hereby solicanly arfirm and sincerely state on
£ollows:

1. That I suopmit that the detalls 2f myself and my 1a..
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4 I submit what which are immoveable,mnoveable and :iapd

! thse are attached to this axfh.dqv t as per tne forn.
in the Nowmination Faram.

Enclosures: ~ Those Annexures -, B8 and T .orti-
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A DETAILS OF MOVABLE ASSETS

in Rs

SLNO DESCRIPTION

SPOUSE

TOTAL

NAME (’/.DA Je

AFGpD (6207

i

VI

VIl

(CPANo. fIF6ERD 2062 &)

Cash

Deposits in Banks, Financial
institutitons and non banking
financial companies

Bonds, debentures and
shares in companies

Other financial instruments
NSS, postal savings, LIC
Policies etc

LIC Policy Value

Motot Vehciles
1994 Make Mahindra jeep
Maruthi Alto Car 2003 make

Jewellery
220 gms of jewellery

Other Assets

Total Rs

715,689

3,028

500,000

50,000

354,597

2,533

500,000

100,000

330,000

1,070,286

5,561

1,000,000

50,000
100,000

330,000

1,287,130

2,555,847
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B DETAILS OF IMMOVABLE ASSETS

Sl No

Description

Self Spouse Total

ﬁ}y\NOVQF@FE7ﬂﬂﬂU%) Name (2 No. AF PD {5

Agricultural lands:

Self:

Sy No. 265/1,2,3 at Srinivasa
Camp, Bodhan Mandal

Dist Nizamabad Ac. 4-31 gts

Sy No.727/1,728/1, 760 and
762, Bellal Tharfa, Bodhan,
Dist Nizamabad Ac. 2-31 gts

Non Agricultural land
One open plots measuring

- 800 sgyards at Patancheru

Dist Ranga Reddy

One open plot measruing
400 sq yards Near Ramoji
Film City, Ranga Reddy Dist

Buildings:
House No. 1-4-1121 & 1122.
LBS Nagar, Bodhan

House No. 6-47/1/1, Kukatpally
Hyderabad

House no. 1-3-430,431,432 and

433, Gunj Road, Bodhan

House No. 10-55 at Saloora
Camp, bodhan mandal, Dist
Nizamabad

900,000

3,000,000

500,000
300,000

1,000,000 -
2,000,000 -

1,000,000 -
300,000 -
contd

TEACI |
SRRV o ’;L—,\

=00,00(

3,000,00C

$00,00¢

300,000

1,600,000

2,000,000

1,C¢u0,000

360,000

.2



L

House No. 6-54/1, Kukatpally
Hyderabad

Flat No. 106, Phase |, Jaya
Bharathi Gardens, Kukatpally
Hyderabad

House No. 1-4-786 at LBS
Nagar, Bodhan

Total

500,000 - 500,200

- 1,000,000 1,000,000

- 300,000 300,000

9,500,000 1,300,000 10,800,0L"£
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. No

a

C DETAILS GF LIABILITIES

8
AL

Description Name and address
of the bank/
financial institution
departments

Amount
outstanding
ason 28.03.09

i) Loans from banks SBi, Koti Branch
Educational Loan

UBI, Begumpet Branch
Housing loan of

wife Smt. D seetha
Chowdhary

ii) Loans from financial
institutions

11} Government dues

a) Dues to deparments
dalin with government
accommodation

b) dues to departments
dealing with supply of
water

c} dues to departments
dealing with supply of
electricity

d) dues to departments
dealing with telephones

e) dues to departments
dealing with government
transport (including
aircrafts and helicopters)

f) Other dues:

Sri Ram Chits

Group No. NFL 9/28
Group No. IMX/4/39
{both under dispute in
court)

Municipal taxes

e O (&/C{/
\ NG X

539,089.00

378,000.00

337,000.c0
775,000.00

67,800.00

2,496,889.00
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MEMORANDUM OF CRIMINAL REVISION CASE
{(Under Section 397 & 401 of Cr.P.C)

INTHE COURT OF THE JUDICIAL FIRST CLASS MAGISTRATE, BODHAN
C.C.NO.123 OF 2001

IN THE COURT OF Vil ADDL. DISTRICT AND SESSIONS JUDGE,
NIZAMABAD

CRL.A NC. 17 CF 2003

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE OF ANDHRA PRADESH
AT . HYDERABAD

CRL.R.C.NO. /04,% OF 2004 :

Between:

D.Sambasiva Rao Chowdary

Sf/o Late D. Balkotaiah, aged : 52 vrs
Occ: Business & Agriculture Rio
L.B.S.Nagar, Bodhan, District Nizamabad

....Petitioner/Appellant/Accused

And

The State of A.P. rep. by its Public Prosaecutor,
- High Court of A.P. Hyderabad.

b .RespondenthespcndentiComplainant

The address for service of all notices and process on the above named
gtitioner is that of his counsel %‘iﬁ’ 2 ==
P K- pProdhiodesn
BEOBDHANKAR, Advocates, Clo

It B PABLES VAR = e mOoaa Mo —Eah
2 d.m—g‘“@‘ﬁ"“? Pp=ts, ﬁlcngaﬂg, Hadolzpel H*\fO{

This Criminal Revision Case is being filed aggrieved by the Judgment
dated 25/8/2003 in Crl.Appeal No.17/2003 on the e of Viith Addl. District and
Sessions Judge, Nizamabad at Bodhan confirming the Judgment dt.20/2/2002 in
C.C.N0.128/2001 on the file of Judicial isf Class Magistrate, Bodhan for the
following among other:

GROUNDS

& The Judgment of the court below is contrary to law, weight of evidence
and against the principles pinatural justice.
(' <
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2 in the facts and circumstances of the case and on the hasis of the
evidence on record, ihe learned Sessions Judge ought to have allowed the
Appeal and dismissed C.C.N0.128/2001.

J. That the learned Addl. Sessions Judge failed to see that the prosecution
‘has not investigated the matter properly and filed the charge sheet in @

mechanical way and that they have not produced any proof to substantiate their
charge.

& Roth the courls below failed to appreciate in their Judgment the
ingredients of offence under sec.353 of | P.C. and sentence the Revision
Petitioner to pay a fine of Rs.1000/- in default to suffer S.1. for (3) months. The

petitioner/accused deposited a fine of Rs.1000/- in the court of the J.F.C.M.
Bodhan oh 20/2/2003.

2. Both the courts below failed 1o appreciate the fact that there is no
evidence on record that on the date of offence the special party has inspected

the house of the petitioner along with other and found the faulty meter and

having noticed the same the accused came to the office and committed the
alleged offence.
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6. Both the courts below failed to appreciate that there is motive for the -

commission of the alleged offence for the petit’mneriaccused on account of
inspection of his house of houses and there found some fault and same was
within the notice and knowiedge of the accused and due to the said reason the

accused became violant and committed the alleged offence.

s Roth the couris below has no appreciated the evidence on record and

thus arrived at wroeng conclusion which resulted in miscarriage of justice.

8. Roth the courts below failed to see that there is no sufficient evidence to

pase the conviction against the sccused and the accused was entitied for
acquittal.

-
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2 Both the courts below has falled to see that the prosecution has no placed

credit worthy evidence to prove the alleged offence against accused, as such the
accused was entitled for acquitial.

10.  Both the courts below has falled to see that the prosecution has no placed
credit worthy evidence to prove the alleged offence against accused, as such the
acoused was entitled for acquitial.

11.  Both the courts below ought to have seen that all the witnesses examined
by the prosecution are intergsted withesses and no independent witnesses werg

examined to prove the incident and their evidence has to be discarded.

12.  Both the courts below has committed blunder in not discussing the
avidence of each withesses in detail with regard to material particulars of the
offence, because there are several discrepancies and contradictions even in the

testimonies of the interest witnessas examined by the prosecution,

13.  Both the courts below failed to éppreaiate that out of the (6) withesses i.e.
PW-1 to PW-6 besides PW-7 (1.0.). PW-4 alone alone alleged to have been
very niuch present besides the statements of PW-1 at the place of incident was
declared hostile and the remaining witnesses who were interested in victim PW-
1 i.e. PW-2, 235 & 6 have cecniradicted each other and there are ot of
nfirmities in their statements. Further PW-6 in the nature of statements given by
him is not any eye witness because he has stated that he went {0 the scene of
offence after the incident and he has not seen the actual incident. There
remained the testimonies of PW-2,3 and 5 in order to correborate PW-1. PW-1
and PW-5 only have given the acfual words of abuse alleged to have been used
by the accused against PW-1 and the other two wilnesses i.e., PW-2 & PW-3 did
not siate the words of abuses. Even such words or abuses given by PW-1 &
PVY-5 are inconsistent and contradictory to each other. While PW-1 stated
“Donga Lanja Koduka, Entha Diryamura Neeku 65% Slow Ani Rasukonaru” and
PW-5 stated, in the cross-examination that accused said, “Eera Donga Na
Koduka casu Enduku Pettinavy.” 1t is not clear from the evidence on record who
informed the accused regarding this and how the accused came to Know said
meter reading regarding the slow moving etc., so as to alleged motive for the

said crime immediately before the ckecking etc., in the office so as to alleged the

crime is not explained by the prosecution ;ﬁ/ such the accused is entitled for the

—

acquittal.
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14, Both the courts below failed to appreciate and consider the important and
material aspect of the case tﬁéi-the facts the prosecution did not examine any of
the members of the staff of E.R.OQ. Office {besides PW-4 who was de_ciared
hostile}, where the incident was alleged to have taken place, afthough PWW-1 has
stated that the staff of ER.O. preSent al the time of incident which lasted for 15
to 20 minutes. PW-2 did not speak to the presence of PW-3 at the time of
incident, i the court and he ahs admitted in the cross-examination that he has
not stated the police under Sec.161 statement about the presence of PW-5 and
PW-6, thus he has thrown a doubt about the presence of the so called
correborating witnesses i..e. PW-35 & 6. Similarly PYW-3 did not say that the
accused caught hold of the collar of PW-1 and though he stated in the cross-
examination that the consumers will be visiting E.R.O. office i.e_, the place of the
incident for payment of arrears, none of them were examined PWW-5 has also not
stated that PW-2,3 and 6 were present and thus there arose a doubt about their
presence of PW3. Similarly PW-6, has not spoken to the presence of PW-3.
Inspite of all these inherent infirmitics in the evidence of prosecution both the
courts below erroneously convicted the accused without any basis.

15.  Both courts below were very much prejudiced against the accused and
was led away by the fact that PW-1 was an Electricity Department employee like
PW-2 to 6 and without attributing any motive for the crime and without credible
evidence convicted the accused.

16. Both the courts below did not consider the important aspect that there
were disputes between the accused and the complainant with respect to back
biling prior to the incident though the "civil suits are pending bearing
0.8.NO.45/98; O.S.No.125/98; filed by the accused against the complainant
department and there is every reason for foisting a criminal case against the
accused in the circumstances to harass the accused at the instance of the
superior this possibility cannot be deniéd and this important factor is totally
ignored by the both the courts below by saying that the suits are filed

subsequent to the alleged offence carries no meaning as such in the
circumstances the accused is entitled for acquittal,

17. The other grounds will be urged at the time of hearing.



it is therefore prayed that this Hon’ble court be pleased to allow the
revision by setting aside the Judgment dated 25/8/2003 in CrlLA.No0.17/2003 on
the file of the Viith Addi. Dist & Sessions Judge, Nizamabad thus confirming the
Judgment dated 20/2/2003 In C.C.NO.128/2001 passed by the J.F.C.M. Bodhan
and pass such other order or orders as this Howble court may deem fit and
proper in the in the interest of Justice. '

Place: Hyderabad

Dated: .3.2004 Counsel for the Pe;ut'i»:}ner
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AGAINST

(Crl. Appeal No.17/2003 on the file of
Vilth Addl. District and Sessions
Judge, Nizamabad at Bodhan)
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