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In the Court of the Judicial Magistrate, Thirumangalam
Present:- Thiru. P.Selvakumar., B.A., B.L.,
Judicial Magistrate, Thirumangalam
Calendar Case No: 648/2023
CNR.No.TNMD14 - 002177 - 2023
Dated this the 23" day of March 2026

State Through The Sub Inspector of Police

Thirumangalam Taluk Police Station
Cr.No.232/2022

U/s. 279, 304(A) IPC ... Complainant
-Vs-
Arunsundar (Aged 37/2022),
S/0. Mohan Doss,
92, Santhikooda Street, Mainbazar,
Virudhunagar District. ... Accused
1. Calender Case N0.648/2023

2. |Name of the Police Station and

Thirumangalam  Taluk  Police

Station

Cr.No. Cr.No.232/2022
DETAILS OF THE ACCUSED
3. |Accused Name : | Arunsundar
4. | Accused's father's Name / :1S/0. Mohan Doss
Husband's Name
5. |Profession : | Driver
6. |Accused's Address : 192, Santhikooda Street, Mainbazar,
Virudhunagar District.
7. | Age of the accused :137/2022
DATE DETAILS
8. |Date of Occurrence :116.10.2022
9. |Complaint :117.10.2022
10. |Date of Arrest :117.10.2022
11. |Bail Particulars : | Station Bail




12. |Committal --
13. |Commencement of Trial :125.04.2025
14 | Closing of Trial :107.03.2026
15. |Findings : | Accused found not guilty
16. |Furnishing copy of Judgement to
accused
17. |Period of Remand of the accused -
18. | Date of filing of the final report :121.08.2023
19. | Date of questioning U/s.240, 246 |:|24.02.2025
& 251 of Cr.pc
20. |Miscellaneous petition and their -
results
21. Date of examination in chief and PW's Chief Cross
Cross 1. | 25.04.2025 | 25.04.2025
2. 25.04.2025 | 25.04.2025
3. 25.04.2025 | 25.04.2025
4 25.04.2025 | 25.04.2025
5. 22.05.2025 -
6. 18.06.2025 | 18.06.2025
7. 18.07.2025 | 18.07.2025
8. 18.07.2025 -
9. 29.01.2026 | 29.01.2026
22. |Date of examination accused :116.02.2026
U/s.313 Crpc
23. Details of abscondence of accused | : | Nil
and his appearance/production
24. |Grant of stay by Superior court : Nil
and the results thereof
25. |Reason for Delay: Witnesses are not produced properly
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This case was on file by this court on 22.08.2023 and it is coming up for final
hearing on 07.03.2026 before me in the presence of Assistant Public Prosecutor Grade I1
for complainant and Advocate Tr.I.Ramamoorthy., appearing for the Accused and Upon
perusal of records and on hearing both the sides and having stood over till this day for

consideration, this court delivered the following...

JUDGMENT
The brief case of the prosecution as set out in the final report U/s.173(2) Cr.P.C. is

as follows:

As per the final report, the prosecution case is that the deceased Bose is brother of
list of witness no 1,on 16.10.2022 at about 19.20 hours, the deceased Bose, while
proceeding on foot from Melakottai Periyar Nagar bus stop towards Karisalpatti and
attempting to cross the Thirumangalam—Virudhunagar Main Road from east to west, was
hit by a Toyota car bearing Registration No. TN 06 L 9695, which was proceeding from
Thirumangalam towards Virudhunagar. It is alleged that the said vehicle was driven by
the accused in a rash and negligent manner, and in the course of such driving, the
accused dashed against the said Bose, causing grievous injuries on the right side of the
head, near the right eye, and on both hands and fingers, resulting in his death. Thus, the
accused is alleged to have committed offences punishable under Sections 279 and 304-A

IPC.

2) On the appearance of the accused, copies of the relevant documents were
furnished to him in compliance with law. The substance of accusations for the offences
under Sections 279 and 304(A) IPC was explained to the accused, to which he did not

plead guilty and claimed to be tried. Hence, the case was posted for trial.
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3) On the side of the prosecution, as many as 9 witnesses were examined and 9
documents were marked as exhibits. On the side of the defence, no oral or documentary

evidence was adduced.

4) The case of prosecution as per evidence is as follows.

4.1) PW-1, namely Murugan, who is a close relative of the deceased, deposed that
on 16.10.2022 at about 7.00 p.m., while he was standing at the bus stand situated at
Periyar Colony on the western side, the deceased Bose was coming from the opposite
side towards the bus stand and was in the process of crossing the road. At that time, a
Toyota car bearing Registration No. TN 06 L 9695, proceeding from Madurai towards
Virudhunagar at high speed, dashed against Bose. He further deposed that on rushing to
the spot, he found Bose with a head injury on the left side and in an unconscious state.
Thereafter, they immediately took him to the Government Hospital, Thirumangalam,
and informed his family members, and subsequently he was referred to Velammal
Hospital for further treatment, where he underwent treatment for about one week, but
succumbed to injuries thereafter. He also stated that the accused present before the Court
was the person who drove the car at the time of the accident and identified him. Further,
he deposed that he lodged the complaint on the next day morning, which was marked as
Ex-P1, and identified his signature therein. He also stated that he was examined by the

police during the course of investigation.

4.2) PW-2, namely Thangam, who is the wife of the deceased, being a hearsay
witness, deposed that on the date of occurrence, she came to know about the accident
through a phone call, and thereafter she, along with her son Sridhar, went to Velammal
Hospital, where she found her husband having sustained severe injuries on the right side
of the head and chin, and despite treatment for about 10 days, he succumbed to the

injuries. PW-3, namely Chandrasekar, who is the son of the deceased, also a hearsay
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witness, deposed that at the time of occurrence he was in Chennai, and on receiving
information through PW-1 over phone, he came to Velammal Hospital, where he saw his
father with head and eye injuries, and after undergoing treatment, he died. PW-4, namely
Sridhar, another son of the deceased, likewise deposed that on the date of occurrence, he
came to know about the accident through PW-1 over phone and went to the hospital,

where he found his father with head injuries, and despite treatment, he subsequently

died.

4.3) PW-5, namely Pandiaraj, cited as an observation mahazar witness, deposed
that on 17.10.2022 the police obtained his signature, along with one Sangu, but he was
not aware of the contents and did not know anything about the occurrence. He admitted
his signature in the observation mahazar, which was marked as Ex-P2. As he did not
support the prosecution case, he was treated as hostile and cross-examined by the
prosecution. PW-6, namely Sambathkumar, the Motor Vehicle Inspector, deposed that on
20.10.2022 at about 15.45 hours, he inspected the Toyota Etios car bearing Registration
No. TN 06 L 9695 at his office. On inspection, he found that the vehicle documents were
in order and noted damages to the front side mirror and that the left side bonnet was in a
pushed condition. He further certified that there was no mechanical defect in the vehicle,

and his report was marked as Ex-P3.

4.4) PW-7, namely Lingasamy, the Sub-Inspector of Police, deposed that on
17.10.2022 at about 9.00 a.m., he received the complaint from PW-1 regarding the
accident to Bose and registered a case in Crime No.232/2022 for the offences under
Sections 279 and 337 IPC, and the First Information Report was marked as Ex-P4. He
further deposed that on the same day at about 10.00 a.m., he proceeded to the place of
occurrence, prepared the observation mahazar and rough sketch in the presence of

witnesses, which were marked as Exs-P5 and P6, and examined witnesses and recorded
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their statements. He also stated that he arrested the accused and sent the offending
vehicle for inspection by the Motor Vehicle Inspector. Subsequently, upon the death of

the injured, he handed over the case to the Inspector of Police for further investigation.

4.5) PW-8, namely Dr. Arun Balan, deposed that on 26.10.2022 at about 12.00
noon, he conducted the post-mortem examination on the body of the deceased in
connection with Crime No.232/2022. He opined that the death was due to head injury
and issued the post-mortem certificate, which was marked as Ex-P7. PW-9, namely
Radhamahesh, the Investigating Officer, deposed that he took up further investigation
from PW-7 and filed an alteration report altering the offences to Sections 279 and 304-A
IPC, which was marked as Ex-P8. He further deposed that on 26.10.2022, he conducted
inquest over the body of the deceased at Rajaji Hospital in the presence of panchayatdars
and witnesses, and the inquest report was marked as Ex-P9. He also examined the doctor
and the Motor Vehicle Inspector, collected relevant records and statements, and upon

completion of investigation, filed the final report against the accused.

S. Questioning U/s. 313 of Cr.P.C
When the accused is questioned U/s.313(1)(b) Cr.P.C. pertaining to the

incriminating evidence adduced against him, the accused denied the same. On the side

of accused, no oral or documentary evidence was adduced.

6. The point for determination:

The points for determination is whether the prosecution has proved the charges

leveled against the accused beyond all reasonable doubts?
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7. Discussion, Decision and Reason thereof:

7.1) To establish the guilt of the accused for the offence charged, the prosecution
must prove three essential ingredients beyond reasonable doubt. Firstly, it must be
shown that the death of a human being has in fact occurred. Secondly, it must be
established that such death was caused by the act or omission of the accused.
Thirdly, there must be a clear and proximate causal connection between the act of
the accused and the resulting death; the connection should not be remote, indirect,
or uncertain. The chain of causation must demonstrate that the death was the
direct and natural consequence of the rash or negligent conduct attributed to the
accused, and not due to any intervening or unrelated factor. Only when these
requirements are satisfied through reliable and cogent evidence can criminal

liability be fastened upon the accused.

7.2) PW-1 in his chief deposed that:

“BLbs 16.10.2022 icrm Slapwmiseud (B CwevdsGasm _coL mHalley 2 erer
@Quiflwmi srevestl Guphg HMIGHSSlev BT eTeoTg HHHUUN &FhiEoemen CupbSlev
ableSBaushans Gui@ ussb Hlerm Osreorg phGsmMbd. oTerg HHHUuM
Gupihg eubsEID Sieui GuapbSlev armdl Slapwbiseud @&eTMIEN L M. Srey 7
wesflwerelley presr Blebrm GubbE BlMISSSET erdliurddler Sbba Gunev
etedrucui mBIedT O&nesorig(bbhd Guaphs HmSsS5ms CoHressl &Fremevemw
SLUUSHSNS 6ubgl ©C\&nesorig (K. w&HIeoTuiledS (g el habsi Cnres C&esTm
@Lmu_@Lr 1q 6T65T 06 6T6L 9695 6160TM 6T6toT O\&HMGHOTL SIS GeusLNsS GbHG)
Gumeiv Bgy Guwrd ausg abul Bl L g predr SmHBs O&FesTm umiss Gung)
Gumevd @ SL§IUSS &emeulilev Usvss &MU earHul_ (K ShHseHg).”

On perusal of the evidence of PW-1, it is seen that he has clearly deposed about
the occurrence, stating that while he was at the bus stand on the western side, the

deceased, who came from the opposite side while crossing the road, was hit by the

Toyota car bearing Registration No. TN 06 L 9695, resulting in head injury.



7.3) PW-8 in his chief deposed that:

“BLb 26.10.2022 iedTm) us6ev 12.00 wenfld@ mresT usilulledS(Hbs Curg)
Nussnsl Soivg Gunesr Bumeiv eredim W evor NIBTHHems YIGrs LfGHTs oM &)
2 1" UpSH5Cauctory Sl(HLhIGID STIGT Hiauc [Hlemeuw WsevHlemev &meueult
Guhulg smeuev Hlemevws 2 g6l plieunemi C&nhsHs Gouedor(hBasmer &lq &5aIL 6o
Do) OCrssSHler SIS ESF SieoL_wiembisemer  Fflumis g (€]
ufl@&ns emeotés @& W eiiu(hSSleommi. Smibs HUTTETOIT SIGUTE HUM6V 6TEYIDL| oM MID
ewomermuiley  ahul L smMubsET  WLHMID  GT  Ulereemereyseifleormey
SobSl(H&&H6uND ereor FTedTm) ki eT@eredr. eTedTeofllL1b sresorSl&sluBb YICTS
oMoy AHMHGHHS AN.EM.YW.7 P& GHOUTH CFawiuBSns.”

On perusal of the evidence of PW-8, the Doctor, it is seen that he conducted the
post-mortem on the deceased Bose in connection with this case and opined that the death
was due to head injury, and the post-mortem certificate was marked as Ex-P7. Further,

PW-9, the Investigating Officer, conducted the inquest over the deceased, which was

marked as Ex-P9.

7.4) PW-2 in her chief deposed that:

“Glomf 2-1/2 eUBHLIBISEHESE (PTY shisors ubistefl &S igéd 2 erer
NB&ags i@ O&Fcveusns samdlell (i sHoorg Hewrauni SHlemby &wmi 1-1/2 wewfl
Cmrd &WHG som wremev 7.45 wenflwereiley Heorg Db WHET H6o1d @ GumedT
Q&g 56018 HoTeN(HdE MUSG UL L &M1& doMieo. HTEOID &60T8 LD&HG)ID
@oueuiboneT W (HSHGHIUDmT CFHTM H6OTH HEOTQIGHT ST UMisHs Cung &Hoors)
scoteufledr auevgl Homov UGS LHMID &eTend RS vGSlseflev Uwss HmuD
aphu’_ (B Swbss. DGetlery SSlEems  uvevefledrdl  Hoorg  &evoreul
Sobgie_Lmi.”

7.5) PW-3 in his chief deposed that:

“eLbs 16.10.2022 SeTm Slpwiiseud GoeusGasm e sflgFevul g
NB&agsHhens Q&FeTOIIHHSM. DTN Sre| 8 waslwerelley Fremevemw &L &&
wwesrn Gurngy seorsy Swunelli@ ludg arbul L sns il soortd@ Gumedr
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epoud HHaIL Famdleomi. Fbuer SleoisSlev e O &F6csTemeouileyr & (HiHES 60T
MIBTET &Memov  Slembil eubg GeuevibioneT WIHSHGHIGUDEHET OFGHTM &HGOTH)
Situnemey UMisB8&H6dT. Heorg SUTIHEG Vgl USS H6m6v WHMID &6ooT Si(IHEs
uowsHs &MU ahul’ (b SDoHbHsg. SElFmstles SGuphs Hootsd — SUT
Sobgie_Lmi.”

7.6) PW-4 in his chief deposed that:

"sLbHH 16.10.2022 Sieorm sooig 2 melleni o5 (K aNCFegsHSHhens
Bueovs@asm_coL SiHGs 2 eiter HflFcbul 1986@E HOTEH DIUT OFSSTHMT. Di6dTM)
wremev 07.30 wenflweredlev Si.gm1 sootdh@ Guinesr Q&g uev HlmissdsHlev
Sounellh@ Nusg abul_ BNl L. &g SIIUTESIET 6ueLGHILMID &6V
uGSWlev UwsHs sMUD earbul’ (f SHbsel. HElFems ucvefledrdl Heoig SwLM
SohgHIes_Lmi.”

P.Ws.2 to 4 have also deposed consistently regarding the death of the deceased
Bose. Thus, the oral and medical evidence, duly corroborated by documentary evidence
under Exs.P7 and P9, clearly establish that the deceased Bose died due to head injury
sustained in the said accident. Moreover, no serious dispute has been raised by the

defence with regard to the factum of death. Hence, this Court has no hesitation in

holding that the deceased died in the accident.

8) The next point that arises for consideration is whether the accused was the
person who caused the accident resulting in the death of the deceased Bose, and whether
such act was due to rash and negligent driving. It is to be carefully analysed from the
oral and documentary evidence on record as to whether the manner of driving of the
accused was rash and negligent, and whether the same had a direct nexus with the

occurrence and the resultant death of the deceased.

8.1) In the present case, PW-1 is the sole eye-witness and admittedly a close

relative of the deceased. It is well settled that the mere fact that an eye-witness is related
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to the victim does not ipso facto render his evidence unreliable; if his testimony is

cogent, consistent and trustworthy, the same can be safely relied upon.

8.2) PW-1 1n his chief deposed that:

“BLIbG 16.10.2022 Sicdrm) Slmohiseud (B GoevdsBasm _emL mHelley 2 erer
@uiflwmi &mevestl GupbHE HMISHSHSlev BT 6Teorg FlGHHUUT FhiEomen BuphSHlev
abeSBaushans Gui@ ussb Hlerm Osreorg phEsMDd. ereig HHsHuum
Gupihg eubsEID Sieui GuupbhSlev armdl Slapwbiseud @Q&sTMHIEN L. Srey 7
wesflwerelley mresr Bledrm GubbE BlMSSEEET erdliurddler Sbba Gunev
ercdueui BIedT ©O&Neorg(HHs Cuuphgd HNIGsEmse Chressl Fremoevemw
SLUUSHSNS aUbgl ©C\&mesoriq (HibsmT. w&HemTulledSHHs N haHbsT Coresl C&eTm
@Lmu”_@Lr 19 6165T 06 6T6L 9695 6T6HTM 6T6voT O\&MGHTL &HMIMeoTEH GausWTS GUbHG)
Gumeiv Bg Guwnd Nlus g abhul_Hedl L g mrest SHIBs C&6Tm uMiss Gung)
Gumevd @ SL§IUSS &emeullev Uevs s &MU arHul_ (K SHHseHg).”

8.3) PW-1 in his cross-examination deposed that:

“efludgd BLHSSTS Olemeid BIeorE adlFsmemeuuiles  unsamileserr
sLUUSHSNeT ereuadls GHMIUTHD Sevemov 6r1eTMm OFTGTEMEL AGUMNM &6oTe S
Qsflwng. SiHs SLsSlev ebsHeNswNE HoHeoTaId SeLEmeV 6TATDNCL E6LEm6V.
B6oT (& 6ULDI& FTemeuullev H(hellev GlEFesorLfBiq QWi LIf 2 6iTengl 6TeTmmey 2 6iTorng)).
Siflev  oteuadly OFIQHEHD Sovemov.  GUNGEIEIGHT  6reuedls  6Slemd &b
eTMlwellevemov. FremeuiledT ®p USSSHSlL SUphHE WLHODIH UssD &6V
@&eorLii Biq Q' Leor &Lbg Hier ©FcvevBeusior(fd eTedTmey &Fflgnesr. Shs
aups Sl SohgGuretaui Heorg 2 mellemm eTedimney Heorg Oufwtur weedT
Seumi. Fbuald BLHSSTS G&TevevluBld SLSSlov cuanfles IETTHHIGET, &6mL &6iT
SmbGHSN 6160TDIL SWHHGG. Breor Hlesrm Gubbhg HmssSlopd eT&Hliymib 2 erer
Cuphg HMSHSS D R soiT SUHHSMIHNT 6TATMIL SUHHSMIGOT. &HI6eoT
glbueud BLHG #5500 Csl L Yn@ snedr Fbueui 5@ ©&sTGmes 6T6dTDTEL

pomb.”
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8.4) On perusal of the evidence of PW-1, it is seen that he has deposed that he
witnessed the occurrence when the deceased was crossing the road towards his side and
that the offending Toyota car bearing Registration No. TN 06 L 9695, coming from
Madurai towards Virudhunagar, dashed against the deceased, and he identified the
accused as the driver of the said vehicle. However, in his cross-examination, PW-1 has
admitted that there was no signal at the place of occurrence, that a centre median was
present in the middle of the road, that commercial shops and complexes were situated
nearby, and that people were present on both sides of the bus stand. He has further stated
that only after hearing the sound, he rushed to the spot, which creates a doubt as to

whether he had actually witnessed the occurrence.

8.5) PW-7 in his cross-examination deposed that:

“SeapsSHleT scoTabn FM_& OEM1 Hoorg eSlememeonuiley FlbUaID
BLbSSTS Oemihd SLlev o1hs SBLidlev Sphsm ereor (GHMIOGL_(H
@&meveSlyeiremrmum  eT6dIMMGL G&FTeLeVESleLEmEV. 6THE Slom&Fullev UNMISHSMT 6TdTM
odurb sootg ellemmemesoruiley @ &meLeVESlcvemev. WISl eemTUL SHElev &euiflev
SooLwlleb agib SooL_Glevelfl unems ergID &resorSsgleT@omeotm 6T6dTMMEL EB6LET6V.
soorgl  wSlfl  eweTuLHSlev  adlBuNssIseT GuraushE&  unsEmilser

SLUUSHGD Crm_i19H@& @R UDSSHdmHa wnyDD Cureush@ Furm SlrmerSib
6m6VGST 6THID &HMesoTH&IUL 69l6vemev eT6dTmMeL &FiflgGmedr."
Further, PW-7, the initial Investigating Officer, has admitted in his cross-

examination that PW-1 had not stated the exact place where he was standing at the time
of occurrence. It is also brought out that there was no gap in the centre median
facilitating pedestrian crossing and that no zebra crossing was available at the place of
occurrence, thereby indicating the absence of a designated pedestrian crossing point.
Though independent witnesses were admittedly available at the place of occurrence,

none have been examined by the prosecution.
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8.6) PW-5 in his chief deposed that:

“BLbS 17.10.2022 Sicdim) sieoyd &m_& &Fhi@ eredruauplb Nudbsl HLbHs
8L 5o phs Bung GumeSemi ermseafl b &M’ & ensGlWRSHS aubiSleomi&er.
HoUg  HoTh@ o6t BLBHSE oreorm  Osflwng.  GumeSemi  &edTemeot
ademflésailevemeov.”

Moreover, PW-5, the observation mahazar witness, has not supported the

prosecution case regarding the place of occurrence. In view of the above inconsistencies
and lapses, a doubt arises as to the presence of PW-1 at the time of occurrence and the

manner in which the accident took place.

9) In view of the above discussion, since the evidence of PW-1, the sole eye-
witness, is found to be not wholly reliable, and there is no other independent
evidence available to substantiate the prosecution case, the occurrence as projected

by the prosecution becomes doubtful.

10) PW-6 in his chief deposed that:

“BLIbg 20.10.2022 SicsTm) remev 15.45 wemflwerelleb TN 06 L 9695 eredrm
Toyato Etios er16Tm erev.6Tb.6aNl.&BMI  6T60TMH 6GUTEHOIHDS DicdTeomnm  Sleor@o
SiNVESSI0 oSS Pe OCFUSHTEOD, SibHs pedev WesTusS
HoTeolMg 2 6oLbs Hlemeuuller SphsHgH. utel_ SLGIUDD DNPRSHSUUL L

HlewevuSleb SHHSHS!-"
Further, PW-6, the Motor Vehicle Inspector, has deposed that the left side bonnet

of the offending vehicle was found in a pushed condition, which probabilises that the
vehicle was proceeding on its correct left side. This circumstance further creates
doubt with regard to the alleged rash and negligent driving on the part of the
accused. Hence, there is no reliable evidence to conclusively establish the

occurrence in the manner alleged by the prosecution.
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11) Conclusion:

Hence, in view of the foregoing discussion and the inconsistencies and doubts
arising in the prosecution evidence, this Court is of the considered view that the
prosecution has failed to prove its case beyond all reasonable doubt, and the benefit of

such doubt necessarily enures to the accused.

In the result, the accused found not guilty and acquitted of all the charges levelled
against him U/s.279, 304(A) IPC, as per the provisions of Section 255(1) Cr.P.C. The
bond already executed by the accused will be forfeited after the lapse of appeal period.

In this case there is no case property and hence there is no order thereto.

Dictated to the Steno-typist directly and typed by her, corrected and pronounced
by me in this open court on 23™ day of March 2026.

(Sd)Tr.P.Selvakumar.,
Judicial Magistrate,
Thirumangalam.
Annexure:-

I. Witnesses examined by the prosecution

1 |Pw-1 Tr.Murugan

2 |Pw-2 Tr.Thankam

3 |Pw-3 Tr.Chandrasekar

4 |Pw-4 Tr.Sridhar

5 |Pw-5 Tr.Pandiyaraj

6 |Pw-6 Tr.Sampathkumar — Motor Vehicle Inspector
7 |Pw-7 Tr.Lingasamy — Sub Inspector of Police

8 |Pw-8 Tr.Arunbalan - Doctor

9

Pw-9 Tr.Radhamagesh — Inspector of Police
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I1. Exhibits marked by the prosecution side:-

Ex.P1 | 17.10.2022 | Complaint

Ex.P2 | 17.10.2022 | PW-5 Signature in Mahazar

Ex.P3 |20.10.2022 | TN 06 L 9695 — Motor Vehicle Report
Ex.P4 | 17.10.2022 | FIR

Ex.P5 | 17.10.2022 | Mahazar

Ex.P6 | 17.10.2022 | Sketch

Ex.P7 |26.10.2022 | Post-Mortem Report

Ex.P8 | 25.10.2022 | Alteration Report

Ex.P9 |26.10.2022 | Inquest Report

II1. Defense side witnesses and Exhibits - Nil

IV. Material Objects

NOTE:-

1) The witnesses are not detained more that three days during trial

Nil

2) Accused on bail during trail

3) Finding communicated to Police Department

COPY:-

Submitted to Hon’ble Chief Judicial Magistrate, Madurai.

/True copy/

Digitally signed
by SELVAKUMAR

Date: 2026.03.23
15:06:36 +0530

Judicial Magistrate,
Thirumangalam.

SELVAKUMAR

(Sd)Tr.P.Selvakumar.,
Judicial Magistrate,
Thirumangalam.
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