IN THE COURT OF THE DISTRICT MUNSIF CUM JUDICIAL
MAGISTRATE, KILVELUR.

Present : R. MEENAKSHI, M.L.,
District Munsif cum Judicial Magistrate, Kilvelur.

On Wednesday, the 22" day of July 2026

S.T.C. No. 67 of 2026
In
Crime No. 82 0f 2025

(Velankanni PS, Nagapattinam Dt.)

CNR.No. TNNG16-000331-2026

State rep by its

Inspector of Police,

Velankanni Police Station,

Nagapattinam Dt.,

(Crime No. 82 of 2025) . Complainant

/Vs/

Greaton @ Rosary Greaton (M/30 years)
S/o0. Ganesan,
Aariyanattu Vadakku Theru,

Velankanni. .. Accused

| Statement as per Rule 106 of Criminal Rules of Practice, 2019 |

1. Case Number S.T.C. No. 67 of 2026
2. Name of the Police Station and Crime No. 82 of 2025
Crime Number (Velankanni PS., Nagapattinam Dt.)
3. Name of the Accused Greaton @ Rosary Greaton (M/30
years.
4. Father’s Name Ganesan
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5. Occupation Coolie
6. Residence Aariyanattu Vadakku Theru,
Velankanni.

7. Age 30/2026

8. Date of Occurrence 19.02.2025

0. Date of Complaint 20.02.2025

10. Date of Apprehension 02.03.2026

11. Date of Release on Bail Accused is in Judicial Custody.

12. Date of Commitment Not applicable

13. Date of Commencement of Trial 20.04.2026

(The date of furnishing of
documents u/s.230 of BNSS)

14. Closure of Trial 02.07.2026

15. Sentence or Order In result, accused, Greaton @
Rosary Greaton (M/30 years) S/o.
Ganesan is found guilty for the
offence u/s. 269 of Bharathiya Nyaya
Sanhita, 2023 and CONVICTED of
the offence under section 269 of
Bharathiya Nyaya Sanhita,2023 in
accordance with section 278(2) of
Bharathiya  Nagarik  Suraksha
Sanhita, 2023 and sentenced to
Simple Imprisonment for a term of 3
[Three] months.

The period of incarceration already
undergone by the accused as
undertrial from 02.03.2026 to
30.05.2026 shall be set off against the
sentence of imprisonment imposed in
the present case as per section 468 of
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BNSS.

16. Service of copy of judgment or Yes

Finding on accused

17. Explanation of delay NA

This case came up for final hearing before me in the presence of
Mr. K. Sukumaran, B.Sc., B.L., Advocate, learned counsel for the accused and the
learned Assistant Public Prosecutor for the State, having heard both sides, perused the
records and having stood over it for consideration, this Court on 22.07.2026 delivers
the following,

JUDGMENT

1. CASE OF THE PROSECUTION

1.1. The brief facts of the prosecution case are that the accused herein was
arrayed as the second accused in Crime No.288 of 2022 of Velankanni Police Station,
which was taken on file as S.C.No.6 of 2023 on the file of the Hon’ble District and
Sessions Court, Nagapattinam. During the pendency of the Sessions Case, the
accused was enlarged on bail subject to the conditions imposed by the Sessions

Court.

1.2. According to the prosecution, when the Sessions Case was posted for trial
on 18.02.2025, the accused failed to appear before the Sessions Court in accordance
with the terms of the bail granted to him. Consequently, the Hon’ble Sessions Judge

issued a Non - Bailable Warrant against him. Even thereafter, the accused neither
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surrendered before the Sessions Court nor took steps to have the warrant recalled. He
continuously remained absent from the Court proceedings, thereby preventing the
Sessions Court from proceeding with the trial, examining the witnesses and bringing

the Sessions Case to its logical conclusion.

1.3. PWI1, who was attached to the Sessions Court for Court duty, therefore
submitted a written complaint requesting initiation of criminal proceedings against
the accused for failure to appear before the Court. On the basis of the said complaint,
a case in Crime No.82 of 2025 under Section 269 of the Bharatiya Nyaya Sanhita
came to be registered. Upon completion of investigation, the final report was laid

before this Court.

1.4. At the completion of investigation in the case, Final Report dated
28.02.2026 was laid out against the accused, Greaton @ Rosary Greaton, (M/30

years) S/o. Ganesan for the offences u/s.269 of Bharathiya Nyaya Sanhita, 2023.

1. FURNISHING OF COPIES U/S.230 OF BNSS TO THE ACCUSED
Upon perusal of the complaint appended therewith, this Court was convinced
that there were sufficient grounds for proceeding against the accused. Hence

summons was issued to the accused herein. On his appearance, copies served on the

accused on 09.04.2026 in accordance with section 230 of BNSS.
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2. SUBSTANCE OF ACCUSATION AND PLEA OF ACCUSED

3.1. Upon service of the summons U/s. 227 of BNSS and appearance of the
accused; copies of the final report and documents were given to the accused in
compliance with section 230 of BNSS, Thereafter, the substance of accusation U/s.
269 of Bharatiya Nyaya Sanhita, 2023 was read out and explained to accused as per

section 274 of BNSS on 15.04.2026.

3.2. When the accused was questioned on the accusation, he pleaded not guilty
and claimed to be tried. The plea of the accused was recorded and case was posted

for trial in accordance with section 277(1) of BNSS.

3. EVIDENCE ADDUCED BY THE PROSECUTION

During the trial, the side of the prosecution, out of 6 witnesses mentioned in
the list of witnesses, were examined as P.W.1 to P.W.6. Ex.P1 to Ex.P3 were marked.
P.W.1 is the de-facto complainant in this case. PW.2, PW.4, are cited as the eye
witness. P.W.3 is a witness to Formal Arrest of Accused. P.W.5 and P.W.6 are the
investigating officer, who deposed about lodging of Special report from the
complainant, registration of First Information Report and Non-Bailable Warrant
issued by Hon’ble District and Sessions Judge, Nagapattinam. and filing of final

report.
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4. QUESTIONING U/S.351(1)(b) OF BHARATIYA NAGARIK SURAKSHA
SANHITA, 2023

After the prosecution evidence, the accused was questioned as to incriminating
materials appearing against him in terms of section 351 (1) (b) of the Bharatiya
Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita, 2023 and he denied the same as false. However, he did not

adduce any evidence on his side.

5. ARGUMENTS OF BOTH SIDE

6.1. The learned Assistant Public Prosecutor contended that the oral evidence
of PW1 to PW6, read along with Ex.P1 to Ex.P3, clearly establishes that the accused,
after having been released on bail in the Sessions Case, deliberately failed to appear
before the Sessions Court in accordance with the terms of the bail. It was further
submitted that despite issuance of the Non-Bailable Warrant, the accused continued to
remain absent and thereby obstructed the progress of the Sessions Case. The
prosecution therefore prayed that the accused be convicted under Section 269 of the

Bharatiya NyayaSanhita.

6.2. Per contra, the learned counsel appearing for the accused filed written
arguments and contended that the prosecution has failed to establish the essential
ingredients of the offence under Section 269 BNS beyond reasonable doubt.
The learned defence counsel primarily contended that mere non-appearance of the

accused before the Sessions Court would not, by itself, constitute an offence under
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Section 269 BNS unless the prosecution establishes that such failure to appear was
without sufficient cause. It was argued that the evidence elicited during the cross-
examination of the prosecution witnesses, particularly with regard to the illness of the
accused and his alleged treatment at Chennai, creates a reasonable possibility of

sufficient cause for his non-appearance.

6.3. It was further contended that the accused had allegedly informed his
counsel about his medical condition and his absence, but that the counsel had
subsequently withdrawn the vakalat without informing the accused. According to the
defence, the accused therefore cannot be held responsible for his non-appearance
before the Sessions Court. It was further argued that the accused had been subjected
to several criminal cases and that the present case was also foisted against him due to
previous enmity with the police. It was therefore contended that the prosecution has
failed to establish the guilt of the accused beyond reasonable doubt and that the

accused is entitled to acquittal.

6. POINT FOR DETERMINATION
e Whether the prosecution has proved beyond all reasonable doubts that the
accused has committed the offences charged against him?

e [fproved what shall be the sentence?
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7.  APPRECIATION OF EVIDENCE AND FACTS

8.1. The case of the prosecution is that the accused, who was the 2™ accused in
S.C.No.6 of 2023 on the file of the Hon’ble District and Sessions Court,
Nagapattinam, having been released on bail, failed to appear before the said Court on
18.02.2025, when the case was taken up for trial, and thereby committed the offence

punishable under Section 269 of the Bharatiya Nyaya Sanhita, 2023.

8.2. The learned defence counsel, by filing written arguments, has seriously
disputed the prosecution case. The main contentions of the defence are that the
prosecution has failed to establish the essential ingredients of Section 269 BNS;
1) that there is no satisfactory evidence regarding the terms of the alleged bail; 1i) that
the accused had sufficient cause for his absence; iii) that the accused was suffering
from jaundice and had gone to Chennai for treatment; iv) that his counsel had
withdrawn the vakalat without informing him; that the FIR was belatedly forwarded
to the Court; v) that there are material discrepancies regarding the date of issuance
and receipt of the Non-Bailable Warrant; vi) that the investigation was defective and
mechanical; and that the present case was foisted against the accused due to previous
enmity. Therefore, the evidence has to be carefully appreciated with reference to each

ingredient of the offence.

8.3. The essential ingredients which the prosecution is required to establish are:

(1) that the accused had been charged with an offence;
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(11) that he had been released on bail on bond;

(i11) that, in accordance with the terms of such bail or bond, he was reqired to
appear before the court;

(iv) that he failed to appear before the Court; and

(v) that such failure was without sufficient cause.

The prosecution must establish the foundational facts constituting the offence
beyond reasonable doubt. The statutory provision relating to sufficient cause also has

to be applied to the facts and circumstances established by the evidence.
9. Whether the accused was facing a criminal case before the Sessions Court

9.1. PWI1 has spoken about the pendency of S.C.No.6 of 2023 and the fact
that the accused was arrayed as the 2™ accused therein. PW3 has also spoken about
the proceedings before the Sessions Court. The evidence of PW1 and PW3, read
along with Ex.P3 — the Non-Bailable Warrant, establishes that the accused was facing

criminal proceedings before the Hond’ble District and Sessions Court, Nagapattinam.

9.2. The accused has also not seriously disputed the fact that he was an
accused in the said Sessions Case. In fact, the entire defence proceeds on the footing
that he was represented by an advocate before the Sessions Court and that his absence

on the relevant date was due to the circumstances projected by the defence.
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Therefore, this Court finds that the fact that the accused was facing criminal

prosecution before the learned Sessions Court stands established.

10. Whether the accused failed to appear before the Sessions Court

10.1. PW1 has deposed that the accused failed to appear before the Sessions
Court on 18.02.2025. PWS5 has also deposed that, on the said date, the accused did
not appear and that a Non-Bailable Warrant was issued. The Investigating Officer has
admitted during cross-examination:

“Siiey BSIweTD cupsdSHleo Yliquwnemeor SiDUGI&ESEIUL L Di6sTm FTe_Ssolr
eSlemremeoor hemLGUbhmE eTedTmmed &Fflsmesr.” He has further admitted: “Shig wimemevor
Gmudlsstul_L Gssl 18.02.2025.”

Thus, the evidence establishes that the Sessions Case was taken up for trial on
18.02.2025 and that the accused was absent, resulting in the issuance of a Non-

Bailable Warrant. The said fact is further corroborated by Ex.P3.

10.2. The defence has pointed out that PW1 obtained the warrant only on

19.02.2025. PW4 has stated:

“orena enhs B5HSe0 Hooll DiNdlGemas deflgsni etesrmmeo 19.02.2025-b s Slulleo

@srhssmi.” PW4 has further stated that PW1 obtained the warrant on 19.02.2025.
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10.3. PWS5 has also stated that PW1 obtained the warrant on 19.02.2025 and
submitted it along with the special report. The defence has therefore contended that
there is inconsistency regarding the date of the warrant. However, the evidence as a
whole shows that the warrant was issued on 18.02.2025, whereas PW1 obtained the
warrant from the Sessions Court on 19.02.2025. These are two separate events.
Therefore, the said discrepancy does not create a material contradiction affecting the
factum of non-appearance. Accordingly, this Court finds that the prosecution has
established that the accused was absent before the Sessions Court on 18.02.2025 and

that, consequent upon such absence, a Non-Bailable Warrant was issued.

11. Whether the failure to appear was without sufficient cause ?
11.1. The most important question is whether the accused had sufficient cause

for his non-appearance. The defence has suggested to PW5 that:

“2025-b peor() Glogeufl LD aunSleo oTSIfl WEHEFET SHmomemeo GmmuTed
urSlssiul_i) S&l&omessns OFcTemords@ lFcoe SMHbHEHHTD ST QIsHESMNIEHITIL b
O flefNs g GecsTmni eredrmib, Siaufler aupdssdlEhHeHE Dol B SmbHs Casrussmeo

o15lfl6@ 05 fl6N&&MD60 Sie(HEDL W 6us&HT6085m8 SlIhbu Gubhmé GsresorLmi..” PW5

has denied the said suggestion.

11.2. Similarly, the Investigation Officer has been confronted with the same

defence version. The Investigation Officer has stated that he does not know about
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such circumstances and has denied the suggestion that the accused was falsely
implicated. At this juncture, it is necessary to bear in mind the distinction between a

suggestion put to a witness and an admission made by the witness.

11.3. The above statement regarding jaundice, treatment at Chennai and
withdrawal of vakalat is only a defence suggestion put to PW5 and the Investigation
Officer. Neither witness has admitted the truth of those facts. Therefore, the said
suggestion, by itself, cannot be treated as substantive evidence establishing the
existence of sufficient cause. However, the fact that the suggestion was put
consistently to the prosecution witnesses is a circumstance showing that the defence
had taken a specific stand regarding the reason for the accused’s absence. The Court
must therefore examine whether that defence version is otherwise supported by the

evidence available on record.

12. Whether the accused established the alleged illness and treatment & Defence

contention regarding withdrawal of vakalat ?

12.1. The accused has not produced any medical record, prescription,
discharge summary or other documentary material to show that he was suffering from
jaundice on 18.02.2025 or that he was undergoing treatment at Chennai. No doctor
has been examined on behalf of the accused. No independent witness has been
examined to establish that the accused was actually in Chennai for medical treatment

on the relevant date. Thus, the defence version regarding jaundice and
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treatment at Chennai remains a contention which has not been substantiated by

acceptable evidence.

12.2. The defence has also contended that the accused had informed his
counsel about his circumstances but that the counsel, due to personal hostility,
withdrew the vakalat without informing the accused. The Investigation Officer has

stated:

“18.02.2025-b BpSlulleo ey BSHlwermsSleo erSlflulledr oupsasmMdlEh &HooTs)
ussTSHmS Sl(pbu GuDmSTd Sresr Yligwremessr CGDUGSSIUL L & 6TSTDI Dig)

&Még eTeord@ @sflwrg.” This is not an admission that the advocate did withdraw

the vakalat. It is only an admission of lack of knowledge on the part of the

Investigation Officer. Therefore, this evidence does not establish the defence version.

12.3. More importantly, there is no material before this Court to show that the
accused took any immediate steps before the Sessions Court to explain his absence or
to establish that he was unaware of the proceedings. The next date in the Sessions
Case, according to the evidence of the Investigation Officer, was 11.03.2025. The

Investigation Officer has stated:

“oiiey HSHlwermsSleo Gligwremesr GLUGISsIUL_(H Di[HSS eumisnt eTi@uNg)

GumL_tiu_Lg) etedrmmeo 11.03.2025 op,@b.”
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Therefore, the accused had an opportunity to approach the Sessions Court and
explain the circumstances of his absence. However, no material has been produced
before this Court to establish that he had taken such steps. Thus, the defence
contention regarding withdrawal of vakalat cannot, in the absence of supporting

evidence, be accepted as sufficient cause.

12.4. The defence has strongly relied upon the delay in forwarding the FIR.

PW5 has admitted: ‘@psed smeucd idléemsuileo .. sreusd HeveowsSHh@ &0
SlooL s mrer: 20.02.2025, 19.00 wewfl er66rmy @MIIGIL_OUL_(HeiTeng) eredrmnco Ffgmeor.”
He has further admitted: “qp&eo s&euc0 idldems 24.02.2025b B sremeo 10.30
B&locsrmeSleo Guplu’ L g etedrpieo &flsmeor.” Most importantly, he has admitted:

“BTeosMDSSSHHE &MOIUGI_(H) 6THS STT6T (WD E606m60 6TTMMED &FiflHmedT.”

Thus, there 1s an admitted delay between the registration of the FIR and its
receipt by the Court, and the prosecution has not offered any specific explanation for
the delay. This circumstance certainly requires consideration. However, the delay in
forwarding the FIR, by itself, does not necessarily establish that the prosecution case
is false. The Court has to examine whether such delay affects the core prosecution

case or creates a reasonable possibility of fabrication.
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12.5. In the present case, Ex.P3 is the Non-Bailable Warrant issued by the
Sessions Court. The defence has not established that Ex.P3 is a fabricated document
or that the warrant was not issued by the Hon’ble District and Sessions Court,

Nagapattinam.

Therefore, though the delay is an irregularity and the absence of an explanation
is a weakness in the prosecution case, it cannot, by itself, disprove the fact that the

accused was absent before the Sessions Court and that the warrant was issued.

12.6. The Investigating Officer has admitted: “Gevermiusetoresfl smeuco
HlemeowsSleo oupds@ &Moo &L S0 U aupd@EGHsafled Gliqwremneor GDUGISsIUL (H)
Hlepismanuiieo Smibss ereoimneo &flsresr.” He has further admitted: “Besor mm_senns
Hlopismanileo 2 _erer Yligwnememr apsGsoflco &1L UGlifle; 269 BNS Giflefler ulg aups@,

uShwudul_(Hleirers). ”

12.7. This evidence shows that several warrants were pending during the
relevant period and that cases under Section 269 BNS had been registered in respect
of long-pending warrants. The defence has relied upon this admission to contend that
the present case was registered mechanically as part of a general police action. This
Court finds that the said admission by itself does not establish that the present
accused did not commit the offence. However, it is certainly a relevant circumstance

while appreciating the investigation.
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12.8. The prosecution cannot obtain a conviction merely because the accused
had a pending warrant. The prosecution must independently establish the statutory

ingredients of Section 269 BNS in the present case.

Therefore, the fact that similar cases were registered against other persons does

not dispense with the requirement of proving the present charge.

13. Investigation regarding the accused.

13.1. The Investigating Officer has admitted: “er&lfleow ermiG@&060MD
@slq cormisselr 6165 M @G MIIGIL_(H) GFT606D (LG GTBTHTEYID, OUPE@) HITL_EMINSIc0 Dig)
G&NISS GO aTgia)b 2 ereTsT erebrmmepb, peuneri g GHISSH GOY e1gIe|b

61(195651606060.”

Thus, the Investigating Officer has admitted that the case diary does not
contain specific details regarding the places where the accused was allegedly
searched for. This is a clear lapse in investigation. However, the offence under
Section 269 BNS is concerned primarily with the failure of the accused to appear
before the Court in accordance with the terms of bail or bond. The subsequent failure
of the police to trace the accused properly does not, by itself, disprove his earlier non-

appearance.
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13.2. Nevertheless, the Court cannot ignore the said lapse altogether. It has to
be considered while assessing the overall reliability of the prosecution case. The
allegation of mechanical investigation. The defence has suggested to the Investigating

Officer:

“@ibs P& 608 IHITEST (P EOMILNE Lj6o6dT efl&mTemesor G&umoed e1S5lflé @, sTHlrms SwibSlir

s5Ul6o G Fweoul () SiHsH SnIS SiMlEems HMH&c0 @& LwiUL_(HeTorg)..”

13.3. The Investigating Officer has denied the said suggestion. The expression
“SubSlr sHufleo” means that the investigation was allegedly carried out

mechanically, without proper application of mind. The mere suggestion having been
denied cannot by itself establish mechanical investigation. However, when the said
suggestion is considered along with the admitted facts that the case diary did not
contain details of the efforts made to trace the accused and that the FIR reached the
Court after a delay for which no specific reason has been given, the investigation
cannot be said to be free from procedural lapses. Nevertheless, the question before
this Court is whether such lapses are sufficient to create a reasonable doubt regarding

the core allegation that the accused failed to appear before the Sessions Court.

13.4. The defence has also suggested that the police had previous enmity
against the accused and that several false cases had been registered against him. The
Investigating Officer has denied the same. It is true that the Investigating Officer has

admitted that three Arms Act cases had been registered against the accused at

STC 67/2026 17/22 22.07.2026

Digitally signed by R MEENAKSHI
R— MEENAKSHI Dgle?Z?)];é?(I;;ZZ};S:S&ZS +0530



Velankanni Police Station. However, the mere existence of other criminal cases does
not establish false implication in the present case. The defence has not produced
independent evidence to establish that the police fabricated Ex.P3 or that the Sessions
Court did not in fact issue the Non-Bailable Warrant. Hence, the allegation of
previous enmity, by itself, does not discredit the documentary evidence regarding the

1ssuance of the warrant.

14. Whether the prosecution has proved “without sufficient cause”

14.1. The prosecution has established the factum of the accused’s absence
before the Sessions Court on 18.02.2025 and the consequent issuance of the Non-
Bailable Warrant. However, the defence has raised a specific explanation, namely that
the accused was suffering from jaundice and had gone to Chennai for treatment and
that his counsel had withdrawn the vakalat without informing him. The said defence

version has not been supported by medical records or other independent evidence.

14.2. The words “w@h&er smoremeo @mmumed unSHlesiur () HEFomedsans

O&cTomeoTdh@ @& SbssTeo” were put only as a suggestion to PWS5 and the

Investigating Officer, and neither witness admitted the same. Similarly, the allegation
that the advocate had withdrawn the vakalat without informing the accused has not
been established by any evidence. Therefore, on the materials available before this

Court, the accused has not established the alleged sufficient cause.
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14.3. At the same time, this Court has carefully considered the admitted delay
in forwarding the FIR, the absence of a specific explanation for such delay, the fact
that several warrants were pending, the absence of specific case-diary entries
regarding the efforts to trace the accused, and the fact that the accused was not given
an opportunity to explain his absence before the present case was registered. These
circumstances are relevant but do not, in the considered view of this Court, negate the

established fact of his non-appearance before the Sessions Court.

14.4. Thus, this Court finds that the prosecution has established the essential
ingredients of the offence and that the accused has failed to establish sufficient cause

for his non-appearance.

15. FINDING

In view of the foregoing discussion, this Court holds that THE
PROSECUTION HAS PROVED BEYOND REASONABLE DOUBT that the
accused, having been charged with an offence and having been released on balil,
failed to appear before the Hon’ble District and Sessions Court in accordance with
the terms of his bail and that he has failed to establish sufficient cause for such non-

appearance.
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16. THE DECISION

In light of the discussion and conclusions drawn under the previous head, this
Court holds that the prosecution HAS PROVED the charges against the accused
beyond all reasonable doubts. In result, the accused is found guilty and
CONVICTED of the offence under section 269 of Bharathiya Nyaya Sanhita

in accordance with section 278(2) of Bharathiya Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita.

17. SENTENCE

The accused was questioned as to the sentence under section 278(2) of
Bharathiya Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita, 2023. The accused stated that
"GOoODHHULEF  HooTLemeoT ST Geussor(hib  6T6dT M)
QGeuevoriq eormi”
Considering facts and circumstance of the case and the plea of accused, this

court awards the following sentence.

Therefore, after giving due consideration of the plea of the accused, the
previous criminal antecedents, the nature and seriousness of the offence, this Court
sentences the accused, Greaton @ Rosary Greaton S/o. Ganesan, for Simple
Imprisonment for a term of 3 [Three] months for the offence u/s.269 of

Bharathiya Nyaya Sanbhita, 2023.

The period of incarceration already undergone by the accused as undertrial
from 02.03.2026 to 30.05.2026 shall be set off against the sentence of imprisonment

imposed in the present case as per section 468 of BNSS.
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18. PROPERTY ORDER U/S 498 OF BNSS.

No property has been handed over to the custody of this court in this case.

Hence the need to pass an order U/s.498 of BNSS does not arise.

This judgment is dictated by me to the Steno typist, directly typed by him in

computer. corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 22nd day of

July, 2026. R Digitally ssigned by R
MEENAKSHI

MEENAKSHTI pate: 2026.07.22 18:59:48 +0530

District Munsif cum Judicial Magistrate,
Kilvelur.

ANNEXURE

I. PROSECUTION SIDE WITNESS:

PW1 |18.05.2026 Tmt. Sangeetha, WPC 258, Hon’ble District Sessions Court
Police, Velankanni PS. — Complainant.

PW2 |18.05.2026 Ramesh, R Head Constable, Velankanni PS. — Eye Witness.

PW3 |18.05.2026 Radhakrshnan, Sub Inspector, Velankanni PS — Formal Witness.

PW4 [18.06.2026 Loganathan, SSI of Police, Velankanni PS - Eye Witness.

PWS5 |18.06.2026 Supriya, Inspector of Police, Velankanni PS — Investigating
Officer.

PW6 [02.07.2026 | Tmt. Selvi R, Inspector of Police, Velankanni PS -
Investigating Officer.
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II. PROSECUTION SIDE EVIDENCE:

Exhibit No. Particulars

Ex.P.1/PW.1 Complaint.(Special Report)

Ex.P.2/PW.5 First Information Report.

Ex.P.3/PW.5 Non-Bailable Warrant issued by Hon’ble District and Sessions
Court, Nagapattinam.

III. MATERIAL OBJECT : Nil

IV. DEFENCE SIDE EVIDANCE, WITNESS AND MATERIALOBJECT: Nil

Digitally signed by R
R MEENAKSHI

Date: 2026.07.22
MEENAKSHI 155260530
District Munsif cum Judicial Magistrate,

Kilvelur.

Note:
1.The accused is in Judicial custody throughout the trial.

2.No witness was retained more than 3 times.

3. The out come of the case shall be forthwith communicated to the complainant and

learned APP of this court.
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