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BEFORE THE SESSIONS DIVISION OF
VELLORE DISTRICT, TAMIL NADU

Present:- Thiru.M.Elavarasan
Principal Sessions Judge, Vellore

Thursday, the 02" day of July, 2026.

Sessions Case No.50 of 2025
CNR.No0.TNVL-01-002523-2025

Name of the complainant

State Rep. by Inspector of Police
Vellore North L & O Police Station.
Cr.No.327 of 2024

Name of the Accused
With Address

Chandiran (@ Chinna(M-38/2024)
S/o. Narayanan,

No.100, SSK Maniyam,
Kosapettai, Vellore

Tamilnadu.

Thirumalai, (M-32/2024)

Son of Seethapathi Muthaliyar
No.5/2 SSK Maniyam,
Kosapettai, Vellore
Tamilnadu.

Charges Framed

UJs 294(b), 397 and 506(ii) of IPC

Plea of the accused

Not Guilty

Finding of the Judge

Found Not guilty.

Court Order

Vide docket Sheet Attached.
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DETAILS OF CASE SUMMARY :

The date of filing of the 24.06.2024

complaint

The period of Remand of the/Al- Chandran (@ Chinna -

Accused 24.06.2024-14.08.2024
A2-Thirumalai — 24.06.2024 -
14.08.2024.

The date of filing of the police 24.04.2025

report in the court

The date of committal of the case 17.05.2025

The date of questioning of the 08.01.2026

accused under section 228 of

Cr.P.C.

The filing of all miscellaneous Nil

petitions and their result
including the results on challenge
before superior courts : except
routine petitions like petitions
under Section 317 of the code

Date of examination of the 10.06.2026.
accused U/s.313 of Cr.P.C

Details of abscondence of the Nil
accused

Grant of stay Nil

Date of Examination in — chief and cross examination of witness:-

Date of Chief | Date of Cross
Examination of Witnesses Examination Examination

PWI1 |Raja 04.06.2026 04.06.2026
PW2 | Dineshkumar 04.06.2026 04.06.2026
PW3 | Muniyappan 04.06.2026 04.06.2026
PW4 | Pattabi 04.06.2026 04.06.2026
PW5 | Dharuman 04.06.2026 04.06.2026
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(Committed by Tmt.V.Ranjitha, Judicial Magistrate IV, Vellore in
P.R.C.No.33 0f 2025, dated 17.05.2025).

This case having listed on 23.06.2026 for hearing before me in
the presence of Thiru M.M.Parthiban, Public Prosecutor of this court
and, of Tr.S. Balaji, Counsel for the accused, and upon hearing the
arguments of both sides and, upon perusing the material records and,

having stood over till this day, this court deliver the following:-

JUDGMENT
Police Report:-

1)  The case of Prosecution in brief, as set out in the Final
Report as follows :-

The de facto complainant in this case, Thiru Raja, S/0. Ganesan, is
residing with his family at Door No. C-18, Nehru Nagar,
Vasanthapuram Road, Vellore Taluk and District. He is married and
has three daughters and has been carrying on business as a curry
leaves vendor at Vellore Long Bazaar for the past ten years. The
accused in this case are (1) Chandran @ Chinna, and (2)
Thirumalai. Both the accused are close associates, and are habitual
offenders involved in the commission of crimes.

That on 24.06.2024, at about 05.00 a.m., while the de facto

complainant was engaged in his curry leaves business, he went near
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the open shops at Anna Bazaar to answer the call of nature, where the
accused, who were well known to him, approached him and demanded
that he should also pay them weekly mamool (cut money), stating that
all the shopkeepers in the locality were paying them such money.
When the complainant replied that he was eking out his livelihood by
doing roadside business and earning only a meager income and
questioned how he could pay the demanded amount, the accused
abused him in filthy language, calling him "njtpoah igah." Thereupon,
the first accused, threatened that if they demanded money he should
not refuse, that the very mention of their names would make the whole
of Vellore tremble, and that they would not hesitate even to commit
murder, and, saying so, took out a deadly knife concealed at his waist,
pointed it at the complainant and caused him to fear for his life. At the
same time, the second accused, demanded that the complainant should
pay Rs.1,000/- every week as mamool (cut money) and also
demanded the cash available in his pocket. When the complainant
stated that he had no money, the first accused instructed the second
accused to take the money from the complainant's pocket, whereupon
the second accused forcibly taken Rs.1,500/- from the complainant's

pocket and robbed him of the same. When nearby vegetable vendors
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came forward to apprehend the accused, both the accused brandished
the deadly knives in their possession, threatened the public with dire
consequences, and escaped from the scene. Thereby, both the accused
committed offences punishable under sections 392 r/w 397 of IPC.
Committal :--

2.  The Judicial Magistrate No.IV, Vellore, on receipt of the police
report, had taken the case on file as P.R.C.No. 33 of 2025. On
appearance of both the accused, furnished copies of the relevant
records and documents relied on by the prosecution u/s 209 of Cr.P.C.
Thereafter, upon perusal of records, the said Judicial Magistrate came
to a conclusion that the offences involved in this case is exclusively
triable by the Court of Session and committed the case before this
court.

Charges Framed:-

3.  After committal, the case was taken on file in S.C. No.50 of
2025 by this Court for offences under Section 392 and 397 of the
Indian Penal Code. Upon receipt of summons, the accused appeared
before this Court and engaged counsels of their choice. After hearing
the learned Public Prosecutor and the learned counsels for the

accused, this Court framed charges against the accused U/s 294(b),
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397 and 506(ii) of IPC. The charges were read over and explained to
the accused in Tamil. When the contents of the charges were so read
over and explained, the accused denied the same and claimed to be
tried.

Evidence:-

4. In order to substantiate the case of the prosecution, PW1 to PW5
were examined and Ex.P1 to Ex.P8 were marked. Material Objects
M.O.1 was also produced before the Court.

5. The evidence adduced by the prosecution witnesses, in brief, is

as follows:

(a) Evidence of PW1 — Defacto Complainant

PW1, Thiru. Raja, deposed evidence stating that he is residing at
Vasanthapuram, Vellore, and is carrying on business on the Long
Bazaar platform at Vellore Market. He stated that he does not know
either of the accused. According to him, about two years prior to his
deposition, though he does not remember the exact date or month, at
about 5.00 a.m., while he was engaged in his business, the police
called him, obtained his signature on a blank sheet of paper, and

thereafter left. He categorically deposed that he does not know
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anything about the present case and that the police never enquired
with him in connection with the alleged occurrence. He admitted that
the signature found in the complaint is his and identified the same,
which was marked as Ex.P1, but stated that he is unaware of the

contents written in the complaint above his signature.

Since PW1 resiled from his earlier statement given to the police, he

was treated as hostile and cross-examined by the prosecution.
(b) Evidence of PW2 — Eyewitness

P.W.2 — Dinesh Kumar deposed that he is residing at Kosapet,
Vellore, and is carrying on vegetable business at Anna Bazaar, near the
open market shops, Vellore. He stated that he knows P.W.1, as P.W.1
is also doing business in the Vellore Market along with him, but he
does not know either of the accused. According to him, about two
years prior to his deposition, though he does not remember the exact
date or month, the police came to him, enquired about his address,
obtained his signature, and left. He further deposed that he has no
knowledge as to what incident had taken place near the open market
shops at Anna Bazaar and that he does not know anything about the

present case. He categorically stated that he had not witnessed any
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occurrence and that the police had not examined or enquired with him
regarding the alleged incident. Accordingly, he did not support the

prosecution case.

Since PW2 resiled from his earlier statement given to the police, he

was treated as hostile and cross-examined by the prosecution.
(¢) Evidence of PW3 — Mahazar Witness

P.W.3 — Muniyappan deposed that he is residing at Vasanthapuram,
Vellore, and is carrying on business by running a footwear shop in the
Old Fish Market, Vellore. He stated that he does not know P.W.1 or
the accused persons. According to him, about two years prior to his
deposition, on one day at about 7.00 a.m., the police visited the place
where the alleged occurrence had taken place, prepared a document,
obtained his signature therein, and also took photographs in his
presence. He further deposed that he has no knowledge about the
present case and that the police had not examined him regarding the
alleged occurrence. On being shown the Observation Mahazar, he
identified the first signature found therein as his own, and the said

Observation Mahazar was marked as Ex.P2.

(d) Evidence of PW4 — Confession and Seizure Mahazar Witness



9

P.W.4 — Pattabi, the attesting witness to the confession statement and
seizure mahazar, deposed that he is residing at M.G.R. Nagar, Old
Town, Vellore, and has been working as a head-load worker in the
Vellore Market for the past 30 years. He stated that he does not know
P.W.1 or the accused persons and further deposed that he is not
acquainted with the accused who were present before the Court.
According to him, about one and a half years prior to his deposition,
while he was carrying head-loads in the market, the police called him
and obtained his signature on certain papers. When he enquired as to
the purpose for obtaining his signature, the police merely instructed
him to sign, whereupon he signed the documents. He further deposed
that he has no knowledge about the present case and that the police
had not examined him in connection with the alleged occurrence. On
being shown the confession statement and the seizure mahazar, he
identified the second witness signatures found therein as his own,

which were marked as Ex.P3 and Ex.P4, respectively.

Except admitting his signatures in Exs.P3 and P4, he did not
support the prosecution case and disowned any knowledge either

regarding the alleged confession or the recovery said to have been
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effected in pursuance thereof.
(e) Evidence of PWS — Investigating Officer

P.W.5 — Dharuman, the then Sub-Inspector of Police attached to
Vellore North Police Station (Law and Order), deposed that he is
presently serving as Sub-Inspector of Police at Pallikonda Police
Station. He stated that on 24.06.2024, while he was attached to Vellore
North Police Station, at about 06.00 a.m., P.W.1 appeared before him
and lodged a written complaint, which was marked as Ex.P5. Based
on the said complaint, he registered a case in Crime No.327 of 2024
against the accused for the offences punishable under Sections 392
and 397 IPC and the First Information Report was marked as Ex.P6.
He further deposed that he forwarded the original FIR and connected
records to the jurisdictional Court through a police constable.
Thereafter, he proceeded to the place of occurrence, namely, near the
open market shops at Anna Bazaar, Vellore, where, in the presence of
witnesses Muniyappan and Mohideen, he prepared the Observation
Mahazar and thereafter drew the Rough Sketch of the scene of
occurrence, which was marked as Ex.P7. He further deposed that he

examined P.W.1, Akash, Dinesh Kumar, Muniyappan and Mohideen
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and recorded their statements under Section 161 Cr.P.C. He further
stated that on the same day at about 11.00 a.m., in the presence of
witnesses Murugan and Pattabi, he arrested the accused near Kottai
Periyar Park, Vellore, and at about 11.15 a.m., recorded the
voluntary confession statement of the first accused, after obtaining the
signatures of the witnesses and the accused therein. Pursuant to the
admissible portion of the said confession, at about 12.00 noon, in the
presence of the very same witnesses, the first accused produced the
knife alleged to have been used in the commission of the offence,
which was seized under a Seizure Mahazar marked as Ex.P8, and the
said knife was produced as M.O.1. He further deposed that thereafter
he returned to the police station along with the accused and the case
property, produced the accused before the jurisdictional Magistrate for
judicial remand, and forwarded the seized material object to the Court
under Form-91. He further stated that he examined witnesses
Murugan and Pattabi and recorded their statements. Thereafter, as
further investigation was to be carried out by the Inspector of Police,
he placed the case records before the then Inspector of Police,
Srinivasan, whose signature was familiar to him. The said Inspector

took up further investigation, examined the typist Annal Rebecca,
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who had typed the case records, recorded her statement, and also
examined L.W.5 and recorded his statement. Upon completion of the
investigation, the Inspector of Police laid the final report against the
accused for the offences punishable under Sections 294(b), 392 and

506(ii) IPC before the jurisdictional Court.
This 1s the gist of the prosecution case

6. The point for consideration i1s as to whether the prosecution
has able to prove the charges framed against the Accused is proved
beyond all reasonable doubts?

7. Heard both sides. Perused material records. Considered the
submissions raised by both sides.

8. The case of the prosecution in brief is that PW.1, who was
carrying on curry leaves business at Anna Bazaar, Vellore, was
allegedly approached by the accused on 24.06.2024 at about 5.00
a.m., while he had gone near the open market shops to answer the
call of nature. The accused demanded cut money (mamool) from
him and, when he refused, abused him in filthy language, criminally
intimidated him by threatening him with a knife, and forcibly robbed

him of a sum of Rs.1,500/- from his pocket. When nearby vendors
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attempted to apprehend the accused, they threatened them with
deadly weapons and escaped from the scene. On the basis of the
complaint lodged by P.W.1, a case in Crime No0.327 of 2024 was
registered. During investigation, the Investigating Officer prepared
the Observation Mahazar and Rough Sketch, examined the
witnesses, arrested the accused, recorded the alleged voluntary
confession of the first accused, recovered a knife allegedly used in
the commission of the offence under a Seizure Mahazar, and, upon
completion of the investigation, laid the final report against the
accused for the offences punishable under Sections 294(b), 392 and
506(ii) of the Indian Penal Code, alleging that they had abused,
criminally intimidated, and robbed the de facto complainant in
furtherance of their common intention.

9. In order to establish the charges, the prosecution examined five
witnesses. PW1 Raja is the defacto complainant. PW2 Dinesh
Kumar is said to be eye witness. PW3 Tr.Muniyappan is witness to
Observation mahazar and Rough Sketch. PW4 Tr.Pattabi is one of
the witness to Confession Statement and Seizure Mahazar. PW5
Tr.Dharuman, is the Sub Inspector who registered the case and

conducted preliminary investigation and he deposed on behalf of the
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Investigating Officer also.

10. The learned Assistant Public Prosecutor would submit that the
prosecution has proved the guilt of the accused beyond all
reasonable doubt through the oral and documentary evidence
adduced before the Court. It is contended that the First Information
Report was registered promptly on the basis of the complaint lodged
by P.W.1 and that the investigation was conducted in a fair and
proper manner. According to the learned Public Prosecutor, though
P.Ws.1 to 4 did not support the prosecution case during trial, their
previous statements given during the course of investigation and the
evidence of P.W.5, coupled with the documentary evidence, clearly
establish the registration of the case, the investigation conducted, the
arrest of the accused, the recovery of the weapon alleged to have
been used in the commission of the offence, and the filing of the
final report. It is further contended that merely because the material
witnesses have turned hostile, the prosecution case cannot be
rejected in its entirety and that the evidence of the Investigating
Officer can be relied upon to the extent it inspires confidence.
Therefore, the learned Public Prosecutor prayed that the accused be

found guilty of the offences charged and be convicted and sentenced
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in accordance with law.

11.  The learned counsel appearing for the accused vehemently
contended that the prosecution has miserably failed to prove the
charges framed against the accused beyond all reasonable doubt. It
was submitted that the entire prosecution case rests upon the
evidence of P.W.1, the defacto complainant, and the alleged
eyewitnesses and mahazar witnesses, all of whom have completely
resiled from their earlier statements and have not supported the
prosecution in any manner. P.W.1 has categorically deposed that he
does not know the accused, that he is unaware of the case, that the
police merely obtained his signature on a blank paper, and that no
enquiry was conducted with him. Likewise, P.W.2 has denied
witnessing the occurrence, while P.Ws.3 and 4, who are the attesting
witnesses to the Observation Mahazar, confession statement and
seizure mahazar, have also disowned the prosecution case and have
merely admitted their signatures in the respective documents without
supporting the alleged preparation of mahazars, confession or
recovery. It was further contended that in the absence of any
substantive evidence from the complainant or independent

witnesses, the evidence of the Investigating Officer alone is wholly
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insufficient to establish the guilt of the accused.

12. The learned counsel further submitted that the prosecution has
failed to establish the essential ingredients of the offences charged.
Insofar as the charge under Section 294(b) IPC is concerned, there
is absolutely no reliable evidence to prove that the accused uttered
obscene words in or near a public place causing annoyance to any
person, as the complainant himself has not supported the
prosecution. With regard to the charge under Section 397 IPC, it
was contended that the prosecution has failed to prove that the
accused committed robbery while using a deadly weapon or that the
complainant was put in fear of death or grievous hurt during the
commission of the alleged robbery. The alleged recovery of the knife
has also not been proved in accordance with law, since the seizure
witnesses have turned hostile and have not supported either the
confession or the recovery. Similarly, the ingredients of Section
506(ii) IPC have also not been established, as there is no
trustworthy evidence to show that the accused criminally intimidated
the complainant with threats to cause death or grievous hurt so as to
alarm him. It was further argued that no independent witness has

corroborated the prosecution version, though the alleged occurrence
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is said to have taken place in a busy market area during business
hours where several vendors were admittedly present.

13. The learned counsel also contended that the prosecution
has failed to prove the alleged confession, recovery of M.O.1, and
other incriminating circumstances in the manner known to law.
The hostile testimony of all the material witnesses completely
demolishes the prosecution case, and the previous statements
recorded under Section 161 Cr.P.C. cannot be treated as
substantive evidence. The evidence of the Investigating Officer
can only prove the steps taken during investigation and cannot,
by itself, establish the commission of the offences in the absence
of reliable substantive evidence. It was therefore argued that the
prosecution has failed to discharge its burden of proving the guilt
of the accused beyond reasonable doubt and, consequently, the
accused are entitled to the benefit of doubt and an honourable

acquittal of all the charges.

14. The accused has been charged under sections 294(b), 397 and
506(i1) of IPC. In order to establish the charges, the defacto

complainant is examined as PW1. The Complaint given by him
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before the Vellore North Police Station dated 24.06.2024. Since the
defacto complainant, who was examined as PW1 turned hostile, his
signature alone is marked as Ex.P1. The said Complaint has been
marked as Ex.P7 through the Investigating Officer. The recitals of
the Complaint reads as follows :-

bIedT  &wmi 10 eu(pLhisemnsd Goeuepmi ocumbi@E ugemi
Slemm”_unrSlev &HGeutiGlemen alSlwnunmrb &g 6uHSGm6sT.
Serm 24.06.2024 b @S snemev medT &(HGauISlemer
eNwnumrib C&lIgIs0&Neso(h SHHsGung) sremev &wmi 05.00
weoflé@ mresr  Hmbi  sWIUSDHETE  Diesorerorm  Ugemi
Smihs6leuefl HemLs6T SiHGs GlEedtm Bung eTeidE 61S5IET
by oToEhE ahsiGa b Osflhs  Couepmit
@&srElBul_coL_omw @&iihg HITMUGDTEHT W&HST FhSHlredr @
eteomm  wHMID FmuSulledr wasST  SlHwemev P EW
Smmapb oreiieflib  eubhgH ShHiE 2 6Tem NS G
HEOLSMITHOHD 6ThIG@OHEE UTT Wiewey &M &SImMiseT.
B erhisEHeHE b wrewey O&n([H&Es Geusor(Hd 6165 m)
@&ncTeomiser. BIedr Seuisefl b mTGer Grm_1q6b 108G
206@W eSlwrummd &g euHSIGm6sT. er6iTeoflL b meYwey
GasL_Lmev erlug eredim O&FTeTeorgHID FhHlmedr @ &ledreomm
eTdTUGUGHT  6TedTement uMisE MmIGsTsEsT Ggeiliquwimr  emuwm
Bbis6T ueord Gsl_Lm &evemevst) O&meodIwm Hh&S WM
@sflywr erhus Cuenr CsL_Lmev CeugpnGr Sievmid oTmhis Gy

aTH50meor Gsev 2 oreng @sflywnr BIhS O&memev GEwWw
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sal Swbisn GLmb ereérm ©&FmevLed FhSHlresr @ &ledreor
SFEulled weDEHEH DUSSBHS &dHSloow eThdHs eTesT
aullbidley emeudsnesr. SiIBuUNE Sl(HLOEMEV 6TETEM6oT UM &G
BhGasnssm CaHailiqwim eouwn 6Tmhis R @ GUMTD eRHUMI.1000/—
repev Sr@ousorGld SUGung 2 o ursO&L 1960 2 6iTeT
ueoTHoms T SHHHO&ENH  oTedrm  ©OFTeiTeomedT.  HIedT
SioueflLb ueord &ovemov eTedTm GlETeTeTgHID FhHSlTer @
&ledreom eTedTUMIGHT Sl(HLEmEVEmW UMTSHE UTEHO&L_1q60 2 6iT6T
ueTHemS 6IHLT eredim GOEneTeorgib SlIHLEmEV 6TETUGNGST
o1 & oo @b UNTEO&L 1960 meusSSI(HHS UGOID eRHUML
1,500/- oow HlEhSls0sneorLnesr. SGungd  Dipsley
smisMd eSwmumbd Q&b SGeras@wm wWwHmIbd e oL
HEGSD P&M16g RECUMiseT Sauisemer Ulgds &Sl L
aubsBung Slpoemev wLHMID FhSHlTedr @ &ledreor SHw
Smeaupb Fhlresr @ &ledreom Sieucst msWiley emeusdSlIHbHs
sHSleow &sM_1g ShHe oNlegwsHens GumelSl_Gwomr Geumy)
wmfl_oneng ©&neTeomey 2 hisemen eraSl(phsmepd Gslg
oubhg Gum_(HserafledihBeusir eredim &HSleow &M _1q
Ol 9l B SmSlmphes Sapoudmd  OlEFeTmIeN L miser.
Sim@& &memev 06.00 wefléE BTST Coudni Q&G &MaU6H
Hlemevwd eubhg Guibuyg &Fhliesr @ &ledreom  HmID
Slpemev eredTucuisHET B H5& HLOIGED®S 6T(H&(GLTMm)
CaL_(h &O&meTSGm6dT.

The defacto complainant during his course of chief examination

had deposed as hereunder.
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pieor Couguni ouFhsUTSSle0 u&lESs aurSIGmesT. mredr Ceugpmi
LM&&sLIg60  cvmiud  ugemi  UGlemmunm v @smdleyr @ &FLG)
e (HSIGm6sT. eoii  erSlflsemer @siflwngy. &  &revor(h
N6oT(HBOEHHEG Wy GsS5l wrsb Heneoradlcvemev 6dligwihsasTemev
SLOM 05.00 o eofl S H&G D &I'JCSUHQ IHITGOT eShwmumrib
O &15I&0\&Te0Tg (HhHCHT MIBuNg Gumedlemi 6reoTemeoT MW EHG)
oteoreflLld Gy Oeubmissnefles emasGWMILD  eunhilé G\ Tesor (B
@& 6T _L_misei.

oupd @ ubMdl oTeoTdE ®&GTMID Csflwng. opdE FbubsHLTE
GuneSemi eredTomeor allemflésallevemov. ysmflev 2 eirer em&OWMIUD
eTETE) ML WGHISTET. ysmfley 2 eiTem eredraniemL W 6m&wmiub i (Hb

DU.S5.FN.D1 R &HD. DiSlev er6dr60r 6T(RSI6Tong 6166TM C&Flwng.

15.  Further, during the course of cross examination, PW1 had
deposed as below.

BT L &@E &heuev [Hlemeuw  erevemevd &L UL L uGSlullev
&sMHIGaGemev eSlwmunmd @FUISICM6oT 6T6edTMMEL FHIHTGOT. DiGEoITEL
GuneSlemi GaL_(h &O\&NesTL_&i(E S6olhis HIedT emsowmiubd Gum_(h
@&n(H58s60r eTedTmNeL FllHTET. BHsH QUPHmE UMM 6THIGOID 61T S
@& flwng) eredrmmev FflgmedT.

Thus, PW1 had clearly admitted that he put his signature only

upon the direction of police and that he did not know anything about
the case. Further, the defacto complainant PW1 has neither

identified the accused before this Court nor deposed anything
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corroborating the averments made in the complaint. On the contrary,
PWT1 has stated nothing in his evidence about the verbal abuse of the
accused, demand of cut money and robbery of the cash from his
pocket and also about the criminal intimidation. Thus, the evidence
of PWI1 does not support the prosecution case and is in no way
helpful to establish the charges against the accused.

16. Likewise, PW2, who was examined as an eyewitness to the
occurrence, has also not supported the case of the prosecution. He has
simply deposed that he does not know the accused and that the police
did not enquire him in connection with the case. Both PW1 and PW2
have not spoken anything about the alleged verbal abuse, criminal
intimidation, or robbery of money by the accused from PWI, as

alleged by the prosecution.

17. Further, PW3, who is cited as a witness to the Observation
Mahazar, Rough Sketch, has also not supported the prosecution case.
PW3 has simply deposed that the Police came and drawn some thing,

that he does not know anything about the case.

18. Similarly, PW4 Pattabi who is cited as a witness to the

confession statement of the accused and the recovery of the weapon,
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namely the knife from the accused, has also not supported the
prosecution case and has stated that the police obtained his signatures
at the police station and that he does not know anything about the

alleged confession or recovery.

19.  During the course of evidence, PW4 has deposed as below.

wredr Geugprit ev([H L6ey6dT eTibedlwii maiflev ou&ls g S E@mesT. mHmedr
30 6001 (h &HOIMME Q‘%tmgzrrfr MIGHL_1Q6L CPL_6DL HITHGHID @g,n@d)
@&wg a@HSICmesT. SEm. 1 WHv 3 oweonr Osflung. peoi
orSliflsomer @sflwungl. &M QRGBIHEOT GIIHLIHBIGOHEE (L 6OT6OTT
ewL_ooL HM&&l&0\sTaor([H HIesT aubgIsblsTaorlq (HibsGung GumeSamt
GTITEEOT DO SHE 6TedTemesT  em&Owmiub  Gu_& O &TeSTCoTMI &6iT.
oiHH@& oreorm @sl_@Ledr. &bwr emsGwmiub  Gunp  eredTmy
@&ncreoremev  mieor Gum_(f  ©&n(h &6 60T oo erdliflsemer
@sflung. SHs owdHeE ubodliyb orerd@ Osflung. UUsSL
UGG ePould WLHMID HIUDHMIGL WL&EETlL 2 oTer SICoTLTEUS)
&  m&OWMIURISHT TETEIOL WSHISTGT. Dicmauser (pemmGu
D.5.5M.9.3 LHOHOD NEGEFNLDE BGD. GumeSemi oercsTEM6OT

adlamflésadlevemev.

20. So, the evidence of PW3 and PW4 is also not helpful to
decide the case. None of the evidence spoken about the verbal
abuse, criminal intimidation and robbery. But, as per Investigating

Officer, they recovered only the Knife and not the robbery money
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from the accused. There is explanation from the Investigating
Officer in this regard.

21. PWS5, the Investigating Officer, who has spoken about the
registration of the case, investigation and filing of the final report.
However, it is a settled principle of law that the evidence of the
Investigating Officer alone cannot be the basis for conviction in the
absence of supporting evidence from the material witnesses. Further,
the alleged recovery of the knife and cash from the accused cannot
also be relied upon since the recovery witnesses themselves have not
supported the prosecution case. All the material witnesses namely
PW1 to PW4 have turned hostile and have not supported the case of
the prosecution in any material particulars. The defacto complainant
himself has not identified the accused nor spoken about the alleged
robbery, use of knife, criminal intimidation or verbal abuse as
alleged by the prosecution. In such circumstances, the prosecution
cannot rely solely upon the evidence of the Investigating Officer to
establish the guilt of the accused. Further, the alleged confession and
recovery cannot also be relied upon in the absence of corroboration
from the independent witnesses. Thus, there is absolutely no reliable

or cogent evidence available on record to connect the accused with
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the alleged occurrence. Hence, this Court is of the considered view
that the prosecution has failed to prove the charges against the
accused beyond reasonable doubt and therefore the accused is
entitled to the benefit of doubt.

22. In the result,

(i) This Court holds that the prosecution has failed to prove the
charges against the 1% and 2" accused beyond reasonable doubt.

(i) The 1* and 2™ accused found not guilty of the charges U/s
294(b), 397 and 506(i1) and the accused 1 and 2 acquitted u/s 235(1)
of Cr.P.C,,

(iii) The Material Object (M.O.1) concerned in C.P.No.25 of 2026,
shall be ordered to be destroyed after the expiry of appeal time, if any

appeal is filed, after the disposal of the appeal.

(iv). That the bail bonds executed by them shall stand canceled.

Dictated to the Steno typist, directly typed by him in computer,
corrected and pronounced by me in the Open Court, on this day 02™
day of JulYa 2026. Digitally signed

by ELAVARASAN
ELAVARASAN b te. 2026.07.02
16:17:14 +0530
Principal Sessions Judge

Vellore District



ANNEXURE:
1. LIST OF PROSECUTION WITNESS:-
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Prosecution | Name of witness Description
Witness No. Tr/Tmt

| Raja Complainant

2 Dineshkumar Eye witness to incident.

3 Muniyappan Observation Mahazar Witness

4 Pattabi Confession and seizure Mahazar

Witness
5 Dharuman Investigation Officer.

2. List of Defence Witness:- -NIL-

3. List of Prosecution Exhibits:

Exhibit Date Description of Exhibit Proved/
No. Attested
by

1 24.06.2024 | Signature in Complainant PW1
2 124.06.2024 | Observation Mahazar PW3
3 24.06.2024 |2" Signature in Confession Statement PW4
4 24.06.2024 |2" Signature in Seizure Mahazar PW4
5 24.06.2024 | Complainant PW5
6 24.06.2024 F.I.R. PW5
7 124.06.2024 Rough Sketch PW5
8 24.06.2024 | Seizure Mahazar PW5

4. List of Defence Exhibits: - NIL-
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5. Material Objects:-

Material Description of the Exhibit Proved by /
Object No. Attested by
M.O.1 Knife PW5

ELAVARASAN

Copy to : (Rules 108 and 115 of Cr.R.P. — 2019)

Al

Digitally signed
by ELAVARASAN

Date: 2026.07.02
16:17:46 +0530

PS]J
Vellore

The Registrar General, High Court of Madras, Chennai — 104.
The District Collector, Vellore.

The Superintendent of Police, Vellore.
The Judicial Magistrate No.IV, Vellore.
The Inspector of Police, Vellore North (L&O) Police Station

Through The Public Prosecutor, Principal Sessions Court,
Vellore.

6. Spare Copies
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