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BEFORE THE SESSIONS DIVISION OF
VELLORE DISTRICT, TAMIL NADU

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

Monday, the 01* day of June, 2026.

Sessions Case No. 210 of 2025
CNR.No.TNVL-01-006045-2025

The State Represented by
Inspector of Police

Name of the complainant Vell(?re South L& O PS,,
Tamil Nadu
Cr. No. 11 of 2018.
Name of the Accused Narasimman, (M-30/2018)
With Address S/o Chellamuthu,

No.75, S.S.K. Maniyam,
Arasamara Steet, Salavanpet,

Vellore District,
Tamil Nadu.
Charges Framed U/s 294(b) and 307 of IPC
Plea of the accused Not Guilty
Finding of the Judge Found Not Guilty
Court Order Vide docket Sheet Attached.

DETAILS OF CASE SUMMARY :

The date of filing of the complaint 15.01.2018
The period of Remand of the Accused Anticipatory Bail Order in
Crl.M.P.N0.313/2018, dt
28.01.2018
The date of filing of the police report in the court 29.09.2025

The date of committal of the case 13.11.2025
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The date of questioning of the accused under section 02.04.2026

228 of Cr.P.C.

The filing of all miscellaneous petitions and their -NIL-
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 accused U/s.313 of 30.04.2026

Cr.PC

Details of abscondence of the accused --

Grant of stay Nil

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

S . Date of Chief  Date of
Examination of Witnesses ate of Chie ate of Cross

Examination Examination
PW1  Chellamuthu 29.04.2026 29.04.2026
PW2  Meni Ezhilan 29.04.2026 29.04.2026
PW3  Sagaya Mary 29.04.2026 29.04.2026
PW4  Tamilselvan 29.04.2026 29.04.2026
PW5  Harikrishnan 29.04.2026 29.04.2026
PW6  Loganathan 29.04.2026 29.04.2026

(Committed by Thiru.G.Sathiakumar, Judicial Magistrate-1, Vellore
in PR.C.No.245 of 2025, dated 13.11.2025).

This case having listed on 30.04.2026 for hearing before me in
the presence of Thiru M.M.Parthiban, Public Prosecutor of this court
and, of Tr. M.Karunagaran, Counsels 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:-
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JUDGMENT
Police Report:-

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

The Accused Narasimman S/o Sellamuthu is residing at
Lakshmipuram, Salavanpettai, Vellore. The defacto complainant
Sellamuthu is residing at 1st Sadhukaramada Street, Salavanpettai,
Vellore. The accused is the Son Sellamuthu. That on 13.01.2018,
witness Sellamuthu went of the house to the accused due to the
financial crises requested some money for him. The accused who
refused to give money to his father Sellamuthu warned him, for not to
ask money thereafter. At this juncture, on 14.01.2018, at about 10.30
PM, at S.S.K Maniyam Street, Salavanpettai, opposite to paul
Hospital, the accused with an intention to cause the death of his
father Sellamuthu came with the knife, uttered an obscene words
against him, by saying "t@snésn, C@seliquwnr eouwm, B erii@uTR&ID
eTcoTeoflL b ueord @&sL_ugmey, 6TETeHEGHD 61T  EOUTESTL M _1q &(&HWD
goorooL.  uHEIDE, B Suphsmev otes@E ©Ognciemev s, b
858 ®@WibaGum_m " and forcibly stabbed on his lower abdomen

left leg and left hand with a knife and Voluntarily caused grievous hurt
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to him prolapsed bowel perforation over left lumbar region " &g &lwimev
GSHSWHTL GHL 6L PLI_oL GLov GeuefllCu eubSlaphag." If he had
caused the death of his father Sellamuthu, he would have been guilty
of murder. Thereby the accused has committed the offence punishable
u/s. 294(b) and 307 of Indian Penal Code.

Committal :--

2.  The Judicial Magistrate No.I, Vellore, on receipt of the police
report, had taken the case on file as P.R.C.No. 245 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.210 of
2025 by this Court for offences under Section 294(b) and 307 of IPC
of the Indian Penal Code. Upon receipt of summons, the accused

appeared before this Court and engaged counsels of their choice. After



5

hearing the learned Public Prosecutor and the learned counsels for the
accused, this Court framed charges against the accused U/s 294(b) and
307 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.

4. Evidence:-

In order to substantiate the case of the prosecution, PW1 to PWé6
were examined and Ex.P1 to Ex.P7 were marked. Material Object
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

P.W.1 Sellamuthu, the defacto complainant and father of the
accused, deposed that he was residing at Salavanpettai, Vellore and
was working as a painter. During the Pongal festival he had gone to
the house of the accused and requested money for his expenses.
Though a quarrel took place, he was under the influence of alcohol
and was not aware of the subsequent events. He further deposed that
he did not know how he sustained injuries and denied the accused

stabbed him with a knife. He admitted his thumb impression in the
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complaint marked under Ex.P1 but he did not aware of the contents of
the complaint. The police had not examined him. Since he resiled
from his earlier statement, he was treated as hostile and cross-

examined by the prosecution.
(b) Evidence of PW2 — Hearsay Witness

P.W.2, Meni Ezhilan, the son of PW.l and elder brother of the
accused. He deposed that he was unaware of any quarrel between the
accused and P.W.1 and did not know how P.W.1 sustained injuries. On
hearing that his father had suffered injuries, he visited him in the
hospital and further deposed that did not know anything regarding the
occurrence. Since he resiled from his earlier statement, he was treated

as hostile and cross-examined by the prosecution.

(c) Evidence of PW3 — Hearsay Witness

P.W.3 Sagayam Mary, is the wife of P.W.1 and mother of the accused.
She deposed that did not know anything regarding the occurrence.
According to her, she was informed that her husband had fallen down
and sustained injuries and was therefore taken to the hospital. She

denied that the accused had stabbed P.W.1 with a knife. As she did not
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support the prosecution case, she was treated as hostile and cross-

examined by the prosecution.

(d) Evidence of PW4 — Eye Witness

P.W.4 Tamil Selvan, auto driver, deposed that he did not know the
accused or the other witnesses examined before him and did not
anything with regard to the occurrence. He denied having been
examined by the police. He was treated as hostile and cross-examined

by the prosecution.
(e) Evidence of PW5 — Eye witness

P.W.5 Harikrishnan, deposed evidence stating that engaged in pandal
erection work. He deposed that he did not know the accused, his
family members or the other witnesses examined in the case. He did
not know anything with regard to the occurrence and denied having
been examined by the police. Since he resiled from his earlier

statement, he was treated as hostile.

(f) Evidence of PW6 — Investigating Officer

P.W.6 Loganathan, the Investigating Officer, was examined. He

deposed that while he was serving as Inspector of Police, Vellore
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South Police Station, the then Sub-Inspector of Police Selvaraj
received information from the Government Hospital and recorded the
complaint of Sellamuthu. On the basis of the said complaint, a case in
Crime No.l11 of 2018 under Sections 294(b) and 307 IPC was
registered. P.W.6 further deposed that the said Sub-Inspector Selvara;j
had subsequently died. The complaint statement recorded by him was
marked as Ex.P2 and the First Information Report registered by him
was marked as Ex.P3. Upon registration of the case, the investigation
was entrusted to him. In continuation of the investigation, on
15.01.2018 at about 6.45 a.m., he proceeded to the scene of
occurrence situated at Salavanpettai and, in the presence of witnesses
Manohar and Kiran Kumar, inspected the place of occurrence and
prepared an Observation Mahazar and Rough Sketch. The Observation
Mahazar was marked as Ex.P4 and the Rough Sketch was marked as
Ex.P5. On the same day at about 7.00 a.m., in the presence of the
very same witnesses, he recovered a knife found near the EB
Transformer situated at Sadhukaramada Street under a Seizure
Mahazar. The Seizure Mahazar was marked as Ex.P6 and the knife

recovered thereunder was marked as M.O.1.
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Thereafter, he examined the witnesses connected with the case,
namely Sellamuthu, Meni Ezhilan, Sagayam Mary, Bhaskar,
Tamilselvan, Velu, Harikrishnan, Manohar and Kiran Kumar, and
recorded their statements separately. Since the accused had obtained
anticipatory bail, he was not arrested during the course of
investigation. P.W.6 examined Dr. Karimulla, who had treated the
injured victim, recorded his statement and obtained the Accident
Register relating to the treatment of Sellamuthu. The Accident
Register along with the medical opinion issued by the doctor was
marked as Ex.P7. According to the doctor, the injuries sustained by
Sellamuthu were grievious in nature. He also examined the Sub-
Inspector of Police who had registered the case and recorded his
statement. Upon completion of investigation P.W.6 concluded that the
accused had committed the offences punishable under Sections 294(b)
and 307 IPC. Accordingly, he laid the final report before the Court

against the accused.

Questioning the Accused under section 315(1)(b) of B.N.S.S. :-
6. After completion of the prosecution side evidence, the

incriminating materials available from the records against the accused
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was put on him on 30.04.2026 u/s 313(1)(b) of CrPC and explained in
Tamil. The accused answer is total denial as false evidence and his
answers was recorded. When a question was posed to him as to
whether he want to say anything about the case, he replied as “false
case”. They further stated that he has no defense evidence.

Point:-

7. The point for consideration is as to whether the prosecution
has able to prove the charges framed against the accused under
Sections 294(b) and 307 of IPC are proved beyond all reasonable
doubts?

8. Heard both sides. Perused material records. Considered the

submissions raised by both sides.

9. Discussion on Evidence Adduced

In support of its case, the prosecution had cited twelve
witnesses, but ultimately examined only six witnesses. PW1 is the
injured/de facto complainant. PW2 is the son of PW1 and brother of
the accused. PW3 is the wife of PW1 and mother of the accused. PW4
and PW5 are the witnesses cited by the prosecution to speak about the
occurrence. PW6 is the Inspector of Police who conducted the

investigation and filed the Final Report before the Court.
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10. Submissions of the Prosecution

The learned Public Prosecutor contended that the accused is the
son of PW1 Sellamuthu. On 13.01.2018, due to financial difficulties,
PW1 approached the accused seeking money for his expenses. The
accused refused to provide money and warned PW1 not to seek
money from him thereafter. On account of the said incident, ill-
feelings arose between them. The learned Public Prosecutor further
submitted that on 14.01.2018 at about 10.30 p.m., near Paul Hospital,
S.S.K. Maniyam Street, Salavanpettai, the accused abused PWI1 in
filthy language and attacked him with a knife. The accused stabbed
PWI1 on the abdomen, left leg and left hand causing grievous injuries,
including bowel perforation and protrusion of intestine. Based on the
complaint given by PW1, a case was registered and after completion

of investigation, final report was laid against the accused.

The learned Public Prosecutor would further submit that though PW1
to PW5 did not support the prosecution case, the prosecution has
established its case through documentary evidence, medical records
and the evidence of PW6, the Investigating Officer. Hence, he prayed

that the accused be convicted and punished in accordance with law.
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11. Submissions of the Defence:

Per contra, the learned counsel appearing for the accused would
submit that PW1, who is the injured witness and author of the
complaint, has completely disowned the prosecution case. PW1 has
categorically stated that the accused did not stab him and that he does
not know how he sustained injuries. PW2, PW3, PW4 and PW5 have

also not supported the prosecution case and were treated as hostile.

It is further contended that PW6 is only the Investigating Officer
and his evidence is purely procedural in nature. When all the material
witnesses have turned hostile and there is no substantive evidence
connecting the accused with the alleged offence, the prosecution has
failed to prove its case beyond reasonable doubt. Therefore, the

accused is entitled to acquittal.

12. Appreciation of Prosecution Case:

It is the case of the prosecution that PW1 Sellamuthu, who is the
father of the accused Narasimman and that on 13.01.2018, he
approached the accused seeking money for his expenses. The accused

refused to provide money and warned PW1 not to ask him for money
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thereafter. The further case of prosecution is that on 14.01.2018 at
about 10.30 p.m., opposite to Paul Hospital, S.S.K. Maniyam Street,
Salavanpettai, the accused abused PW1 in filthy language and
attacked him with a knife. That the further case of prosecution is that
the accused stabbed PW1 on the lower abdomen, left leg and left hand
causing grievous injuries including bowel perforation and protrusion
of intestine. It is the further case of prosecution that the accused
committed the act with such intention and knowledge that, had death

occurred, he would have been guilty of murder. Hence, the accused is

liable for offences under Sections 294(b) and 307 IPC.

13. Contents of Complaint

PWI1 is the injured witness and the author of the complaint. The

complaint is marked as Ex.P1.

In the complaint, PW1 has stated as follows:

BIeoId 6161 Wemerellyd &FoveusdTGuL 6L umeL < eousSlif]
orSlfler eum_emas 65 196b  uElHEH HSIGDMD  6TEIE G
SeoL&@GD eu(pLIend &HBH0LU B (PLQWMoey &L LUl (B
abBsHesT NIy O FvailhE& U BgHemeuliuL_L M6y HITedT
oTeoTs  S@uesoTLnoug W&  BIFlbweflb ueond  Csls

FouauesTBuL_eoL  eu_&wlyrsHlev Sieurs S 9@ OETm)
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uveoid Gasl @Gt SIBung Sewer GEowallh@E eTBungid
oraSI L BGu  ueond  Basl_Somii  SeorerSHI L. CasL&
Gouctoriquig &HMGeor  oTedTM Famdleomi  OCUNE  eTTRISET
SHaréGb aml s&5ImMm ahul L g SUGung Huyb = ot
@unesorL_m”_1qujib eTedTeoflLb uetord BaL & saL gl eredrm Sl
SiyuGlelLmi mrest S 9@ oubgs 6 GLer  Cmbm
14.01.2018 b CsS Srey &wmi 10.30 wewild@ o16dr 651" 19 66T
a15I8r 2 _eiter umevL YevusbSIfluil b Hlesrm G&mesorig (HibGs 6o
SI0CuUNG 6uhs 616dT &6T Hrflbwer CsnssT CHelliqwm eouwr
otu@ungId eTedTeoflLd ued GsL_usmL  GTENSHEGHID  6TEHT
@uneorL M”19 &b &FoTenL. QIUhG B SUHHEHTL  6Te0IHE
@snmevemev  nedT  etedTM  Sligs  O&Neor(l WEOMS S
cmousSl(HHs H5SHwncv S5CsM[H Wlbg Gum_ eTesTm O &FT6LES)
Sig allhMlepd, SL g &ML LOHMID SLE & WEW
SLiseflev GHSSleomesr, SSlov orTeo1dH @ UGS SISHSHSMULD
ahu’ L g S0Cung DbiEG SHHSUTHET  &600TEOL 6mW
NewsSlelll_ (B 108 pbyovssTodhE® Hosoucy  GlEmeued
S byeveTflev arhmiell” L miser mrest Geugprmi i(H dasburemm
w(HS Qe DDl HBeotedr HElFcmsuilev SaHHS
ercsTement BGougpni OHMHE& BTauch Hlemevw 2 _&6Sl eumemamsiw
SmhiseT oredtemeot ollEmfls g s @Gepoud ©OubmeTT ULy 58I

&M"_L pnedt G&nesreorg Gumey sflwnes SpheHg!

14. Evidence of PW1 — Contradictions
Though PW1 had stated in his complaint that the accused abused

him in filthy language and stabbed him with a knife causing grievous
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injuries, during the course of chief examination, PW1 deposed
contrary to the contents of Ex.P1. The relevant portion of his evidence

reads as follows:-

"mreor Ceugpni  FeveussTGUL_emLulleb usl&ESIGmesT. GUUSIGHTL IF
@smblev  QFISHCMEST. peoir oSl cTEOIH 26uH &G
arSIflGlib  Qumiiscy &FwowdHElev O&FeveYsH©E Ued Gsl(h
Seufledr e BHE CumimbHBaH6eT. Dieui ueID 6THIMD
@& &Hsallcuemey. FTEOL BL hGHGI. <H,6ommev HTedr Guremnguiley

SMHH&SMev 6165T60T HLbSHGI 6T6dTm @& flwellevemeov.

&M 8 QUUHLIBISOHEE (WOTY OUMbISEH UG 608 <H6OT M)
Sre] & 11.00 wewll Demelley  FoveussTGUL ML UIMEL
anreousSIflGl b SmbsCung o1&Hlfl eTedTeofl b & evoremL
Gum_eflevemev. eTeoTd: @& 6T60TeoT BLHHG 616orm @& flwellebemev.
Breor &  SMHHSWBHEHOT. eTdTEMET  DpibLevedTENSIEH
O@&neoor(h O&dTOM&HET. Wpeoi o1HIfl  eredTomeT  HHSWM6L

&S &6Slevemev."
Thus, PW1 has categorically denied the prosecution allegation that
the accused stabbed him. Though he admitted his thumb impression in
Ex.P1 complaint, he pleaded ignorance regarding the contents thereof.

Therefore, the evidence of PW1 is totally contrary to the contents of

Ex.P1 and does not support the prosecution case and hence the
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evidence of the injured person / defacto complainant is not helpful to

decide the prosecution case.
15. Burden on the Prosecution

Generally, in a criminal case, the burden is always upon the
prosecution to establish the guilt of the accused beyond reasonable
doubt. In the present case, the prosecution alleges that the accused
abused PW1 in filthy language and attempted to commit his murder
by stabbing him with a knife. Therefore, the burden lies entirely upon
the prosecution to establish the identity of the assailant and the overt

acts attributed to him.
16. Evidence of PW2

In the present case on hand, PW2 is hearsay witness. Moreover,
PW?2 is the son of PW1 and brother of the accused. Even though PW2
in his statement had deposed stating that the accused assaulted his
father, However, during the course of evidence, PW2 has not
supported the prosecution case. His evidence during chief examination

runs as follows:-
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"er6dT SUTESIL b 61Slfl FevoremL Gum”_L g @& Flwng). 6r6dr SIUTR| &
sMUD otUulg ahulLgG ordTmd @sflwung. oredT  SunedE
Siqul L emE Gaserallul_(B  wpSgeuvemeonliley Gumiy umisGs6sr.

Goumy eT8HI0D GuP&E uDHM & Tlwng."
PW2 has expressed complete ignorance regarding the occurrence.

Therefore, his evidence is of no assistance to the prosecution.

17. Evidence of PW3

PW3 is the wife of PW1 and mother of the accused. She is also an
hearsay witness. Even though PW3 stated in her statement supporting
the prosecution case, during chief examination, she deposed as
follows:-

"QpdHE ubNl oTeTdE oTgIob gTlwng. erest seoraui &G 6llpHe)

SiquUL_HESI_LIMT. DiGH6OTTEL LD(HEHIAIDHTE(G NS C&FSTDHSHTE

O &ENGOTEOMI&HET. 6T60T W&HT HHSHnev GHSleomi orcoTm O&FTLEVG)

SUM).
Thus, PW3 has completely disowned the prosecution version and has

specifically denied that the accused stabbed PW1.

18. Evidence of PW4 and PW5 : PW4 and PWS5 are cited by the
prosecution as ocular witnesses. According to the prosecution, they

were present near the place of occurrence and had witnessed the
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incident. Therefore, they are material witnesses whose evidence would
have been crucial in establishing the manner of occurrence and the

involvement of the accused. However, during the course of chief

examination, PW4 has deposed as follows:-
PW4

"BresT HHBUNE FoveuasTGUL L ullev eu&l&&EIBM6sT. 1” BLT 19 cOT6UT.
i aSlfleow Osflung, oteidb@ (poeory &m&  ©Q&mesTeot
puisememyd Osflwurg. SHs awdomsubnd Osflwng. GumeSemt

ercoromeot aNlamfléasaileuemev."
Likewise, PW5 has deposed as follows:-

"bresT  HHGuNG Gewevumgquiley IAESICDT. UBHL DiEOWEHED
BGoeuoemov @aISICmebT. Db onIf er&liflemw @& flwng. 6
& [HDbus HTeomYD @sflwng). 6T60T(S) (WpedTY gm"_&
@&neTeoreuisememyd @& flwng. eupdsGuOdyD gflwrg. GureSsmi

ercoremeot dlamflésailevemev.”

Both PW4 and PWS5 have expressed complete ignorance regarding
the occurrence. They have not identified the accused before the Court.
They have further denied having any knowledge regarding the alleged

incident and also denied having been examined by the police. Since
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their evidence was contrary to their earlier statements, they were

treated as hostile and cross-examined by the prosecution.

19. Evidence of PW6

PW6 is the Investigating Officer. He deposed that based upon the
complaint recorded from PW1 in the Government Hospital, a case in
Crime No.11 of 2018 was registered under Sections 294(b) and 307
IPC. He further spoke about visiting the scene of occurrence,
preparation of Observation Mahazar and Rough Sketch, recovery of
M.O.1 knife under Ex.P6, examination of witnesses, collection of
medical records and filing of final report against the accused. Upon
careful consideration of the oral and documentary evidence, this Court
finds that the testimonies of PW1 to PWS5 do not establish or
corroborate the prosecution case. PW1, the injured witness himself,
has categorically stated that the accused did not stab him. PW2 and
PW3, who are natural witnesses being close family members, have
also not supported the prosecution case. PW4 and PWS5 have likewise

expressed complete ignorance regarding the occurrence.

20. It is true that PW6 has spoken about the investigation and

recovery of M.O.1 knife. However, PW6 is not an eyewitness to the
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occurrence. His evidence is only procedural in nature. The recovery of
M.O.1 cannot by itself establish the guilt of the accused in the absence

of substantive evidence connecting the accused with the offence.

21. The medical records may establish that PW1 sustained injuries.
However, medical evidence by itself cannot establish the identity of
the assailant. Though the doctor is stated to have opined that the
injuries are grievous in nature, the prosecution has failed to prove that

the said injuries were inflicted by the accused.

22. It 1s significant to note that the injured witness himself has
completely exonerated the accused. Though hostile evidence need not
be rejected in toto, there is absolutely no portion of the evidence of
PW1 to PW5 which supports the prosecution case. On the contrary,

their evidence completely demolishes the prosecution version.

23. In light of the above discussion, this Court concludes that the
prosecution has failed to establish the guilt of the accused beyond
reasonable doubt. The essential ingredients of the offences under
Sections 294(b) and 307 IPC have not been proved. No incriminating
circumstance has been established against the accused and the

evidence available on record does not inspire confidence. Therefore,
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this Court is constrained to extend the benefit of doubt to the accused.
Consequently, the prosecution having failed to prove the charges

beyond reasonable doubt, the accused is entitled to acquittal.

24. In the result, this Court holds that the prosecution has
failed to prove the charges against the accused beyond all

reasonable doubt.

(1) Accordingly, the accused is found not guilty of the
offences punishable under Sections 294(b) and 307 IPC and is

acquitted under Section 235(1) Cr.P.C.

(ii)  The case property in C.P.No.29 of 2026 Knife marked as
M.O.1 is ordered to be destroyed after the expiry of the appeal

period.

(1ii) The bail bond, if any, executed by the accused shall
stand cancelled.

Dictated to the Steno typist, directly typed by him in computer,
corrected and pronounced by me in the Open Court, on this day the

01* day of June, 2026. bDigEi%% X?XS&N
y
ELAVARASAN 5 te. 2026.06.01
15:41:30 +0530
Principal Sessions Judge

Vellore District
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ANNEXURE:-

1. LIST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON THE SIDE OF THE
PROSECUTION:

Prosecution Name of witness Description
Witness No. Tr/Tmt

1 Chellamuthu Complainant

2 Meni Ezhilan Hearsay witness

3 Sagaya Mary Hearsay witness

4 Tamilselvan Eye Witness

5 Harikrishnan Eye Witness

6 Loganathan Investigating Officer

2. For Defence Side:- Nil

3. EXHIBITS MARKED ON THE SIDE OF THE PROSECUTION:

Exhibit  Date Description of Exhibit Proved/
No. Attested
by
1 15.01.2018 Left Thumb impression in PW1
complaint
2 15.01.2018 Complaint PW6
3 15.01.2018 F.I.R. PW6
4 15.01.2018 Observation Mahazar PW6
5 — Rough Sketch PW6
6 15.01.2018 Seizure Mahazar PW6
7 14.01.2018 Accident Register PW6

4. Defence Documents :-

Nil
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5. Material Objects:-

Material Description of the Exhibit Proved by /
Object Attested by
No.
1 Knife PW6
by ELAVARASAN
ELAVARASAN Ds;te: 2026.06.01
15:41:19 +0530
PSJ
Vellore

Copy to : (Rules 108 and 115 of Cr.R.P. - 2019)
The Registrar General, High Court of Madras, Chennai — 104.

The District Collector, Vellore.
The Superintendent of Police, Vellore.
The Judicial Magistrate No.I, Vellore.

The Inspector of Police, Vellore South L & O Police Station
Through The Public Prosecutor, Principal Sessions Court,
Vellore.

6. Spare Copies.

A
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