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Dictated by Partha Sarathi Sen, J. 

1. At the time of hearing, learned advocate for the petitioner at the 

very outset draws attention of ours to page 32 of the instant 

application for bail, being the copy of the post-mortem report. It 

is submitted since the autopsy Surgeon could not form any 

definite opinion with regard to the cause of death and since no 

chemical examiner’s report has been submitted as yet, the 

instant application for bail may be considered favourably. 

2. While opposing the prayer for bail, learned State advocate 

requests this Court to peruse the post-mortem report, the 
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medical examination report dated March 15, 2024 and the 

further report of the autopsy Surgeon. 

3. It is submitted that from the post-mortem report as well as the 

FSL report, it would reveal that death of the victim was homicidal 

in nature. 

4. On perusal of the entire materials as placed before us, vis-à-vis 

the post-mortem report as well as the FSL report it reveals that it 

has been opined in the FSL report that the possibility of using 

Orna (Exhibit IA) for strangulation of a normal human being 

could not be ruled out. 

5. It is reported that after submission of charge-sheet, charge was 

considered and trial is in progress and as on this date, cross-

examination of PW-1 is going on. 

6. Considering the entire circumstances and also considering the 

seriousness of the crime, we are not inclined to allow the 

petitioner’s prayer for bail, at this stage. 

7. The prayer for bail is, thus, rejected. 

8. Considering that the petitioner is already in custody for one year 

and three months, we request the learned trial court to expedite 

the trial to the fullest extent possible and conclude the same on 

an early date, without granting unnecessary adjournment to 

either of the parties. 
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