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JUDGMENT  AND  ORDER 

1. The  prosecution  case  as  emerges  from the  FIR  lodged  by 

Dipali Kalita on 30.01.2012 before the O/C, Bongaigaon P.S. alleging that 

on 24.01.2012 at about 7 PM when she was not available at home, her 
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husband deceased Sushen Kalita scolded his daughter Gitamani Kalita and 

Ushamani Kalita and then on being afraid, both the girl ran away from the 

house, but near Shankar School in front of Bikram Boys Club, they fell 

upon the ground. Ramen Gowala along with four others, seeing her two 

daughters  sent  both  of  them  to  Bongaigaon  Civil  Hospital  by  108 

Ambulance along with her husband. On return from hospital along with 

the  daughters,  her  husband  noticing  Ramen  Gowala  and  four  others 

misbehaving the girls, scolded them. Thereafter at about 12 night, the said 

persons entered into her house and with intent to outrage modesty, pulled 

her  elder  daughter  holding her  hand.  Seeing  the  incident,  her  husband 

ousted the persons from his  house.  But  thereafter  again on 26.01.2012 

after taking meal while they were sleeping, at about 11 PM, her husband 

was taken inside the club and at about 3 AM, left her husband upon her 

courtyard after assaulting him. On that day at about 6 AM while she came 

home along with her daughter after completion of her work at quarter, she 

found her husband at injured condition and on being asked, her husband 

reported her about the incident. Immediately she along with the help of 

Nimanta  Ray  took  him  to  hospital  on  27.01.2012  but  in  course  of 

treatment, he died on 28.01.2012.   

2. On receipt of the FIR, O/C, Bongaigaon P.S. registered a case 

being Bongaigaon P.S.  Case No. 38/2012 U/S 457/365/304/34 IPC and 

launched investigation of the case. Accordingly, the Investigating Officer 

visited the place of occurrence, recorded the statement of the witnesses, 

conducted inquest on the dead body, sent the dead body for postmortem 

examination,  seized  a  rod  from  the  place  of  occurrence,  arrested  the 
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accused persons and at the close of investigation laid charge sheet against 

the accused persons U/S 457/365/304/34 IPC. 

3. On appearance of the accused persons,  learned Addl. Chief 

Judicial Magistrate, Bongaigaon vide order dtd. 30.05.2013 committed the 

case to the Court of Session after observing required formalities, being the 

offence U/S 304 IPC exclusively triable by the Court of Session. 

4. On committal after appearance of the accused persons, having 

found a prima facie case charge was framed by my learned predecessor 

against  the  accused  persons  U/S  448/302  IPC.  The  accused  persons 

pleaded innocence when the charge read over and explained to them and 

claimed for  trial. 

5. In course of trial, prosecution side examined as many as 12 

(twelve)  witnesses.  In  statement  recorded  U/S  313  CrPC,  the  accused 

persons denied all the allegations levelled against them and declined to 

adduce evidence. 

6. I have heard argument of both sides and also gone through the 

entire case record. In order to appreciate the argument advanced by the 

Ld.Counsel  appearing  for  both  sides,  I  feel  it  appropriate  to  briefly 

scrutinize the evidence on record.   

7. PW 1 Bishnu Sarkar deposed that on the day of incident 

Bikram Boys Club organized a volleyball match in their village at about 

10/11 AM between the bachelor and married persons. In the match he also 

joined on  the  side  of  married  person.  At  the  end  of  the  match  it  was 
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decided that they would arrange a feast at a contribution of Rs. 50 each. 

Accordingly, at 9 PM after taking meal in the feast, he returned home and 

on next  day,  he went  to  Guwahati.  After  return from Guwahati,  police 

called him to the Police Station and from police he came to know that 

Sushen Kalita who resided in a rented house near Bikram Boys' Club died. 

He also proved his statement U/S 164 CrPC vide Ext.1. He further stated 

that later on he heard that the accused persons had beaten Sushen Kalita 

and thereafter Sushen Kalita died in hospital. 

8. During cross, he stated that on the day of incident, the match 

was ended at 5 PM and near the place of occurrence, Shankar Dev Sishu 

Niketan school is situated. He further stated that the Bikram Boys Club is 

situated at  a  distance of 300 metre away from the rented house of the 

deceased. According to him, from police he came to know that Sushen 

Kalita was assaulted by the accused persons but he did not hear about any 

quarrel between the accused persons and the deceased or his wife. 

9. PW 2 Dr.  Diganta Choudhury -  the Medical  Officer  in his 

evidence deposed that on 29.01.2012 he conducted autopsy on the dead 

body of Sushen Kalita in connection with Bongaigaon P.S. GDE No. 1351 

dtd. 29.01.2012 and found as follows:-

A male dead body of age around 35 years of average built in 

non emaciated and non decomposed state. 

CRANIUM AND SPINAL CANAL

Scalp, skull, vertebrae – Intact. Membrane – Intact. Brain and
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spinal  cord  –  Haemorrhagic  collection  noted  in  right  frontal  lobe  of 

cerebrum.  

THORAX 

Walis, ribs and cartilages – Intact. Pleurae - Intact and healthy. 

Larynx and trachea – Intact and healthy. Right lung, left lung – Intact and 

healthy. Pericardium – Intact. Heart - congested. Vessels – congested. 

ABDOMEN

Walls  -   Intact.  Peritoneum  –  Intact.  Mouth,  Pharynx, 

oesophagus – Intact & congested. Stomach and its contents - Intact and 

empty. Small intestine and its contents - Intact and contain undigested food 

materials. Large intestine and its contents – Contains faecal matters. Liver 

– congested. Spleen – Intact & congested. Kidneys – Intact and congested. 

Bladder – Intact and empty. Organs of generation – External and internal – 

Intact and healthy. 

On examination doctor opined that the cause of death was due 

to head injury which is ante mortem in nature. The injury found on the 

head is sufficient to cause death. He proved the Post Mortem Report as 

Ext.2.

10. During  cross,  he  stated  that  under  the  head  of  external 

appearance,  in  Column  No.  2,  he  has  mentioned  the  external  injuries 

present  on  the  body  of  the  deceased.  In  the  said  Column,  he  has  not 

mentioned  the  injury  found  on  the  head  of  the  deceased.  It  is  not 

mentioned in the postmortem report regarding the age of the injury. He has 
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mentioned  the  age  of  the  deceased  as  around  35  years  in  postmortem 

report. Under the head of cranium and spinal canal, in Column No. 3 he 

has mentioned the internal injury found in the brain of the deceased. No 

external  injury  was  found  on  the  head  of  the  deceased.  The  injury 

mentioned in Column No. 3 of cranium and spinal canal may be caused 

due to high blood pressure. Under the head of external appearance, the 

injury mentioned in Column No. 2 are not sufficient to cause death of a 

person.  Such  type  of  injuries  may  be  caused  due  to  falling  on  hard 

substance.  The  postmortem  was  done  on  29.01.2012  and  he  put  his 

signature on the same day i.e.  on 29.01.2012 but  the Joint  Director  of 

Health Services, Bongaigaon countersigned it on 12.03.2012. he has not 

mentioned in his report  the relation of  the deceased who identified the 

dead body of the deceased. 

11. PW 3 Raju Mahanta categorically deposed that on 26.01.2012 

in  the  volleyball  match  organized  by  Bikram  Boys  Club  between  its 

members and others, he also joined in the match and after the match he 

attended the feast and thereafter returned home. Later on, he heard that 

assault took place in the club and Sushen Kalita died. He also proved his 

statement U/S 164 CrPC vide Ext.3. 

12. During cross, he stated that they played volleyball with the 

accused persons and he only heard about the assault in the club but he had 

no personal knowledge about it. He also did not know how Sushen Kalita 

died.  He further  deposed  that  police  got  recorded  his  statement  before 

Magistrate forcefully. 
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13. PW 4 Mithun Ray also deposed that on the day of incident the 

Bikram Boys Club organized a volleyball match in the afternoon and after 

the match he attended the feast at about 9 PM. Later on, he heard that the 

members of the Club had beaten Sushen Kalita due to which he died. 

14. PW 5 Dipali Kalita is the informant and wife of the deceased. 

She categorically deposed that on the day of incident at about 6 PM she 

went to a neighbour's house and on that night her husband was alone at 

home. Her two children were also with her on that night.  On next day 

morning at about 6 AM, she returned home and found her husband with 

injury  on  his  person  and  bleeding  from  mouth.  Then  on  asking,  her 

husband told her that the members of the club took him from home and 

had beaten him. Thereafter she filed the ejahar in which she put her thumb 

impression. After two days of the incident her husband died at Bongaigaon 

Civil Hospital. 

15. During cross, she stated that sometimes her husband used to 

take alcohol. 

16. PW 6 Jayanta Barman deposed that the Bikram Boys club is 

situated near his house and after coming police only, he came to know that 

one Sushen Kalita died, but he did not know how he died. 

17. PW 7 Mina Barman whose house is situated near the Bikram 

Boys club knew nothing about the incident.. 

18. PW 8 Narayan Sarkar deposed that on the day of incident a 

volleyball match was held in their village and one Raju Mahanta took rice 
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and 'dal' from his shop for the feast organized by Bikram Boys' Club at 

night. After attending the feast, he returned home before 9.00 PM and after 

2/3 days he came to know that the tenant of Nimanta Ray died. He heard 

that accused persons after taking meal had beaten Sushen Kalita, but he 

did not know the cause of the assault. 

19. During  cross,  he  stated  that  he  had  not  seen  the  accused 

persons in the club on the day of incident. He further stated that nobody 

told him as to how the deceased died. 

20. PW 9 Nimanta Ray deposed that the deceased Sushen Kalita 

along with his wife and two children resided in his rented house. On the 

day of incident at about 11.30 PM the accused Ramen Gowala along with 

some other boys came to his premises and called his tenant Sushen Kalita 

to Bikram Boys club which is situated near his house and on next day he 

came to know that Sushen Kalita was taken to Bikram Boys club and had 

assaulted there due to which after one day he died in hospital. He proved 

his statement under section 164 CrPC vide Ext.4. 

21. During cross,  he stated that  on the day of  incident he was 

sleeping in his house. But he had not seen taking the deceased from his 

rented house. He further deposed that on the day of incident Dipali Kalita, 

the wife  of the deceased was not at home. However, the two daughters of 

the deceased were present there. As per his evidence, police tutored him to 

say that Ramen Gowala called Sushen Kalita. 

22. PW 10 Khagen Ray deposed that one day one Dipali Kalita 

came to his  shop situated near Bongaigaon P.S.  and on being asked to 
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write  an  FIR,  he  reduced  it  in  writing  vide  Ext.5  and  Ext.5(1)  is  his 

signature as writer of the FIR. 

23. During  cross,  he  has  admitted  that  he  has  no  personal 

knowledge about the incident. 

24. PW 11 Sailen Kr. Kalita - the Investigating Officer deposed 

that  on  29.01.2012  he  received  a  requisition  from  Bongaigaon  Civil 

Hospital that one Sushen Kalita died in hospital.  Accordingly, the O/C, 

Bongaigaon P.S. made GD Entry No. 1350 dtd. 29.01.2012 and asked him 

to  take  steps  for  inquest  on  the  dead  body  and  for  postmortem 

examination. Accordingly, he conducted the inquest on the dead body. He 

saw bleeding in the mouth and injury on penis of the deceased. Thereafter 

he sent the dead body for postmortem examination and on 30.01.2012 on 

being lodged an FIR by the wife of the deceased, O/C entrusted him to 

investigate  the  case.  Accordingly,  he  visited  the  place  of  occurrence, 

recorded the statement of the witnesses, prepared sketch map of the place 

of occurrence vide Ext.6, arrested the accused persons and seized some 

empty  wine  bottle  from  Bikram  Boys  club  vide  Ext.7.  He  also  got 

recorded  the  statement  of  witnesses  Raju  Mahanta,  Tapan  Das,  Jishnu 

Sarkar and Nimanta Ray U/S 164 CrPC. 

25. During cross, he stated that in the seizure list Ext.7 he did not 

mention from whom articles were seized. It is also not mentioned in Ext.7 

that Dwijen Goswami was the President of Bikram Boys Club. He also did 

not seize any register to prove that the accused persons are the members of 

Bikram  Boys  club.  He  also  did  not  record  the  statement  of  the 
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neighbouring  witnesses  Sailen  Pathak  and  Jagabandhu  Barman.  He 

admitted that PW 1 Bishnu Sarkar did not state before him that the police 

searched the village boys. The informant Dipali Kalita also did not state 

before him that on next day of the occurrence in the morning while she 

reached home, she had seen bleeding from the mouth of the deceased and 

head injury. He also admitted that PW 1 Dipali Kalita did not state before 

him that the members of the club had taken her husband and had beaten 

him. 

26. PW  12  Prakash  Chandra  Hazarika  deposed  that  on  being 

entrusted to investigate the case, he arrested the accused Munna Mahanta, 

Barnab  Sarkar,  Trilokya  Mahanta  and  Binandeep  Ray,  collected  the 

postmortem report of the deceased and submitted charge sheet against the 

accused persons U/S 457/365/304/34 IPC vide Ext.8.

27. In this case the fact of a football match on the day of incident 

organized by Bikram Boys Club and after the match there was dinner at 

night is admitted by all the PWs. In the FIR Ext.5 lodged on 30.01.2012 it 

is alleged that on 24.01.2012 at about 7.00 PM accused Ramen Gowala 

along with four others name not known seeing the two daughters of the 

deceased namely Gitamani Kalita 13 years and Usha Mani Kalita 9 years 

falling upon ground while ran away from house, took both the girl along 

with the deceased Sushen Kalita to the hospital and on their returning by 

the  vehicle  seeing  accused  Ramen  Gowala  and  aforesaid  four  others 

misbehaving  the  two  daughters,  her  husband  Sushen  Kalita  prevented 

them and also scolded them. It is further alleged that on that very day at 

12.00 night  the said  persons  entered  into her  house  and with  intent  to 
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outrage modesty pulled her elder daughter Gitamani Kalita but then her 

deceased husband ousted them from his house. Thereafter on 26.01.2012 

i.e. after two days at 11.00 PM her husband was taken to Bikram Boys 

Club and by beating him made him laid upon his  courtyard in injured 

condition  but  on  28.01.2012  Sushen  Kalita  succumbed  to  his  injuries. 

During evidence, the informant remain silent regarding alleged incident of 

24.01.2012. Her only evidence is that on the fateful night her husband was 

alone  at  home and  on  next  day  morning  at  about  6.00  AM when  she 

returned  home,  she  found  her  husband  with  injury  on  his  person  with 

bleeding from mouth. As per her evidence, on asking, her husband told 

that the members of the Club took him from home and had beaten him. So 

the deceased did not disclose the name of the persons/members of the club 

who taking  him to  the  club  had beaten  him.  So far  her  evidence,  her 

daughters were also not present at home on the very night whereas PW 9 

Nimanta Ray - the landlord of the deceased stated that though the wife of 

the deceased was not at home but deceased's two daughters were present. 

Now  taking  the  evidence  of  PW 9  Nimanta  Ray  in  whose  house  the 

deceased resided on rent, if it is accepted that on that day at 11.30 PM 

accused Ramen Gowala along with some other boys called Sushen Kalita 

to the club, the two daughters were vital witnesses to the circumstances to 

the  said  incident  as  well  as  to  the  incident  of  24.01.2012  in  order  to 

substantiate the allegation of trespass and attempts to outrage modesty. But 

the prosecution failed to examine the said two daughters of the deceased. 

Withholding such vital witness, casts a doubt about the prosecution story 

itself.  Withholding the  vital  witnesses  i.e.  the  daughters  and remaining 

silent by the informant with regard to incident dtd. 24.01.2012 makes it
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unsafe  to  conclude  that  the  first  incident  had  taken  place.  That  apart 

though  in  examination-in-chief,  PW  9  stated  that  Ramen  Gowala 

accompanied with some other boys came to his premises, called his tenant 

Sushen Kalita and took him to Bikram Boys club and on next day he heard 

that  Sushen Kalita  was inflicted  blows at  Bikram Boys Club butin the 

same breathe in cross-examination, he deposed that he had not seen taking 

the  deceased  from his  rented  house  and  at  that  time  he  was  sleeping. 

Rather in cross examination he stated that the police tutored him to say 

that Ramen Gowala called Sushen Kalita. So this witness contradicted his 

evidence given in chief examination regarding the role of accused Ramen 

Gowala. His said contradictory evidence on such vital circumstances raises 

doubt about the truth of his evidence. 

28. According  to  PW 1  Bishnu  Sarkar,  after  one  week  of  the 

incident Police called him to Thana and from police he came to know that 

Sushen Kalita was beaten up by the accused persons and accordingly what 

he heard from police, stated in statement U/S 164 CrPC (Ext.1). But he 

had not seen the incident. 

29. PW 3 Raju Mahanta also categorically stated that  he heard 

that  assault  took place  in  their  club.  Though in his  statement  U/S 164 

CrPC (Ext.3) he deposed that on 26.01.2012 after taking dinner at club at 

9.00 PM he returned home and on 29.01.2012 he heard that one person 

was assaulted at club and later on the person died but he did not know who 

assaulted  him.  In  deposition  also  this  witness  alleged  that  police  got 

recorded his  statement  forcefully.  PW 4 Mithun Ray  is  also  a  hearsay 

witness who heard that the boys of Bikram Boys Club had assaulted a
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person who died.  PW  6  and  PW  7  knew  nothing  about  the  incident. 

Another witness PW 8 Rama Kanta Sarkar though in his examination-in-

chief stated that he heard that after taking dinner at Bikram Boys' Club, the 

accused persons had assaulted the deceased but during cross he stated that 

nobody  told  him  how  deceased  died.  This  witness  who  after  dinner 

returned home asserted that on the day of incident, he had not seen the 

accused person in the club. The evidence of the PWs clearly goes to show 

that whatever they spoke was not based on personal knowledge  but on 

what they heard from others.

30. Further  police  seized  some  empty  wine  bottle,  disposable 

glass, Howsey game item, Racket and 'Chilim' from Bikram Boys Club. 

But the I.O. seized no any register from the club to prove that the present 

accused persons were the members of the club. In statement U/S 313 CrPC 

the accused persons denied of being members of the club. Except PW 3, 

no other witness stated that the accused persons were the members of the 

club or that on that day, these accused persons joined the match or the 

dinner. In that respect only evidence of PW 3 is that they played volleyball 

with the accused persons. But he also had not stated whether on that day 

accused persons played match. 

31. Now  with  regard  to  injury  sustained  by  the  deceased  and 

cause of death,  PW 2- the Medical  Officer who conducted the autopsy 

found the following injuries -

Brain  and  spinal  cord  –  Haemorrhagic  collection  noted  in 

right frontal lobe of cerebrum, swelling of right side of lover lip and soft 
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tissue swelling right upper eye lid and conjunctival congestion noted (right 

eye).

32. The Medical Officer opined that the cause of death was due to 

head injury which is sufficient to cause death. 

33. In cross-examination he clarified that the injury mentioned in 

the head of cranium and spinal  cord may be caused due to high blood 

pressure and the injury mentioned under the head of external appearance 

i.e. swelling on lower lip and soft tissue swelling on right upper lid are not 

sufficient  to cause death of  a person and such type of  injuries may be 

caused y falling on hard substance. 

34. So the postmortem report reflects that the cause of death is 

due to haemorrhagic collection in the right frontal lobe of cerebrum which 

may cause due to high blood pressure but not by the injuries found on the 

body. No external injury was found on the head of the deceased. Thus it 

cannot be held that the deceased died as a result of assault as alleged. 

35. Now light should be thrown on the circumstances. It is well 

settled that where a case rests on circumstantial evidence, the conviction of 

the  accused  can  be  justified  only  when  the  incriminating  facts  and 

circumstances  are  found  to  be  incompatible  with  the  innocence  of  the 

accused or the guilt of any other person. 

36. In the case of Bhagat Ram v. State of Punjab, AIR 1954 SC 

621, it has been laid down that, where the case depends upon conclusion 

drawn  from circumstances,  the  cumulative  effect  of  the  circumstances 
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must be such as to negate the innocence of the accused and bring home the 

offences beyond any reasonable doubt. The Apex Court in the case of State 

of U.P. v. Satish (supra) referred to the following observation made by the 

Supreme Court in the case of C. Chenga Reddy v. State of A.P., 1996 (10) 

SCC 193:-

“21. In a case based on circumstantial evidence, the settled 

law is  that  circumstances  from which the conclusion of  guilt  is  drawn 

should  be  fully  proved  and  such  circumstances  must  be  conclusive  in 

nature.  Moreover,  all  the  circumstances  should  be  complete  and  there 

should  be  no  gap  left  in  the  chain  of  evidence.  Further,  the  proved 

circumstances must be consistent only with the hypothesis of the guilt of 

the accused and totally inconsistent with his innocence.”

37. The Apex Court in the case of Padda Veera Reddy v. State of 

A.P.  1989  Supp  (2)  SCC 706,  laid  down that  when  a  case  rests  upon 

circumstantial evidence, such evidence must satisfy the following tests:- 

(SCC pp. 710-11, para 10).

“10. (1) the circumstances from which an inference of guilt is 

sought to be drawn, must be cogently and firmly established;

(2)  those  circumstances  should  be  of  a  definite  tendency 

unerringly pointing towards the guilt of the accused;

(3) the circumstances, taken cumulative, should form a chain 

so complete that there is no escape from the conclusion that 

within all human probability the crime was committed by the 
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accused and none else; and 

(4) the circumstantial evidence in order to sustain conviction 

must be complete and incapable of explanation of any other 

hypothesis  than  that  of  the  guilt  of  the  accused  and  such 

evidence should not only be consistent with the guilt of the 

accused but should be inconsistent with his innocence.” 

38. In the case of Hanumant Govind Nargundkar v. State of M.P. 

AIR, 1952 SC 343 it was observed, thus:-

“It is well to remember that in cases where the evidence is of 

a circumstantial nature, the circumstances from which the conclusion of 

guilt is to be drawn should in first instance be fully established, and all the 

facts so established should be consistent only with the hypothesis of the 

guilt of the accused. Again, the circumstances should be of a conclusive 

nature and tendency and they should be such as to exclude every nature 

and tendency and they should be such as to exclude every hypothesis but 

the one proposed to be proved. In other words, there must be a chain of 

evidence  so  far  complete  as  not  to  leave  any  reasonable  ground for  a 

conclusion consistent with the innocence of the accused and it must be 

such as to show that within all human probability the act must have been 

done by the accused.”

39. In  the  case  of  Sharad  Birdhichand  Sarda  v.  State  of 

Maharashtra,  AIR  1984  SC  1622,  while  dealing  with  circumstantial 

evidence,  the  Apex  Court  laid  down  that  the  following  conditions 

precedent must be fully established before convictions could be based on 
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circumstantial evidence. The conditions are :-

1. the circumstance from which the conclusion of guilt is to be 

drawn  should  be  fully  established.  The  circumstance 

concerned must or should and not may be established.

2. the  facts  so  established  should  be  consistent  with  the 

hypothesis  of  the  guilt  of  the  accused,  that  is  to  say,  they 

should not be explainable on any other hypothesis except that 

the accused is guilty; 

3. the  circumstances  should  be  of  a  conclusive  nature  and 

tendency; 

4. they should exclude every possible hypothesis except the one 

to be proved; and 

5. there must be a chain of evidence so complete as not to leave 

any reasonable ground for the conclusion consistent with the 

innocence of the accused and must show that in all  human 

probability the act must have been done by the accused. 

40. In the instant case, the only circumstances is the evidence of 

PW 9 who stated that at 11.30 PM accused Ramen Gowala along with 

some others called the deceased and had taken him. On next day morning 

PW 5 had seen his dead body in her premises at 6.00 AM. So there is 

considerable time gap between the deceased was taken by Ramen Gowala 

as alleged. In the absence of any other link in the chain of circumstantial 

evidence,  it  is  not  possible  to  hold  guilty  accused Ramen Gowala  and 
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other accused persons solely on the basis of last seen evidence of PW 9, 

even if  the version of PW 9 is believed.  Moreover, during cross PW 9 

himself  contradicts  his  own statement  that  he  had  not  seen  taking  the 

accused.  He also admitted that at the time of incident he knew Ramen 

Gowala by name not by personally. He further admitted that police told 

him to say that Ramen Gowala called the deceased. 

41. In view of the above discussion, I am of the considered view 

that the prosecution failed to establish by adducing substantive and cogent 

evidence that the accused persons caused the injuries resulting in death 

and I have no hesitation in concluding that the prosecution cannot be said 

to have prove its case beyond all reasonable doubt and accused persons are 

entitled  to  get  the  benefit  of  doubt.  Accordingly,  accused  persons  are 

acquitted  on  benefit  of  doubt from the  charge  and  set  them at  liberty 

forthwith. Their bail bonds shall remain in force till next six months. 

42. Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this 14th day of 

August, 2015, at Bongaigaon.  

                           (I. Barman)
                                            Sessions Judge
                                             Bongaigaon.

Dictated and corrected by me,

   (I. Barman)                                       
Sessions Judge,
  Bongaigaon. 

******
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             A P P E N D I X 

Prosecution witness:
PW 1 – Sri Bishnu Sarkar
PW 2 – Dr. Diganta Kalita
PW 3 – Sri Raju Mahanta
PW 4 – Sri Mithun Ray
PW 5 – Smt. Dipali Kalita
PW 6 – Sri Jayanta Barman
PW 7 – Smt. Mina Barman
PW 8 – Sri Narayan Sarkar
PW 9 – Sri Nimanta Ray
PW10 – Sri Khagen Ray
PW11 – Sri Sailen Kr. Kalita
PW12 – Sri Prakash Chandra Hazarika

Exhibit (Prosecution):
Ext-1 Statement U/S 164 CrPC of PW 1.  
Ext-2 Postmortem report. 
Ext-3 Statement U/S 164 CrPC of PW 3.
Ext-4 Statement U/S 164 CrPC of PW 9. 
Ext-5 Ejahar.  
Ext-6 Sketch map. 
Ext-7 Seizure list.
Ext-8 Charge sheet.

Material Exhibit (Prosecution):
Nil.

Defence Witness:
Nil.

Defence Exhibit:
Nil                ( I. Barman )

                     Sessions Judge,
                                                                                               Bongaigaon


