
1 
 

DISTRICT : DHUBRI 

 

IN THE COURT OF THE SESSIONS JUDGE, DHUBRI 

 

PRESENT: - Shri A. Chakravarty, M.A., LL.M., AJS 
 

 

 

Sessions Case No. 307 of 2015 

U/S 498 (A)/34, 307/34 IPC 

Corresponding to G.R. Case No. 3604/2014 

 

 

State of Assam        .....Complainant 

Versus 

1. Shri Aminur Rahman 

2. Shri Jamal Sheikh  

3. Shri Azizur Rahman @ Dulal Ali 

                                   ..… Accused 

 

(This case was committed by the learned Judicial Magistrate 1st Class, Dhubri, 

Shri B. Kshetri) 

 

 

Charge framed on            :  30-01-2016 

Evidence recorded on       :  04-04-2016, 11-05-2016, 24-06-2016, 25-07-2016, 

    20-08-2016, 28-09-2016, 23-02-2017 

Statement recorded on : 18-03-2017 

Arguments heard on : 08-08-2017 

Judgment delivered on    : 22-08-2017 

 

Advocates who appeared in this case are: 

 

Shri Maniruz Zaman, P.P., for the Prosecution 

Shri Giasuddin Ahmed and Kazi Motahar Hussain, Advocates for the Defence 

 



Sessions Case No. 307 of 2015 

2 
 

J  U  D  G  M  E  N  T 

 

1. This case was registered on 26-08-2014, at Agomani Police Station, 

under Sections 498 (A), 307, 34 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860 (in short “the 

IPC”), based on a First Information Report (in short “the FIR”) filed by one 

Hajarat Ali against accused Aminur Ali, Dulal Ali and Jamal Sheikh.  
 

2.   The case of the prosecution, as stated in the FIR, is that about four 

years ago, the daughter of the informant, namely Nazima Bibi was married to 

the accused Aminur Ali. In their wedlock, two children were also born to her. 

After the marriage, along with the accused Dulal Ali and Jamal Sheikh, the 

accused Aminur Ali subjected Nazima Bibi to physical and mental torture. 

Bearing the torture, somehow, Nazima Bibi stayed with the accused.  But, on 

25-08-2014, at around 02:00 a.m., over some family matters, with the help of 

the accused Dulal Ali and Jamal Sheikh, the accused Aminur Ali severely 

assaulted Nazima Bibi and set her on fire, as a result of which, she sustained 

severe burn injuries. The accused then shifted her to the Dhubri Civil Hospital. 

As Nazima Bibi was undergoing treatment at the Dhubri Civil Hospital, on 26-

08-2014, the informant filed the FIR of the incident with the Agomani Police 

Station.  
 

3.  Based on the FIR, the Officer Incharge of the Agomani Police Station 

registered the case No. 303/2014 for commission of offences under Sections 

498 (A), 307, 34 IPC against the accused Aminur Rahman, Jamal Sheikh and  

Azizur Rahman @ Dulal Ali and investigated the case. 
 

4.  During the course of investigation, the injury report of the injured 

Nazima Bibi was collected, statements of several witnesses were recorded and 

after completion of investigation, a charge sheet was filed for commission of 

offences punishable under Sections 498 (A), 307, 34 IPC against the accused 

Aminur Rahman, Jamal Sheikh and Azizur Rahman @ Dulal Ali in the Court of 

the learned Chief Judicial Magistrate, Dhubri. The learned Chief Judicial 

Magistrate, Dhubri transferred the case to the court of the learned Judicial 

Magistrate, First Class, Dhubri, Shri B. Kshetri for disposal. As the offence 

under Section 307 IPC is exclusively triable by the Court of Sessions, after 

complying with the provisions of Section 207 of the Code of Criminal 

Procedure, 1973 (in short “the Cr.P.C.”), the learned Judicial Magistrate, First 

Class, Dhubri committed the case to this Court for trial. Hence, this case. 
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5. During trial, my learned predecessor framed charges under Sections 498 

(A), 307, 34 IPC against the accused Aminur Rahman, Azizur Rahman and 

Jamal Sk. When the contents of the charges were read over and explained to 

the accused persons, they pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried. 
 

6. The prosecution, in order to prove its case, examined thirteen witnesses.  

The accused did not examine any witness.   
 

7. In their examination under Section 313 Cr.P.C., the accused have denied 

the prosecution case and have stated that the allegations levelled against 

them are false and baseless. 
 

8.     The points for determination in this case are:- 

         I. Whether on 25-08-2014, at around 02:00 p.m., at village Belguri, 

Part-II, under Agomani Police Station, the accused Aminur Rahman 

being the husband of Nazima Bibi and the accused Azizur Rahman 

and Jamal Sheikh, being the relatives of the accused Aminur 

Rahman, subjected Nazima Bibi to cruelty with a view to coerce her 

to meet their unlawful demand for dowry?  

II. Whether on 25-08-2014, at around 02:00 p.m., at village Belguri, 

Part-II, under Agomani Police Station, in furtherance of the common 

intention of them all, the accused Aminur Rahman, Azizur Rahman 

and Jamal Sheikh voluntary caused grievous hart to Nazima Bibi and 

also set her on fire with such intent and under such circumstances 

that had by that act they caused the death of Nazima Bibi, they 

would have been guilty of committing murder of Nazima Bibi?  

If so, what punishment do they deserve?  

DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF 

 

9. I have carefully examined the evidence on record, gone through the 

relevant documents on record and after hearing the arguments advanced by 

the learned counsels for both the sides, give my decision on the above points 

as follows:- 

POINT Nos. I & II 

 

10. As both the points are co-related, both the points are discussed and 

decided jointly. 
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11.   PW-2 Najima Khatun, the victim woman of the alleged offence has 

deposed has deposed that about five years ago, she was married to accused 

Aminur. After the marriage, the accused Aminur started demanding money. As 

her father is a poor man, she could not meet the demand for dowry and 

therefore, her father-in-law used to display obscene gesture at her and told 

her that if she meets his demand, she will not be required to pay any money. 

As she did not accede to his demand, the accused again subjected her to 

cruelty. She told her husband about the matter but, he did not pay any heed 

to the same. A village meeting was held for the same and after the meeting; 

she was again taken to the matrimonial home. On the next day, at around 

01:00 a.m., the accused caught hold of her and set her on fire. As a result, 

she became unconscious and on the next day morning, she found herself in 

the hospital. Next day, her father came to the hospital and she told him about 

the incident. Thereafter her father lodged the FIR of this case.  
 

12. In the cross-examination, she has stated that at the time of the alleged 

occurrence, she was staying in her husband’s house and her father-in-law, 

brother-in-law and sister-in-law were present there. She told the villagers 

about the incident. In this regard four/five village meetings were held. No 

written agreement was prepared in the village meeting. The village meeting 

was held regarding her father-in-law displaying absence gestures at her. She 

does not know had taken her to the hospital. Next day morning, she regained 

senses. She was in a position to talk. She has denied the suggestion that the 

accused did not set her on fire. She has also denied the suggestion that her 

father-in-law did not display any obscene gestures at her. She has denied the 

suggestion that at the relevant time, she was suffering from mental disorder. 
 

13. PW-1 Hajarat Ali, the informant has deposed that the victim Njima is his 

daughter. About four years ago, he has married Najima to the accused 

Aminur. After the marriage, the accused subjected Najima to cruelty for not 

taking sufficient dowry. In this connection, a village meeting was held. In the 

meeting, the accused Jamal Sheikh admitted his guilt. A settlement was 

arrived at and the accused was given a chance to resume conjugal life. On the 

next day, the accused again subjected his daughter to cruelty and set her on 

fire. Thereafter, the accused took his daughter to the hospital. He went to the 

hospital and his daughter told him about the incident. He then filed the FIR of 

the instant case. 
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14. In the cross-examination, the defence suggested to him that what he 

has deposed is false. He has denied the suggestion. 
 

15.  PW- 3 Abu Sheikh has deposed that he knows about occasional disputes 

between the accused Aminur and his wife Najima Bibi. The wife of the 

accused was suffering from mental disorder. Once, she had attempted to kill 

herself by drowning. She was saved by the public. Her husband treated her 

for the said ailment. A village meeting was held to settle the dispute between 

the husband and the wife. On the day of the alleged occurrence at around 

02:30 a.m., hearing commotion in the house of the accused, he went there 

and saw that Najima had sustained burn injuries. When he asked Najima, she 

told him that she was responsible for the burn injuries. Thereafter, Najima 

was taken to the hospital.  
 

16. PW-4 Ajimuddin has deposed that after the marriage of Najima with the 

accused Aminur, Najima had developed mental disorder. She became restless 

and used to roam around in the village and sometimes, she used to throw 

herself into the pond. Considering the gravity of the matter, the village elders 

decided the wife of Azizur should live with Najima. On the day of the 

occurrence, at around 03:00 a.m., he heard a hue and cry in the house of the 

accused and there he saw that Najima was lying on the floor with burn 

injuries. When he asked Najima, she told him that in order to attend nature’s 

call, when she went out carrying a wick lamp, she fell down on the ground 

and received the burn injuries. She was shifted to the hospital. She has since 

recovered from her illness.  
 

17. In the cross-examination, he has stated the immediately after the 

marriage, the victim developed mental disorder. He never heard about the 

accused subjecting Najima to cruelty. 

18. PW-5 Asor Ali Sheikh, PW-7 Haji Aktar Ali and PW-8 Amir Ali have fully 

supported the PW-4.    

19.  PW-6 Ajom Khan has deposed that he knows the accused and the 

victim. He has heard that the victim was caught by fire.  

20. In the cross-examination, he has stated that he does not know how the 

victim was caught by fire. 

21.  PW-9 Aminur Rahman has deposed that he knows the accused and the 

victim. The incident occurred in the year 2014. In the year 2014, there was a 
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village meeting with regard to Jamal Sheikh and he was the President at the 

relevant time. He was asked to preside over the meeting. The daughter-in-law 

alleged that her father-in-law used to exhibit obscene gestures at her. 

Evidence of both the sides was recorded. The accused Jamal Sheikh confessed 

his guilt. In the meeting, they decided that Aminur Rahman should live 

separately with his wife Najima Bibi and his father was warned not to do such 

thing in future.  

22.  In the cross-examination he has stated that Jamal Sheikh lives about 

five kilometers away from his house and the meeting was held in the house of 

Zamal Sheikh. The resolution of the meeting was not reduced into writing. 

The evidence was not reduced into writing. He has denied the suggestion that 

the accused Jamal Sheikh did not confess about displaying obscene gesture at 

his daughter-in -law Najima Khatun. He has denied the suggestion that the 

victim was suffering from mental disorder. He has also denied the suggestion 

that the victim was in the habit of abandoning her children at home and used 

to roam around in the street. He has stated that he does not know who had 

identified the victim in the meeting. He has denied the suggestion that Najima 

was not present in the meeting. He has denied the suggestion that he and the 

informant belong to the same political party and hence, he has deposed 

falsely against the accused.  
 

23.  PW-10 Jabeda Bibi has turned hostile. 
 

24. PW-11 Dr. N.M. Ahmed, the medical Officer, who had examined the 

victim woman Najima Khatun has deposed that he found mixed flame burn 

injuries over the front of chest, upper abdomen, part of the right upper limb, 

left upper limb and also over face & neck. She sustained, approximately, 40% 

burn injuries. She was admitted in the Burn unit of the Dhubri Civil Hospital 

from 26-08-2014 to 13-09-2014, vide Hospital General Registration 

No.19406/2014 and thereafter, she was referred to the GMCH for further 

management. In his opinion, the injuries were grievous, fresh and caused by 

flame. 
 

25.  In the cross-examination, he has stated that he did not mention the 

degree of burn injuries for every part of the body. He has stated that he had 

examined the victim about her mental state. But, he has not mentioned about 

the same in his report.  He did not find any other injury on the patient. He has 

denied the suggestion that he has deliberately avoided recording his findings 

regarding the victim being a schizophrenia patient.  
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26.  PW-12 S.I. Upendra Nath and PW-13 S.I. Gaznobi Ahmed are formal 

witnesses of the case.  

 

27.  As can be seen from the testimonies of the prosecution witnesses 

discussed above, the accused did not even suggest to the victim woman 

Najima Khatun (PW-2) that she had sustained the alleged burn injuries due to 

falling over wick lamp when she went out in the night to attend nature’s call 

with a wick lamp. Therefore, it seems, the PW-4, PW-5, PW-7 and PW-8 were 

won over by the accused and they have manufactured the story that the 

victim woman had sustained the alleged burn injuries by falling over a wick 

lamp which, in the fact facts and circumstances of the case, is not believable. 

As the victim woman did not depose the same and the accused also did not 

suggest the same to the victim woman, why would the victim woman tell the 

same for the first time to the PW-3, PW-4, PW-6 and PW-7? Further, though, 

the accused have suggested to the victim woman that immediately after the 

marriage, the victim woman developed mental disorder and the PW-3, PW-4, 

PW-6 and PW-7 have also deposed that the victim woman was suffering from 

mental disorder, the other evidence on record does not support the same and 

the accused also did not adduce any positive evidence to prove that 

immediately after the marriage, the victim woman developed mental disorder. 

If immediately after the marriage, the victim woman had developed mental 

disorder, the accused must have treated her and should have proved the 

same by adducing evidence. But, the accused did not adduce any evidence to 

prove the same. In the case of SHAMBU NATH MEHRA Vs. THE STATE OF 

AJMER, reported in AIR 1956 SC 404: (1956) Cri.L.J. 794, the Hon'ble 

Supreme Court has observed as follows:  “This lays down the general rule that 

in a criminal case the burden of proof is on the prosecution and section 106 is 

certainly not intended to relieve it of that duty. On the contrary, it is designed 

to meet certain exceptional cases in which it would be impossible, or at any 

rate disproportionately difficult, for the prosecution to establish facts which 

are "especially" within the knowledge of the accused and which he could 

prove without difficulty or inconvenience. The word "especially" stresses that. 

It means facts that are pre-eminently or exceptionally within his knowledge…” 

 

28.  In view of the above, the accused should have proven that immediately 

after the marriage the victim woman developed mental disorder as the said 

fact was "especially" within the knowledge of the accused and they could have 
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proved the same without difficulty or inconvenience. Therefore, the same is 

unbelievable and the same seems to be manufactured for the purpose of the 

case.  

29.  Further, as the PW-11 has deposed that he had examined the victim 

woman regarding her mental state, as he has not mentioned about the same 

in his report, it must be held that he did not find that she was mentally ill. 

Otherwise, the PW-11 would have mentioned the same in his report. 

Therefore, the suggestion put forward to the PW-11 by the accused that he 

has deliberately avoided recording his findings with regard to the victim being 

a schizophrenia patient, is not tenable in the eye of law. As such, it must be 

held that the victim woman was not suffering from mental disorder.  

30.  That the victim woman suffered burn injuries and the same was not self-

inflicted will admit of no doubt. The victim woman has deposed that the 

accused had set her on fire and as has been discussed above, the accused did 

not challenge her in the cross-examination that she had sustained the burn 

injuries due to falling over the wick lamp which, they tried to prove through 

PW-4, PW-5, PW-7 and PW-8 and hence, the same is not believable.  
 

31.  Further, that a village meeting was held to decide the dispute between 

victim woman and the accused will admit of no doubt. PW-9 Aminur Rahman 

has proved the same. By crossing examining the PW-9, the accused have 

failed to bring out anything based on which it can be said that he was not 

telling the truth.  
 

32.  It seems, just for the sake of defence, the accused have taken the plea  

that the victim woman, who happens to be their wife, sister-in-law and 

daughter-in-law, have developed mental disorder immediately after her 

marriage with the accused Aminur Rahman. But, the accused have failed to 

prove the same. By leveling baseless allegations against the victim woman 

that she is a mentally ill person, the accused have proved how cruelly they 

have treated her at the matrimonial home. Therefore, it must be held that the 

victim woman did not sustain the alleged burn injures due to falling over any 

wick lamp. The accused had set her on fire. Therefore, it is held that on 25-

08-2014, at around 02:00 p.m., at village Belguri, Part-II, under Agomani 

Police Station, in furtherance of the common intention of them all, the 

accused Aminur Rahman, Azizur Rahman and Jamal Sheikh had set the victim 

woman Nazima Bibi on fire and inflicted approximately 40% burn injuries on 

her body, as has been deposed by the PW-11, with such intent and under 
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such circumstances that had by the act, they caused the death of Nazima Bibi, 

they would have been guilty of committing murder of Nazima Bibi, which is an  

offence punishable under Section 307, r/w Section 34 IPC.  

33. Further, as the PW-2  Najima Khatun, the victim woman of the alleged 

offence has deposed that after marriage, the accused Aminur started 

demanding money from her and as her father is a poor man, she could not 

meet his demand for dowry and for the same, her father-in-law used to 

display obscene gesture at her and told her that if she meets his demand, she 

will not be required to pay any money but, as she did not accede to his 

demand, the accused subjected her to cruelty and a village meeting was held 

for the same and the PW-9 Aminur Rahman has proved that in the village 

meeting, the accused Jamal Sheikh admitted his guilt, it must be held that the 

accused Aminur Rahman being the husband of Nazima Bibi and the accused 

Azizur Rahman and Jamal Sheikh being the relatives of the accused Aminur 

Rahman, subjected the victim woman Nazima Bibi to cruelty with a view to 

coerce her to meet their unlawful demand for dowry, which is an offence 

punishable under Sections 498-A IPC. Therefore, the accused must be held 

guilty of committing the offence punishable under Sections 498-A IPC too. 

34.  In the case of State of Rajasthan Vs.  Mahavir @ Mahavir Prasad, 

reported in   AIR 1998 SC 3041, The Hon,ble Supreme Court observed as 

follows:- 

  “As indicated earlier, it is not disputed that the respondent and his wife 

were staying together and none else was residing with them. Therefore, if 

death occurs in suspicious circumstances, a reasonable explanation was 

expected from the respondent.”  

35. In the case in our hand, relying on the ratio of the aforesaid case, the 

facts which the prosecution has proved, when considered in the light of the 

victim Najima Khatun sustaining the burn injuries, are enough to draw an 

inference that the accused had set her on fire. If the same is not correct, only 

the accused would know about the same as the same was within the 

knowledge of the accused only. As the accused did not prove by adducing any 

evidence that the Najima Khatun herself set her on fire or sustained the burn 

injuries accidentally, it must be held that they had set her on fire with intent 

to kill her. Therefore, the accused must be held guilty of committing the 

offence punishable under Sections 307, r/w 34 IPC. 
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36.  In the case of Munish Mubar - Versus- State of Haryana, reported 

in (2012) 10 SCC 464, the Hon'ble Supreme Court has held that “It is 

obligatory on the part of the accused, while being examined under Section 

313 Cr.P.C., to furnish some explanation with respect to the incriminating 

circumstances associated with him, and the court must take note of such 

explanation, even in a case of circumstantial evidence, so as to decide, 

whether or not, the chain of circumstances is complete.” 
 

37. In the instant case, in their examination under Section 313 Cr.P.C., the 

accused did not put forward any explanation as to how Najima Khatun 

sustained the burn injuries and also did not challenge Najima Khatun in the 

cross-examination that she sustained the burn injuries accidentally or due to 

her fault. Therefore, a presumption has to be drawn against them they had 

set her on fire. 

38.  In the case of State of Rajasthan Vs.  Mahavir @ Mahavir Prasad, 

reported in   AIR 1998 SC 3041, the Hon,ble Supreme Court observed as 

follows:- 

  “As indicated earlier, it is not disputed that the respondent and his wife 

were staying together and none else was residing with them. Therefore, if 

death occurs in suspicious circumstances, a reasonable explanation was 

expected from the respondent.”  
 

39. In the case in our hand, relying on the ratio of the aforesaid case, the 

facts which prosecution has proved when considered in the light of the victim 

Najima Khatun sustaining the burn injuries are enough to draw an inference 

that the accused had set her on fire. If the same is not correct, only the 

accused would know about it as the same was within the knowledge of the 

accused only. As in their examination under Section 313 Cr.P.C. the accused 

did not put forward any explanation as to how Najima Khatun sustained the 

burn injuries and also did not challenge Najima Khatun in the cross-

examination and did not prove by adducing any evidence that she sustained 

the burn injuries accidentally, it must be held that the  accused had set her on 

fire with intent to kill her, as a result of which, she sustained the burn injuries. 

40.  In the case of SAGAYAM Vs. STATE OF KARNATAKA, reported in 

(2000) 4 SCC 454, the Hon,ble Supreme Court observed as follows:- 

    “To justify conviction under this Section u/s 307 IPC, it is not essential 

that bodily injury capable of causing death should have been inflicted. An 
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attempt in order to be criminal need not be the penultimate act fore boding 

death. It is sufficient in-law if there is present an intent coupled with some 

overt act in execution thereof, such act being proximate to the crime intended 

and if the attempt has gone so far that it would have been complete but for 

the extraneous intervention which frustrated its consummation. There are 

different stages in a crime. First intention to commit it; second preparation to 

commit it; third, an attempt to commit it. If at the third stage, the attempt 

falls, the crime is not complete but law punishes for attempting the same. An 

attempt to commit crime must be distinguished from an intent to commit it or 

preparation of its commission.” 
 

41. In the case in our hand, the accused have actually caused bodily injuries 

capable of causing death to the victim Nazima Khatun. Therefore, the accused 

must be held guilty of committing the offence punishable under Section 307, 

r/w Section 34 IPC.  
 

42.  In the result, from the facts and circumstances of the case and above 

discussion, I hold that the prosecution has succeeded in bringing home the 

charges under Section 498-A and Section 307, r/w Section 34 IPC against the 

accused Aminur Rahman, Azizur Rahman and Jamal Sk. beyond all 

reasonable. Hence, I them guilty of committing the offences punishable under 

498-A and convict them under the said sections of law. The point is decided 

accordingly. 
 

43.  The Probation of Offenders Act is not applicable to a case under Section 

Section 498-A and Section 307, r/w Section 34 IPC. Hence the accused are not 

entitled to get the benefit of the ameliorative relief as envisaged under the 

said Act. 

 

44. Heard the convicts on the question of sentence. They have pleaded 

leniency in awarding the punishment on the ground that they are the sole 

bread earners of their family. In the instant case, as in their attempt to 

commit murder the victim Najima Khatun, the convicts had caused grievous 

hurt to her by fire; I do not think it proper to punish them leniently. 

Therefore, to prevent the convicts from committing such crime in future and 

to deter other such potential offenders from committing such crime, I deem it 

proper to punish them with maximum sentence prescribed by the law.   
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O R D E R 

 

45. Considering the entire facts and circumstances of the case, I sentence 

the convicts Aminur Rahman, Azizur Rahman and Jamal Sk. to undergo 

rigorous imprisonment for three years and to pay a fine of Rs. 1,000/- 

(Rupees one thousand) only, each in default to undergo rigorous 

imprisonment for one month each, for committing the offence punishable 

under Section 498-A IPC and to undergo rigorous imprisonment for life and to 

pay a fine of Rs. 10,000/- (Rupees ten thousand) only, each in default to 

undergo rigorous imprisonment for one year each, for committing the offence 

punishable under Section 307, r/w Section 34 IPC which, in my opinion, will 

meet the ends of justice in this case. Both the sentences shall run 

concurrently. The period of detention already undergone by the convicts 

during investigation and trial shall be set-off from the sentence of 

imprisonment. Their bail bonds stand cancelled. Issue jail warrants, 

accordingly. 
 

46.   As the victim Nazima Khatun has approximately sustained 40% burn 

injury, I deem it proper to award her some compensation.  

47.  In the case of MANOHAR SINGH Vs. STATE OF RAJASTHAN AIR, 

reported in (2015) 3 SCC 449, the Hon,ble Supreme Court observed as 

follows:- 

          “Just compensation to the victim has to be fixed having regard to the 

medical and other expenses, pain and suffering, loss of earning and other 

relevant factors. While punishment to the accused is one aspect, 

determination of just compensation to the victim is the other. At times, 

evidence is not available in this regard. Some guess work in such a situation is 

inevitable. Compensation is payable Under Section 357 and 357-A. While 

Under Section 357, financial capacity of the accused has to be kept in mind, 

Section 357-A under which compensation comes out of State funds, has to be 

invoked to make up the requirement of just compensation.” 
 

48.  In the instant case, there is no evidence regarding expenses incurred in 

the treatment by the victim Najima Khatun and about the financial capacity of 

the accused to pay compensation to her. Further, there is also no evidence 

how the victim woman Najima Khatun has been spending her life and she 

must been residing in her parental home. In view of the above, I do not think 
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any fruitful purpose will be served if the accused are directed to pay any 

compensation to the victim as there is no evidence to hold that the accused 

have the capacity to pay compensation to her. Therefore, I deem it proper to 

award compensation as per the provisions of Section 357 (A) of the Cr.P.C. 
 

49.  In the above facts and circumstances of the case, I am of the view that 

the victim woman needs to be paid a sum of Rs.1,00,000/- (Rupees one lakh) 

only,  as compensation as per the provisions of the Section 357 (A) Cr.P.C. 

The Secretary, District Legal Services Authority, Dhubri is directed to pay the 

compensation amount of Rs.1,00,000/- (Rupees one lakh) only, to the victim 

Najima Khatun under  the Victim Compensation Scheme formulated by the 

State Government. 
 

50.  Send a copy of the judgment to the Secretary, District Legal Services 

Authority, Dhubri, for payment of compensation amount of Rs.1,00,000/- 

(Rupees one lakh) only, to the victim Najima Khatun. 

51.   Furnish copy of the judgment to the convicts free of cost, 

immediately. 

 

52. Signed, sealed and delivered in the open Court on this the 22nd day of 

August, 2017, at Dhubri. 

 

 

 

 

 

                   (A.Chakravarty)                                       
                                                 Sessions Judge, Dhubri 

  Dictated & corrected by me 
 
 
 

 
(A. Chakravarty)  

    Sessions Judge, Dhubri  
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A P P E N D I X 

 

1.  PROSECUTION WITNESSES: 

 

P.W-1 Hazarat Ali 

P.W-2  Najima Khatun 

P.W-3  Abu Sheikh 

P.W-4 Ajimuddin Sheikh 

P.W-5 Asor Ali Sheikh 

P.W-6 Ajom Khan 

P.W-7 Haji Aktar Ali 

P.W-8 Amir Ali 

P.W-9 Aminur Rahman 

P.W-10 Jabeda Bibi 

P.W-11 Dr. N.M. Ahmed 

P.W-12 S.I. Upendra Nath 

P.W-13 S.I. Gaznobi Ahmed. 

   

2.  PROSECUTION EXHIBITS: 
 
Exhibit- 1 Medical Report 

Exhibit- 2 Seizure list 

Exhibit- 3 Sketch Map 

Exhibit- 4 Charge Sheet 

 
 

 

(A. Chakravarty)  

     Sessions judge, Dhubri 


