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J  U  D  G  M  E  N  T 

 

1. This case was registered on 28-01-2011, at Dhubri Police Station, under 

sections 120(B)/302/34 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860 (in short “the IPC”), based 

on a First Information Report (in short “the FIR”)filed by one Beldar Ali against 

accused Mominur Ali. 

2.The case of the prosecution in brief  is that on 25-01-2011, at about 11:00 

A.M./12:00 noon,the accused Mominur Ali took away the nephew of the informant, 

namely NurHussain, in the motorcycle bearing Registration No. AS-17/5906, from 

the  Alomganj market. Thereafter, nobody saw NurHussain alive and in the Next day 

morning, the police recovered the dead body of NurHussain from a river at 

Majerchar. Later on, the informant came to know that under a conspiracy with some 

evil minded persons; the accused Mominur Ali has committed murder ofNurHussain. 

Therefore, he filedan FIR of the incident with the DhubriSadar Police Station.  

3. On receiving the FIR, the Officer-in-Charge of the DhubriSadar Police Station 

registered the case No. 50/2011, for commission of offencesunder sections 

120(B)/302/34 IPC against accused Mominur Ali and entrusted S.I. of Police Shri 

Ganesh Chandra Das to investigate the case. Accordingly, S.I. Shri Ganesh Chandra 

Das investigated the case.During the course of investigation, several statements 

came to be  recorded and after collecting the post-mortem report, etc., and 

completion of investigation, the police submitted charge sheet for an offence under 

Section 302/34 IPC against accusedMominur Ali  and Baser Aliin the Court of the 

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

Dhubri, made over the case to the learned Judicial Magistrate, First Class, Dhubri, 

Shri U. K. Das. As the offence under sections302/34 IPC is exclusively triable by the 

Court of Sessions, after complying with the provisions of section 207 Cr.P.C., the 

learned Magistrate committed the case to this Court for trial. Hence this case. 

4. During trial, my learned predecessor framed a charge under section 302/34 

IPC against the accused persons. When the contents of the charge was read over 
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and explained to the accused persons, they pleaded not guilty and claimed to be 

tried. 

5. The prosecution, in order to prove its case, examined as many as eleven 

witnesses. The accused did not examine any witness.   

6. 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. 

7.The point for determination in this case is:- 

Whether on 15-01-2011, at Majerchar, under Dhubri Police Station, in 

furtherance of common intention of both of them, the accused MominurAli 

and Baser Ali committed murder of NurHussain by intentionally causing his 

death? 

If so, what punishment they deserve?  

 

DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF 

 

8. 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 point as follows:- 
 

9. PW-1 HawaldarAli,has deposed that he knows the informant and the 

deceased NurHussain. On the day of the alleged incident, at about 12:00 mid night, 

the members of the family of NurHussain came to his house and told him that 

despite extensive search, they could not find out NurHussain and asked him to help 

them. Next day morning, the dead body of NurHussain was recovered from a river at 

Duberchar. 

10.In the cross-examination, he has stated that the accused Mominur Ali is his son-

in-law and he also went in search of the deceased NurHussain. Thus, he has not 

supported the prosecution case for the obvious reason as the accused Mominur Ali 

happens to be his son-in-law. 
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11.PW-2 Beldar Ali, the informant has deposed that he heard that the accused 

Mominur Ali had taken away NurHussain in his motorcycle. They searched for 

missing NurHussain and went to the house of the accused Mominur Ali, but did not 

find him. Next day morning, the dead body of NurHussain was recovered from a 

river at Majerchar. He then lodged the FIR of the instant case. Therefore, the PW-2 

did not see the accused Mominur Ali taking away the deceased NurHussain in his 

motorcycle. 

12.PW-3 Sanower Ali, abrother of the deceased NurHussain, has deposed that after 

his brother went missing from the market, the public told him that they saw 

NurHussaintravelling as a pillion rider in a motorcycle driven by the accused Mominur 

Ali. Next day morning, the dead body of NurHussain was recovered from a river at 

Majerchar. Therefore, he asked his uncle Beldar Ali to lodge an FIR of the incident 

with the police. Therefore, the PW-3 also did not see the accused Mominur Ali taking 

away the deceased NurHussain in his motorcycle. 

13.PW.4 Mir Hussain,another brother of the deceased NurHussain, has deposed that 

on 25-01-2011, at about 11:00A.M./12:00 noon, after selling fire wood  at the daily 

market, while he was returning home and was taking tea at a tea-stall, he saw the 

deceased NurHussain travelling as a pillion rider in the motorcycle driven by the 

accused Mominur Ali. He then asked the accused Mominur Ali to stop the 

motorcycle, but he did not stop. AsNurHussain did not return, in the evening,they 

searched for him, but in vain. He told everybody that he saw NurHussaintravelling as 

a pillion rider in the motorcycle driven by the accused Mominur Ali. Thereafter, at 

about 12:00 mid night, they went to the house of the accused Mominur Ali and saw 

the accused Mominur Ali coming to his house in his motorcycle. When they asked 

the accused Mominur Ali about Nur Hussain, he told them that he does not know 

whereabouts of NurHussain. 

14. In the cross-examination, he has stated that on the day of the incident, he 

had gone to a hill to collect fire wood. While he was returning after collecting fire 

wood, he had taken tea at a tea-stall. He used to go to collect fire wood at about 
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06:00 A.M. and return in the evening. He does not know the name of the owner of 

the tea-stall. He has stated the same thing before the Investigating Officer. He has 

denied the suggestion that he has stated nothing to the police. He has stated that 

there were eight/ten customers in the tea-stall. He does not know them. There were 

three/four other tea-stalls. He does not know the names of the owners of the said 

tea-stalls. The deceased was his brother. He does not know how many two wheelers 

and four wheelers were plying on the road while he was taking tea. He has denied 

the suggestion that he did not see NurHussain travelling as a pillion rider in the 

motorcycle driven by the accused Mominur Ali. He has also denied the suggestion 

that he did not go to the house of the accused Mominur Ali at about 12:00 mid night 

to enquire about the whereabouts of his deceased brother NurHussain. He has 

stated that did not accompany Sanower to the house of the accused Mominur Ali.

  

15. PW.5MerajulHoque, an independent witness, has deposed that he knows the 

accused and the deceased NurHussain. On 25-01-11, at about 11:00 A.M., he had 

gone to a husking mill. As there was no electricity supply, keeping the paddy inside 

the mill, he was waiting on the road in front of the mill. At that time, he saw the 

deceased NurHussain travelling as a pillion rider in the motorcycle driven by the 

accused Mominur Ali. Later on, he heard thatNurHussain had died and his dead body 

was recovered from a river.  

16. In the cross-examination, he has stated that he is a graduate. There are two 

rice mills at the daily market at Alomganj. He does not know the names of the 

owners of the rice mills. The rice mill was located at a distance of about one 

hundredmeters away from the highway and he was standing on the road.  

Two/three other customers were also present at the mill. He was talking to his friend 

Joon. He did not keep track of the numbers of vehiclespassed by the road. He does 

not remember the colour of the clothes worn by the accused MominurAli and the 

deceased NurHussain. He saw them at about 11:00 A.M. He has denied the 

suggestion that he has deposed falsely. He has further stated that he has two elder 

brothers. He has denied the suggestion that their households’ activities were 
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performed by his father and elder brothers. He has denied the suggestion that at the 

relevant time, he had not gone to the rice mill and did not see the accused Mominur 

Ali and Nur Hussain in a motorcycle. He has stated that he did not go to the house 

of the accused Mominur Ali at the relevant time. The accused Mominur Ali is his 

contemporary. 

17.  PW.6Jamadar Ali, the father of the deceased NurHussain, has deposed that 

on the day of incident, at about 04:00 P.M., when he returned home after collecting 

fire wood, he found that his son NurHussain was missing. When he inquired about 

NurHussain, his another son Mir Hussin told him that he had seen NurHussain 

travelling as a pillion rider in the motorcycle driven by the accused Mominur Ali. He 

then asked Mir Hussain to go to the house of the accused Mominur Ali, but Mominur 

Ali was not present in his house. Next day morning, the dead body of Mir Hussinwas 

recovered from a river at Majerchar. Therefore, his brother lodged an FIR of the 

incident with the police. The police retrieved the dead body from the river. The 

motorcycle of the accused Mominur Ali was found hidden inside master-seed field. 

The accused Mominur Ali is notorious for selling kidneys and eyes and once he was 

caught at Panbari while he was kidnapping a boy for the said purpose and he had to 

pay compensation of Rs. 40,000/- to the victim. Therefore, the PW-6 did not see the 

accused Mominur Ali taking away NurHussain in his motorcycle, or NurHussain 

travelling as a pillion rider in the motorcycle driven by the accused Mominur Ali. 

18. PW.7WahedurRahman has deposed nothing implicating the accused with the 

commission of the alleged offence.  

19.PW.8 Dr. Mukul Chandra Barman has deposed that on 26-01-2011, he had 

examined the dead  body of NurHussain, a male agedabout 20 years and found the 

following:- 

1. Rigor mortise had already set in. 

2. Eyes and mouth of the deceased were closed. 

3. Bleeding from the mouth was seen. 

4. Face was congested 
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5. Eyes were also congested. 

6. One circular ligature mark was found in the middle of the neck at the level of 

thyroid cartilage. 

7. There was abrasion at the edge of the ligature mark. 

8. On dissection ecchymosis was seen under the ligature mark. 

 

In his opinion, the death of NurHussain was due to asphyxia as a result of 

strangulation by ligature. Ext-1 is the postmortem report and Ext-1 (1) is his signature 

therein. Ext-1 (2) is the signature of the then Joint Director of health Services, Dhubri. 

Ext-2 is the Dead body Challan. 

 

20. The defence declined to cross-examine him.  

21. PW.9 UtpalBhattacharjee, PW.10 Jayanta Kumar Das and PW.11 Ganesh 

Chandra Das, the three police officers are merely formal witnesses of the case. 

22.  That NurHussain was murdered and his dead body was recovered from a 

river at Majercharin the morning of 26-01-2011 is not disputed.  According to the 

ext-1 postmortem report, the cause of death was asphyxia as a result of 

strangulation by ligature.PW-8 Dr. Mukul Ch. Barman, the medical officer who 

hadconducted the postmortem examination on the dead body of NurHussain has 

deposed that the death of the deceased NurHussain was due to asphyxia as a result 

of strangulation by ligature, which is murder. Therefore, the only question that 

required to be answered is whether the accusedMominur Ali  and Baser Ali have 

committed the murder of NurHussain or not? 

23.  As can be seen from the above testimonies of the prosecution witnesses, 

based on the last seen theory, the police havesubmitted charge-sheeted against the 

accused persons. On this point, only the PW-4 Mir Hussain, a brother of the 

deceased NurHussain and PW-5 MerajulHoque, an independent witness, have 

deposed that they last saw the deceased NurHussain travelling as a pillion rider in 

the motorcycle driven by the accusedMominur Ali. PW-4 has deposed that on 25-01-
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2011, at about 11:00 A.M./12:00 noon, after selling fire wood  at the daily market, 

while he was returning home and was taking tea at a tea-stall, he saw the deceased 

NurHussain travelling as a pillion rider in the motorcycle driven by the accused 

Mominur Ali. He asked the accused Mominur Ali to stop the motorcycle but, he did 

not stop. AsNurHussain did not return, in the evening they searched for him, but in 

vain. He told everybody that he saw NurHussain travelling as a pillion rider in the 

motorcycle driven by the accused Mominur Ali. Thereafter, at about 12:00 mid night, 

they went to the house of the accused Mominur Ali and saw the accused Mominur 

Ali coming to his house plying his motorcycle. When they asked Mominur Ali about 

Nur Hussain, he told them that he does not know whereabouts of NurHussain. PW-5 

MerajulHoque has deposed that on 25-01-11, at about 11:00 A.M., he had gone to a 

husking mill. As there was no electricity supply, keeping the paddy inside the mill, he 

was waiting on the road in front of the mill. At that time, he saw the deceased 

NurHussain travelling as a pillion rider in the motorcycle driven by the accused 

Mominur Ali. Later on, he heard that NurHussain had died and his dead body was 

recovered from a river.  

 

24. By cross-examining the PW-4 and PW-5,  the defence has failed to bring out 

anything based on which it can be said that they were not telling the truth. Even 

assuming while denying thatthe PW-4, who happens to be a brother of the deceased 

NurHussain,hasdeposed falsely, there is nothing to disbelieve the testimony of PW-5, 

who is an independent witness and has withstood lengthy cross-examination. 

Therefore, the prosecution has been able to establish beyond all reasonable doubt 

that the deceased NurHussainwas last seen alive with the accused Mominur Ali. As 

thereafter, he was not seen alive by anybody and on the next day morning, his dead 

body was recovered from a river at Majerchar, it must be held that it was the 

accused Mominur Ali, who had murdered NurHussain. But, there is nothing to 

implicate the accused Baser Ali with the murder of NurHussain and hence, he cannot 

be held guilty of committing the murder ofNurHussain taking aid of section 34 IPC. 

25. Section 34 IPC reads as follows:- 
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“34. Acts done by several persons in furtherance of common intention:- When a 

criminal act is done by several persons in furtherance of the common intention of 

all, each of such persons is liable for that act in the same manner as if it were done 

by him alone.” 
 

26.      In the case of Mrinal Das and Ors. Vs. The State of Tripura, reported in 

AIR 2011 SC 3753,  the Hon'ble Supreme Court has held that, the reading of the 

section 34 IPC makes it clear that the burden lies on prosecution to prove that the 

actual participation of more than one person for commission of criminal act was 

done in furtherance of common intention at a prior concept. Further, where the 

evidence did not establish that particular accused has dealt blow the liability would 

devolve on others also who were involved with common intention and such 

conviction in those cases are not sustainable.” In the case in our hand, the evidence 

did not establish that the accused Baser Ali anyway helped the accused Mominur Ali 

in committing the murder of NurHussainor participated in the commission of the 

murder of NurHussain. Therefore, the accused Baser Ali cannot be held guilty of 

committing the murder of NurHussain. 

27. Failing to shake the prosecution case, the learned defence counsel 

vehemently argued that the prosecution has not been able to establish any motive 

behind the murder of NurHussain by the accused Mominur Ali. Therefore, he has 

prayed for acquitting the accused. 

28. I do not agree with this contention of the learned defence counsel. Because, 

to establish the commission of murder, motive is not required to be proved (relying 

on the ratio of Sanjeev v. State of Haryana, reported in (2015) 4 SCC 387). 

29. Further, in Nagaraj v. State,reported in (2015) 4 SCC 739, the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court has held that, “The conviction is predicated on circumstantial 

evidence alone. Fingerprints have not been lifted from the scene, the murder 

weapon has not been recovered, and any credible motive is absent. It cannot even 

be contended that the accused was the last person to be seen with the deceased 

since several persons including the Manager, PW 1, and the guests in the adjoining 
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rooms could have accessed the room where the deceased was eventually found. 

While circumstantial evidence is sufficient to return a conviction, this is possible if it 

contains all the links that connect the accused to the incident, and the 

inconsistencies are extremely trivial in character. Furthermore, motive assumes great 

significance where a conviction is sought to be predicated on circumstantial evidence 

alone, and its absence can tilt the scales in favour of the accused where all links are 

not avowedly present. We think that the High Court erred in concluding that the 

complicity of the accused in the murder of the deceased had been proved beyond 

reasonable doubt.”  

30. But, in the case in our hand, there are no such inconsistencies and before his 

murder, the deceased NurHussainwas last seen alive with the accused Mominur Ali 

only. Therefore, as the accusedMominur Alidid not put forward any explanation 

where he leftNurHussain and has merely denied the prosecution case, it must be 

held thatit was the accusedMominur Ali, who had murderedNurHussain. 

31.  In the case of State of West Bengal v. Mir Mohammad Omar and Ors. 

etc., reported in MANU/SC/O535/2000; AIR 2000 SC 2988, the Hon’ble Supreme  

Court  has held that if the fact is specifically in the knowledge of any person, then 

the burden of proving that fact is upon him. It is impossible for the prosecution to 

prove certain fact particularly within the knowledge of accused. The section 106 is 

not intended to relieve the prosecution of its burden to prove the guilt of the 

accused beyond reasonable doubt. But the section would apply to cases where the 

prosecution has succeeded in proving facts from which a reasonable inference can 

be drawn regarding the existence of certain other facts, unless the accused by virtue 

of his special knowledge regarding such facts, failed to offer any explanation which 

might drive the Court to draw a different inference. Section 106 of the Evidence Act 

is designed to meet certain exceptional cases, in which, it would be impossible for 

the prosecution to establish certain facts which are particularly within the knowledge 

of the accused. 
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 In this context we may profitably utilize the legal principle embodied in 

Section 106 of the Evidence Act which reads as follows: "When any fact is especially 

within the knowledge of any person, the burden of proving that fact is upon him." 

32. In the case of Prithipal Singh and Ors. v. State of Punjab and Anr., 

reported in  (2012) 1 SCC 10, the Hon’ble Supreme Court has held, “That if fact is 

especially in the knowledge of any person, then burden of proving that fact is upon 

him. It is impossible for the prosecution to prove certain facts particularly within the 

knowledge of the accused. Section 106 is not intended to relieve the prosecution of 

its burden to prove the guilt of the accused beyond reasonable doubt. But the 

section would apply to cases where the prosecution has succeeded in proving facts 

from which a reasonable inference can be drawn regarding the existence of certain 

other facts, unless the accused by virtue of his special knowledge regarding such 

facts, failed to offer any explanation which might drive the court to draw a different 

inference. Section 106 of the Evidence Act is designed to meet certain exceptional 

cases, in which, it would be impossible for the prosecution to establish certain facts 

which are particularly within the knowledge of the accused.” 

33. In the case of State of Rajasthan vs. Kashi Ram, reported in 

MANU/SC/8632/2006, the Hon’ble Supreme Court has held as follows:-  

34.     “The principle is well settled. The provisions of section 106 of the Evidence 

Act itself are unambiguous and categorical in laying down that when any fact is 

especially within the knowledge of a person, the burden of proving that fact is upon 

him. Thus, if a person is last seen with the deceased, he must offer an explanation 

as to how and when he parted company. He must furnish an explanation which 

appears to the Court to be probable and satisfactory. If he does so he must be held 

to have discharged his burden. If he fails to offer an explanation on the basis of 

facts within his special knowledge, he fails to discharge the burden cast upon him by 

section 106 of the Evidence Act. In a case resting on circumstantial evidence if the 

accused fails to offer a reasonable explanation in discharge of the burden placed on 

him, that itself provides an additional link in the chain of circumstances proved 

against him. Section 106 does not shift the burden of proof in a criminal trial, which 
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is always upon the prosecution. It lays down the rule that when the accused does 

not throw any light upon facts which are specially within his knowledge and which 

could not support any theory or hypothesis compatible with his innocence, the Court 

can consider his failure to adduce any explanation, as an additional link which 

completes the chain. The principle has been succinctly stated in Re. NainaMohd, AIR 

1960 Madras 218.” 

35. In the instant case, as it was the accused Mominur Ali who only knew where 

he took the deceased NurHussain or left him after he took him away in his 

motorcycle, or the deceased was travelling as a pillion rider in his motorcycle, the 

said fact was within his knowledge only. Therefore, as he did not disclose the same 

and as thereafter, the dead body of NurHussain was recovered, it must be held that 

it was the accused Mominur Ali who had committed the murder ofNurHussain. 

 

36.    Further, it can be seen from the Ext. 1 post mortem report that the post 

mortem was conducted on 26-01-2011, at 03:15 P.M. As the PW-8 has deposed that 

at the time of Post mortem examination, the rigor mortis had already set in, the 

murder was committed about twenty four hours prior to the post mortem 

examination as rigor mortis sets in after about twenty four hours of death and 

remains till about seventy two hours. Therefore, it seems, the accused Mominoor Ali 

has committed the murder of NurHussain immediately after he has taken away him 

in his motorcycle 25-01-2011 at about 11-00 A.M. as the post mortem was 

conducted after about twenty eight hours from that time. Therefore, as the 

deceased was not seen alive by anybody after he was last seen alive with the 

accused Mominoor Ali,the accused Mominur Ali should have disclosed where he took 

the deceased NurHussain or left him after he took him away in his motorcycle or the 

deceased was travelling as a pillion rider in his motorcycle, as the said fact was 

within his knowledge only. 

37. Relying on the case of  Md. Azgar Ali vs. State of Assam, reported in 

2016 (2) GLJ 15; the learned defence counsel vehemently argued that the last seen 

together theory is not fully established by the prosecution and hence, the accused 
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may be acquitted.I do not agree with the contention of the learned defence counsel 

as in the case in our hand, it appears that the deceased NurHussain was murdered 

immediately after he was last seen alive with the accusedMominur Ali. Because, the 

deceased was last seen with the accusedMominur Ali on 25-01-2011 at about 11:00 

a.m., and when the postmortem was conducted on 26-01-2011 at 03:15 p.m., the 

rigor mortis had already set in. The rigor mortis is usually sets in after twenty four 

hours of the death of a person and remains up to seventy two hours, as the 

postmortem was conducted after about twenty eight hours after he waslast seen 

with the accused Mominur Ali, the deceased died almost immediately after he was 

last seen with the accused Mominur Ali. Therefore, there was no time gap in 

between last seen together with the deceased and themurder. Further, in view of 

the above, the accused Mominur Ali should, at the least, have told the Court in his 

examination under section 313 Cr.P.C. as to where he dropped or left the deceased 

NurHussainafter he took away the deceased, or the deceased was travelling as a 

pillion rider in his motorcycle. But the accused did not do so. Therefore, in view of 

the above facts and circumstances of the case, it must be held that the prosecution 

has been able to establish the last seen together theory against the accused 

Mominur Ali beyond all reasonable doubt.  

 

38. Relying on 1. Smt. Bashiramvs Union of India (UoI) and Ors., reported in 

2004 (77) DRJ 497; 2. LakhanHazarika vs. State of Assam, reported in 2016 (5) GLJ 

189; 3. Abu Taleb vs. Union of India & Others, reported in 2016 (2) GLJ (NOC) 25; 

4. Baba Kalita& Others vs. State of Assam, reported in 2016 (5) Gauhati Law Journal 

125; 5. Pabitra Narayan Choudhury vs. Sunil Kumar Jain,  reported in 2016 (5) GLJ 

133 and  6. Nizam& another v. State of Rajasthan, reported in 2015 CRI. L.J. 4655 

SC; the learned defence counsel further argued that the prosecution has not been 

able to establish its case against the accused theMominur Ali beyond all reasonable 

doubt and hence, hassubmitted that the accused deserves to be acquitted. 
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39.  I do not agree with this contention of the learned defence counsel as the 

facts and circumstances of the above aforesaid cases are different from the facts 

and circumstances of the case in our hand.  

40. 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 charge 

under section 302 IPC against accused Mominur Ali beyond all reasonable. But, the 

prosecution has failed to bring home the charge under section 302/34 IPC 

againstaccused Baser Ali. Hence, I hold the accused Mominur Ali guilty of 

committing an offence punishable under section 302 IPC and convict him under the 

said section of law and acquit the accused Baser Ali from the charge. The point is 

decided accordingly. 

41. The Probation of Offenders Act is not applicable to a case under section 302 

IPC. Hence the accused is not entitled to get the benefit of the ameliorative relief as 

envisaged under the said Act. 

 

42. Heard the convicted accused on the question of sentence. He has pleaded 

leniency in awarding the punishment. The case in our hand is not a rarest of rare 

case. Hence, I deem it proper to punish the accused leniently. 

 

O R D E R 

 

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

accused Mominur Ali to undergo rigorous imprisonment for life and to pay a fine of 

Rs. 10,000/- (Rupees ten thousand) only, in default to undergo simple imprisonment 

for six months, for committing the offence under section 302 IPC, which, in my 

opinion, will meet the ends of justice in this case. The bail bonds of the accused are 

cancelled.  

44.  Destroy the seized articles in due course of time. 
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45. Furnish a copy of the judgment to each of the convicted accused free of 

cost, immediately. 

46. Signed, sealed and delivered in the open Court on this the 7th day of March, 

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 Hawaldar Ali 

PW-2 Beldar Ali 

PW-3 Sanower Ali  

PW.4 Mir Hussain 

PW.5 MerajulHoque 

 PW.6 Jamadar Ali 

 PW.7 WahedurRahman 

PW-8 Dr. Mukul Ch. Barman 

PW.9 UtpalBhattacharjee 

PW.10 Jayanta Kumar Das 

PW.11 Ganesh Chandra Das, 

 

2.  PROSECUTION EXHIBIT: 

 

Exhibit- 1 Postmortem report  

Exhibit- 2  Dead body Challan 

Exhibit- 3 Charge Sheet 

Exhibit-4 Seizure list. 

Exhibit-5 Site Plan. 

 

 

 

 (A.Chakravarty)  

  Sessions Judge, Dhubri 

 


