
 
 

HEADING OF JUDGMENT IN SESSION CASE 

IN THE COURT OF ADDITIONAL SESSION JUDGE BILASIPARA 

Present:- Smti S. Bhuyan, AJS 

        Additional Session Judge, Bilasipara 

Session Case No- 145 of 2013 

u/s 398 IPC 

STATE 

Versus 

1. Saidul Hoque @ Sahidul Hoque 

S/O Joynuddin Sk. 

R/O vill- Boalkamri, 

PS- Bilasipara, Dist- Dhubri, Assam 

2. Kashem Ali 

S/O Lt. Aynal Hoque 

R/O vill- Fakiranirjhar Pt III 

PS- Bilasipara, Dist- Dhubri, Assam 

    Accused persons 

(Committed by Sri I. Ahmed, then Ld. JMFC, Bilasipara in GR (BBR) case No- 

150/05 u/s 398 I.P.C.) 

 

Advocate appeared:- 

For the state:-  Mr. T. Kr. Bhattacharya, Addl. P.P 

For the accused:-  Smt Syeda Afroza Akhtar, Advocate. 

Date of institution of the case    :- 27-10-05 

Date of commitment            :- 09-05-13   

Date of Framing charge          :- 03-12-14 

Date of prosecution evidence   :-  05-02-15,26-03-15, 26-09-16, 05-01-17, 
          11-01-19 
 

Statement of accused recorded on :-  25-01-19, 27-02-19 
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Date of Argument                      :-  13-03-19 

Judgment delivered                 :- 26-03-19 

JUDGMENT 

Prosecution Case 

1. Prosecution case as reveal from Ext-1 Ejahar is that one Saheb Ali lodged 

written ejahar before O/C Bagribari PS inter alia citing that on 26-10-05, on 

Wednesday at about 12.00 mid night accused Sahidul Hoque along with 4/5 

miscreants armed with lathi, kris etc. took Ibrahim Ali forcefully to his compound 

and from the compound miscreants asked him to come out from his room and 

when he did not come out, miscreants wanted to enter into his house but he 

came out from the house by breaking the bera wall of his house and started 

shouting. Hearing his hue and cry, villagers came to the place of occurrence and 

chased the miscreants and finally they able to nab accused Sahidul Hoque in 

injured condition but other miscreants able to fled away. Later on police arrived 

at the place and took custody of accused Sahidul Hoque. He suspected that 

accused Sahidul along with other miscreants came to his house in order to 

commit dacoity.  

Investigation 

2. Officer-in-charge of Bagribari PS after receiving ejahar from informant 

Saheb Ali registered a police case vide Bagribari Police Case No. 150/05 under 

section 398 I.P.C. and SI N.N Sarma was entrusted to conduct the investigation 

of the case and after completion of investigation IO submitted charge sheet 

against the accused persons named herein above u/s 398 I.P.C.    

Committal 

3. On receipt of the charge sheet, then Learned JMFC, Bilasipara took 

cognizance and after furnishing necessary copies to accused persons, committed 

the case before the Learned. Sessions Judge, Dhubri for trial and Ld. Sessions 

Judge, Dhubri made over the case to court of Ld. Addl. Sessions Judge, Dhubri 

for trial. Thereafter, the case is made over to this court as jurisdiction of the case 

is within the court of Bilasipara Session.  

Charge 

4. My Ld. Predecessor after hearing learned counsel for both sides and 

perusal of material on record, framed charge u/s 398 I.P.C. against the accused 

persons Saidul Hoque and Kashem Ali and when charges are read over and 
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explained to the accused persons, they pleaded not guilty and claimed to be 

tried.  

Trial 

5. In order to prove the prosecution charges against the accused persons, 

prosecution adduce evidence of all together 5 number of witnesses and exhibited 

4 numbers of documents. PW-1 Saheb Ali, PW-2 Ibrahim Ali, PW-3 Abdul Jafar 

Sk, PW-4 Shishu Rahman and PW-5 Retired Inspector Nara Nath Sarma (I.O). 

Ext-1 Ejahar, Ext-2 Seizure list, Ext-3 Sketch Map and Ext-4 Charge sheet. After 

closure of the prosecution evidence, statement of the accused persons recorded 

u/s 313 Cr.P.C. Accused plea is denial and declined to adduce evidence in 

support of the plea of denial.  

 

6.                       POINTS FOR DETERMINATION:- 

 

i. Whether present accused persons on 26-10-05 at about 12.00 O’ 

Clock night at the premise of complainant Saheb Ali Sk under 

Bagribari PS attempted to commit dacoity and at that time accused 

persons were armed with deadly weapon viz. lathi, kris etc.? 

 

ARGUMENT 

7. Ld. Addl. P.P submitted on the night of incident one accused was 

apprehended by villagers and handed over to police and other accused managed 

to run away from the place of occurrence and evidence on record establish the 

prosecution charges against the present accused persons beyond all reasonable 

doubt. It has been further argued by ld. Addl PP that the statement of informant 

is corroborated by rest of the PWs and IO of the case substantiate the statement 

made by the informant and other PWs.  

8. Ld. defence counsel contended that informant in the ejahar stated that he 

came out from his house by breaking the bamboo (bera) fencing of his house 

and while adducing evidence before the court informant stated it was accused 

who broken the bamboo fencing (bera) of his house. He further submitted there 

was no electricity in the house of informant as per his evidence and darkness 

prevailed on the night of incident and as per testimonies of PW-1 and PW-2 

miscreants came to the house of informant covering their faces by the clothes 

and therefore under darkness and when the faces of the miscreants were 

covered with piece of clothes, identification of the miscreants is not believable. 

Ld. counsel further submitted PW-1 stated that accused persons asked PW-2 
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Ibrahim Ali to show the house of informant but evidence of PW-2 Ibrahim Ali 

pointed he could not identify the dacoits when 10/12 persons asked him to show 

the house of Saheb Ali. He further submitted police on duty, i.e I.O of the case 

was present in the place of occurrence as per his evidence but he did nothing 

and was mute spectator and when police had seen one Kashem Ali was in injured 

condition, they did not taken any steps to provide treatment to the injured or to 

apprehend miscreants and filling of the ejahar on the next day of evening made 

it crystal clear that prosecution case is based on improved story and only to 

make out dacoity case against the accused persons, ejahar was lodged 

subsequently and because of this fact Kashem Ali is not examined and shown as 

witness of the case by the IO and prosecution also did not take any steps to 

adduce his evidence.  

PROSECUTION EVIDENCE 

9. PW-1 Saheb Ali is the informant of the case and he knows accused 

persons. He deposed incident was took place about 8/9 years back, while he was 

sleeping. Accused and some of his fellow mates had broken the wall of his house 

and entered into his house and he saw accused and other persons.  Thereafter 

he got up and came out from his house. After coming out from his house, he 

started shouting for help. Neighboring people of his house, came to his house 

hearing his shouting and village people caught the accused and the other 

persons who accompanied the accused had managed to escape from the place. 

Thereafter accused was handed over to police and he lodged case against the 

accused. In cross he stated when dacoits came inside his house by breaking his 

house, he came out of his house and out of fear he started shouting. He stated 

there was no electricity in his house at the time of incident. He stated dacoits 

have covered their face by black clothes and he specifically lodged the ejahar 

against the accused who is present before the court on the day of recording his 

evidence. He stated ejahar is written by some person and he cannot recollect his 

name and ejahar was read over to him. He stated house of one Babu is situated 

near his house. When he shouted just after the incident, about 2000 people 

gathered near his house. He stated people of Bodo community also resides in 

their village. He stated at the time of incident, dacoits were asking for water from 

outside of his house. He denied he did not identify the accused at the time of 

incident; at the time of incident extremist belong to Bodo community used to 

roam in their area; accused did not scold him for water at the time of incident.  

10. PW-2 Ibrahim Ali deposed complainant is his neighbour and he had 

identified accused Sahidul Hoque who was involved in the alleged incident. He 
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deposed about 6/7 years back, incident was took place at night. On the day of 

incident at about 11.00 pm, he got up from sleep and went outside to answer 

nature’s call. At that time, accused Sahidul Hoque along with other accused 

persons restrained him outside of his house and asked him to show the house of 

complainant Saheb Ali Sk.  He deposed accused persons caught hold of his hand 

and neck and threatened him with dire consequences if he does not show the 

house of complainant and one of the accused put a dagger on his neck and 

asked him to go to the house of complainant. Being helpless, he had 

accompanied accused persons and showed them the house of complainant and 

then accused persons called the complainant. But nobody came out from the 

house of the complainant. Thereafter some accused persons had broken the 

walls of the house of the complainant in order to enter into the house. At that 

time, he was caught hold by one of the accused. He saw that complainant 

running away from that place by another door of his house. Thereafter accused 

persons also run behind to catch the complainant. However, accused persons 

could not catch the complainant and complainant escaped from the danger. He 

deposed after sometime he also escaped from the custody of accused and ran 

towards his home. He took shelter in the house of Shisho Rahman and thereafter 

informed about the incident to Hasen Master. He deposed many people came to 

know about the incident and villagers came out from their houses and villagers 

able to caught accused Sahidul Hoque. Thereafter police arrived on being 

informed and took the accused Sahidul Hoque into custody. Police seized one 

long crease (kris) in front of them and he put thumb impression in the seizure 

list. In cross he stated on the day of incident 10/12 persons took him forcefully 

to show the house complainant but he could not identify the said persons as their 

faces were covered by the clothes. He stated he did not raise alarm while the 

dacoits caught hold of him. He stated about 2000/2500 peoples were gathered at 

the place of occurrence at the time of occurrence and due to darkness he could 

not identify those peoples. He stated accused was arrested by the police at a 

distance of ½ km away from their village. He denied accused persons had no 

dagger with them; he did not take shelter in the house of Shisho Rahman and he 

did not inform about the incident to Hasen Master.    

11. PW-3 Abdul Jafar Sk. deposed on the day of incident at about 12.00 O’ 

Clock he heard hue and cry in their village. Hearing the same he got up from bed 

and went out to see the incident. He heard from his neighbours that an incident 

of dacoity took place in the house of complainant. When he went to the house of 

complainant, dacoits had already left from that place. On the next day he saw 
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accused in the custody of police and police told him that dacoits were caught 

hold by them. He further deposed he saw walls of complainant were broken by 

the accused for entering into the house of complainant. In cross he stated he 

did not see incident of dacoity. He saw one of the accused in the police custody 

but he did not know accused.  

12. PW-4 Shishu Rahman deposed incident was took place about 12-13 years 

back in the month of Roja. In the night at about 12.00 mid night Ibrahim Ali 

came to his house and he was frightened at that time. Coming to know that 

dacoity took place in his house, they chased dacoit and able to nab one dacoit.  

He deposed other accused persons were also present at the time of incident 

along with accused present before the court on the day of recording his 

evidence. Later on police came to the place and took custody of accused. In 

cross he stated he did not see the accused before the court who was 

apprehended by them on the day of incident and was handed over to police and 

he does not know the name of said accused. He denied they did not nab any 

dacoit.  

13. PW-5 Retired Inspector Nara Nath Sarma is IO of the case. He deposed 

on 27-10-2005 he was working as SI at Bagribari P.S. (at that time Bagribari PS 

is under Dhubri District). On 26-10-2005 vide Bagribari PS G D Entry No. 524 

dated 26-10-2005 he along with his police staff was on patrolling duty at Vill - 

Angarkata. At that time they noticed infront of the house of Ibrahim Ali few 

unknown persons dragging Kashem Ali towards the courtyard of Md. Saheb Ali 

and asked for water and tried to enter into the house of Saheb Ali but Saheb Ali 

did not open the door and he run away from his house from the back side of his 

house making hue and cry and called upon villager. Thereafter they saw local 

people apprehended accused Sahidul Hoque and after that they proceeded to the 

house of Saheb Ali. Some of the police man on the patrolling duty took custody 

of accused Sahidul Hoque and he was sent to Dhubri Civil Hospital for medical 

treatment as he was injured. On the next day Saheb Ali Sk. lodged ejahar before 

O/C Bagribari PS and Bagribari PS after registering the police case vide no. 

Bagribari PS Case 150/05 u/s 398 I.P.C endorsed him to investigate the case. 

After taking charge of the investigation, he had visited place of occurrence, 

drawn sketch map of place of occurrence and recorded statement of the 

witnesses and seized one kris of size 1 feet 10 inch from the compound of 

informant on being produced by the villagers. Thereafter he had recorded 

statement of accused Sahidul when he was fit to made statement and arrested 

another accused person Kashem Ali and finally submitted chargesheet against 
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the accused persons Md. Kashem Ali @ Lal Babu, Sahidul Hoque u/s 398 I.P.C. 

He further deposed M.Ext-1 is iron kris. In cross he stated GD entry no 524 

dated 26-10-2005 is referred in connection with the patrolling duty on the date of 

incident. While they were on patrolling duty, they had seen some person 

dragging Kashem Ali towards the compound of Saheb Ali passing infront of the 

house of Ibrahim. He stated on the incident night he along with 3 other police 

personnel were on patrolling duty at the place of occurrence. While they were on 

patrolling duty, the other three police personnel had rifle (having arms). He 

stated when they noticed some person dragging Kashem Ali towards the house 

of Saheb Ali, they did nothing. They were only watching the same. He stated 

written ejahar was receipt on next day of the incident and thereafter he went to 

the place of occurrence and seized M Ext-1 Kris on being produced by the village 

people. He stated he did not seize any material from the accused. He stated no 

dacoity was committed in the house of Saheb Ali by the accused persons. He 

stated he did not come forward to the place when he saw some miscreant 

dragging Kashem Ali in injured condition but it is not true that he had submitted 

charge sheet against the accused in connivance with informant.       

DISCUSSION, DECISION & REASON THERE OF:- 

14.  On scrutiny of the Ext-1 ejahar it is seen informant Saheb Ali stated on 

the night of 26-10-05 at about 12.00 mid night Sahidul Hoque and other 4/5 

miscreants armed with lathi, kris etc. forcefully bring Ibrahim Ali to his house to 

call him and when he did not come out, accused persons wanted to enter into his 

house but he came out from the house by breaking the bera wall of his house 

and started shouting. To that village people came out and chased miscreants and 

they managed to apprehend accused Sahidul Hoque but rest of the miscreants 

run away and hearing their hue and cry, police on patrolling duty came to the 

place and took custody of the injured accused Sahidul Hoque and he suspected 

that accused came to commit dacoity at his house.  

15. While adducing evidence before the court PW-1 Saheb Ali informant of 

the case stated that the accused and some of his fellow mates had broken the 

wall of his house and entered into his house but in the ejahar PW-1 did not state 

it was accused who had broken the wall of his house. He stated it is he who had 

broken the wall to come out from his house. He further stated he saw accused 

and other persons. But reading of the ejahar pointed that when village people 

apprehend Sahidul Hoque he could know that Sahidul Hoque was apprehended 

by police. PW-1 stated after coming out from his house he started shouting for 

help. Neighboring people of his house came to his house hearing his shouting 
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and village people caught the accused. While making statement before the court 

PW-1 stated he did not disclose the name of accused. During cross examination 

he stated there was no electricity light at his house and lamp present and he 

identified the accused who is present today. Again he stated dacoits had covered 

their face by piece of cloths. In the ejahar he mentioned that villagers managed 

to apprehend accused Sahidul and handed over to police in injured condition. He 

again before the court stated he specifically lodged ejahar against the accused 

persons who is present today before the court. To find veracity of his statement I 

have scrutinized the record. The statement of PW-1 Saheb Ali was recorded on 

05-02-15 and on the same day he was cross examined. On scrutiny of the record 

it is seen that accused Sahidul Hoque was absent on 05-02-15 and accused 

Kashem Ali was present on that day. If the ejahar is read again than it goes to 

show that in the ejahar PW-1 stated all the other miscreants managed to run 

away from the place of occurrence and villagers apprehended only Sahidul 

Hoque in injured condition and in the ejahar he has given the name of Sahidul 

Hoque. If cross examination of PW-1 is read again then it goes to show that he 

had specifically lodged ejahar against the accused who is present on the date of 

recording his examination and on that day Kashem Ali was present before the 

court and not the Sahidul Hoque but ejahar does not shown the name of Kashem 

Ali. His evidence pointed that the miscreants entered into his house covering 

their face with a piece of cloth. Again coming to the ejahar it goes to show that 

before entering into his house by miscreants he run away from his house by 

breaking bera of his house. Under such circumstances he had seen miscreants 

and identified either accused Sahidul Hoque or accused Kashem Ali does not 

inspire confidence and therefore his testimony is not a reliable piece of evidence. 

16. PW-1 while adducing evidence before the court did not stated and 

substantiate his statement made in the ejahar that it was Ibrahim Ali who call 

him under threatening given to him by the accused persons and Ibrahim Ali was 

brought to his house by the accused persons. Further informant in his ejahar did 

not state that it was accused who called him. In the ejahar informant stated 

Ibrahim Ali call him as instructed by the accused but at the time of adducing 

evidence informant did not substantiate his this piece of  evidence. Thus the 

statement of PW-1 being not corroborated is not reliable and acceptable beyond 

all reasonable doubt.   

17. PW-2 Ibrahim Ali whom prosecution relied that it was Ibrahim Ali who 

was brought to the house of informant by the accused persons to call Saheb. He 

deposed before court that on the night of incident at about 11.00 pm he got up 
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from his sleep and went outside to go to urinal. At that time accused Sahidul 

Hoque along with other accused persons restrained him outside of his house and 

asked him to show the house of informant. Accused persons hold his hand and 

neck and threatened him with dire consequences if he did not show the house of 

informant and then he shown the house of informant and thereafter accused 

persons called the informant.  

18. Cross examination of PW-2 pointed on the night of incident about 10.00-

12.00 mid-night unknown persons forcefully took him to the house of informant 

and he could not identify the said persons as their face were covered with 

clothes. He specifically stated he did not know accused prior to the incident and 

he did not raise any alarm while dacoits called him. If his cross examination is 

taken into account then he had identified the accused Sahidul Hoque or any 

other persons is not comes out and his in-chief is not acceptable. He further 

stated though 2000-25000 people gathered at the place of occurrence on the 

night of incident, he could not identify those peoples as there was darkness. 

Under such circumstances he identified accused Sahidul Hoque and it was 

accused Sahidul Hoque who came to the house of informant to commit dacoity is 

not acceptable piece of evidence beyond all reasonable doubt. 

19. PW-3 deposed hearing hue and cry on the night of incident at about 

12.00 mid night he got up, came out from his house and heard from neighboring 

people that dacoity incident took place in the house of informant but if we got 

through the statement of PW-1 and PW-2 and content of ejahar it goes to show 

that no dacoity incident was took place in the house of informant. The reading 

statement of PW-1 and PW-2 together only pointed that some miscreants came, 

entered into the compound of PW-1 and called upon PW-1 and PW-1 leave his 

house from back door. PW-3 further deposed he saw walls of complainant were 

broken by the accused for entering into the house of complainant but same piece 

of evidence is not corroborated by the PW-1 informant of the case. Informant in 

his ejahar stated that when miscreants called him, he came out from his house 

by breaking the bera of his house. Thus, evidence of PW-3 that he saw walls of 

informant were broken by the accused for entering into the house of complainant 

is not acceptable piece of evidence beyond all reasonable doubt. 

20. PW-4 deposed on the night of incident at about 12.00 mid night Ibrahim 

Ali came to his house and he came to know that dacoity took place in the house 

of Ibrahim Ali. Thereafter they chased dacoity and abled to nab one dacoit. His 

cross is that he did not see the accused before the court who was apprehended 

by them on the day of incident and was handed over to police and he does not 
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know the name of said accused. The statement of PW-1 does not pointed that 

accused person committed dacoity at his house. The identification of the accused 

person not took place and statement of PW-5 does not bring the prosecution 

case against the accused persons. 

21. Analysis of the evidence of PW-5, the IO of this case who did 

investigation and seized one kris of size 1 feet 10 inch does not shown that those 

were seized from the possession of accused persons and were found in the 

house of accused persons or near to him. Evidence of PW-5 pointed he seized 

the said kris from the compound of informant on being produced by the villagers. 

Evidence of PW-2 Ibrahim Ali also does not pointed said kris was seized from the 

possession of accused persons or he had seen the seized kris in the hand of 

accused person. His evidence only pointed police seized one long kris in front of 

them. PW-2 while adducing his evidence before the court did not state that 

police had seized the said kris from the possession of accused Saidul Hoque. 

Evidence of PW-5 further pointed at the time incident they were on patrolling 

duty and they had seen some person dragging injured Kashem Ali towards the 

compound of Saheb Ali passing in front of the house of Ibrahim but they did 

nothing and they were only watching the same and went to place of occurrence 

when village people held one injured person and started investigation on receipt 

of the ejahar on the next day of the incident.  

22. The scanning of the statement of the PW-5 the IO of the case clearly 

revealed that he allowed all the wrong deed to go in their presence and at the 

close of their nose and did nothing, did not come forward to nab the miscreants 

when they are armed with rifle and allowed the miscreant to flee away from the 

place of occurrence. The testimony of the PW-5, the IO of the case further 

pointed those persons who had entered into the compound of the PW-1 asked 

for water and along with them Kashem was injured. His evidence does not bring 

on record that accused try to break the bamboo bera of the PW-1 or try to enter 

into his house. Informant of the case lodged the ejahar on the next day at 5 PM 

before the O/C Bagribari police station and thereafter IO of the case seized kris 

on 27-10-05 referred to Bagribari police case No 150/05 u/s 398 I.P.C.  

23. On perusal of the case record I find informant Saheb Ali (PW-1) lodged 

the ejahar on 27-10-2005 at 5:00 PM before O/C Bagribari P.S. and O/C Bagribari 

PS registered Bagribari PS Case No. 150/2005 u/s 398 I.P.C. and Ext.2 seizure 

list shown IO PW-5 of the case seized one kris on 27-10-2005. Therefore, the 

statement of the IO that he had made seizure on the date of incident 

immediately after the incident at the place of occurrence is not believable and 
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coming out against the documentary evidence. The statement of the IO together 

with the statement of the other PWs does not clearly bring on record that 

accused Sahidul Hoque and Kashem Ali made attempt to commit dacoity in the 

house of PW-1 or did any act in order to commit dacoity. The statement of IO 

pointed negligence on his part of duty. The delayed in lodging the ejahar in this 

case give hint of and possibilities of improvement in the story alleged in the 

ejahar. The delay in lodging the ejahar is also not explained by the informant. 

Under such circumstances when delay is not explained police personnel were 

present near to the spot, and police did not take any steps to take recourse of 

the incident at the time of incident and lodging of the ejahar on the next day at 

5:00 PM and thereafter showing seizure of one kris in connection with the case 

cast count in the prosecution case as alleged against the accused person and 

delay not being explained, the prosecution case is fatal. 

24. Prosecution to prove section 398 I.P.C. against the accused, must bring 

ingredient of section 398 I.P.C. The essential ingredients of the offence u/s 398 

I.P.C. is as follows- 

i. Accused attempted to commit robbery or dacoity. 

ii. While attempting to do so, the accused was armed with a deadly 

weapon. 

25. From the entire scrutiny of evidence on record it is not coming out that 

present accused persons attempted to commit dacoity in the house of informant. 

From the evidence on record it is also not established that accused persons 

carried deadly weapons in their possession in order to commit dacoity or accused 

persons were found in possession of deadly weapon at the place of occurrence.  

26. In view of my aforesaid discussion and upon scanning and analysis of the 

evidence on record I have come to my considerate finding that prosecution failed 

to bring home charges u/s 398 IPC against the accused persons Saidul Hoque @ 

Sahidul Hoque and Kashem Ali beyond all reasonable doubt and they entitle 

benefit of doubt. Accordingly accused persons Saidul Hoque @ Sahidul Hoque 

and Kashem Ali are acquitted from the charge of section 398 IPC and are set at 

liberty.  

27. Bail bond of accused Kashem Ali shall remain stands for next six (6) 

months u/s 437(A) Cr.P.C. 

28. Accused Saidul Hoque @ Sahidul Hoque be released forthwith from jail 

hajot if not required in connection with other case. 

29. Seized kris be destroyed in due course of time in accordance with law.  
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30. Send back the GR case record to the learned committal Court with a copy 

of the judgment. 

31. Send copy of order to Superintendent, District Jail, Dhubri for information. 

32. Given under hand and seal of this Court on this 26th day of March, 2019 

at Bilasipara, Dist- Dhubri.  

 

 

 

 

 

          (Smti S. Bhuyan) 

                       Addl. Session Judge, Bilasipara 

 

 

 

 

 

  Dictated and Corrected by me, 

 

          (Smti S. Bhuyan) 

 Addl. Session Judge, Bilasipara 

Typed by, 

Swmkhwr Brahma, Stenographer Gr. III.  
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APPENDIX 

 

PROSECUTION WITNESS:- 

 PW-1 Saheb Ali,  

PW-2 Ibrahim Ali,  

PW-3 Abdul Jafar Sk.,  

PW-4 Shishu Rahman and  

PW-5 Retired Inspector Nara Nath Sarma (I.O).  

 

 

PROSECUTION EXHIBIT:- 

Ext-1 Ejahar,  

Ext-2 Seizure list,  

Ext-3 Sketch Map and  

Ext-4 Charge sheet  

 

DEFENCE WITNESS :- NIL 

DEFENCE EXHIBITS :- NIL 

COURT WITNESS :- NIL 

COURT EXHIBITS :- NIL 

 

 

 

(Smti S. Bhuyan) 

Addl. Session Judge, Bilasipara 


