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IN THE COURT OF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE FIRST CLASS,

DHUBRI

G.R. CASE No.3605/2014 
U/S 294/323/352/506/34 IPC

STATE OF ASSAM  
 -VS-

                             1) ROSNA BIBI
                             2) KODROT ALI
                             3) KEA BIBI
                             4) GOHER ALI
                             5) AMIRON BIBI
                             6) MUNTU SK
                             7) SOLIMUDDIN 
                             8) LALMAMUD ALI
                             9) SOFINA BIBI

……  ACCUSED PERSONS

PRESENT:- SMTI. S. NASRIN, LL.M., A.J.S.
 JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE FIRST CLASS

DHUBRI

FOR THE STATE:- MR. D. CHOUDHURY, 
LEARNED A.P.P.

FOR THE ACCUSED:-      MR. B. MAHANTA,
     LD. ADVOCATE

EIDENCE RECORDED ON :- 02.02.17, 08.05.19, 10.01.20,  
03.12.20, 16.12.20

ARGUMENT HEARD ON:-        12.01.2021
JUDGEMENT DELIVERED ON: 12.01.2021

JUDGMENT

1. In this case accused person Rosna Bibi  and eight others are

facing trial for the case filed by the informant Sahera Khatun,

u/s 294/323/352/506/34 IPC.

2. The prosecution case in  a nutshell  is  that  on 21.08.2014 at

about  5.00 P.M.  the  accused persons  unlawfully  entered the

homestead  of  the  informant.  Thereafter  they  had  assaulted

informant, Lutfor Rahman, Moyna Bibi  and Laily Bibi  causing

grievous  injuries  to  their  persons.  The  accused persons  had

broken the wall of the house of informant, damaged household

articles  amounting  to  Rs.  3,000/-.,  pushed  Sahera  Khatun,

Moyna Bibi and outraged their modesty. The accused persons

threatened the informant with dire consequences if he went to
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his  land.  Hence  the  informant  filed  this  case  against  the

accused persons. 

3. On receipt of the Ejahar the Officer-in-Charge of Agomani Police

Station registered the case as Agomani P.S. Case No. 221/14,

U/S 448/427/325/354/506/34 IPC and endorsed S.I. N.G. Sarkar

to investigate the case. Accordingly, the I.O. visited the place of

occurrence, recorded statement of witnesses, collected medical

report and arrested the accused persons. As the offences are

bailable in nature the accused persons were released on bail.

After  completion of  investigation,  the I.O.  filed charge sheet

against the accused persons U/S 294/323/352/506/34 IPC and

forwarded the case to the Court for trial.  

4. On receipt of summons the accused persons appeared before

the court. Copies of relevant documents were furnished to the

accused  persons  under  section  207  of  Cr.  P.C.  My  Learned

Predecessor  after  hearing  the  learned  counsel  for  both  the

sides and on finding sufficient materials to presume that the

accused persons  have  committed  offences  punishable  under

section 294/323/352/506/34  IPC read over and explained the

particular of offences under the said sections to the accused

persons to which they pleaded not guilty and claimed to be

tried.

5. In support of their case prosecution examined eight witnesses

and one Court witness.  After closure of prosecution evidence

statement  of  the accused under  section  313 of  Cr.P.C.  were

recorded  which  is  of  total  denial.  Defence  side  declined  to

adduce any evidence. Heard the argument put forwarded by

the learned counsel for both the sides as well as gone through

the evidence available on record.

6.  Points for determination.

i)  Whether the accused persons  on 21.08.2014 at  about  

5.00 P.M.  at Bhamundanga Part I  uttered obscene words  

towards  the  informant  and  her  family  members  in  
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furtherance  of  their  common  intention  and  thereby  

committed an offence punishable U/S 294/34 of IPC?  

ii)  Whether the accused persons on the same date time and  

place voluntarily  caused  hurt  to  the  informant,  Lutfor  

Rahman, Moyna Bibi and Laily Bibi  in furtherance of their  

common  intention   and  thereby  committed  the  offence  

punishable u/s 323/34 IPC?

Iii)  Whether  the  accused  persons  on  the  same  date  time  

and  place  used  criminal  force  on  the  informant,  Lutfor  

Rahman,  Moyna  Bibi,  Laily  Bibi  and  Sahera  Khatun  in  

furtherance  of  their  common  intention  and  thereby  

committed the offence punishable u/s 352/34 IPC? 

iv) Whether the accused persons on the same date time  

and  place  threatened  the  informant  with  injuries  to  her  

person  in  furtherance  of  their  common  intention  and  

thereby committed the offence punishable u/s 506/34 IPC? 

Discussion, Decision and Reasons thereof:-

7. I  have  gone through the  evidence  on  record  and heard  the

learned counsel of both sides. Now let me discuss and decide

the points formulated above.

EVIDENCES

8. In this case informant Sahera Khatun was examined as P.W1,

Kashiron Bibi as P.W.2, Nabir Ali as P.W.3, Aklima Bibi as P.W.4,

Laily  Bibi  as  P.W.5,  Lutfor  Ali  as  P.W.6  Nani  Gopal  Sarkar  as

PW.7, Dr. Hanif Ullah as PW.8 and Dr. Abdul Hakim Ansary as

CW.1.

9. PW.1 Sahera Khatun deposed that she is the informant of this

case. She put the thumb impression on ejahar. She lodged the

case against  Goher  Ali,  Amina Bibi,  Solimuddin,  Sokina Bibi,

Kodrot Ali, Khatiza Bibi, Kasiron Bibi, Jyotshna Bibi and others.

She said that the incident took place many years back in the

morning. She was in her house and at that time the accused

persons trespassed into  her house and assaulted her by lathi

and  fala.  She  also  stated  that  the  accused  persons  also

assaulted  her  grandson  Lutfor  Ali,  Lally  bibi  ad  Moina  Bibi.
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Hence, she lodged the case.

10.During cross examination she said that she does not remember

the date of occurrence. She stated that her daughter in law,

nephew and her relatives are accused in this case. She said

that the house of the accused and her son is adjacent to her

house.  She stated that  the houses  of  Geser  Ali,  Ajit  Ali  and

Rahmatullah are  near  the place of  occurrence.  She deposed

that she does not remember about how many people gathered

at the place of occurrence and who witnessed the incident. The

stated  that  the  incident  took  place  over  land  dispute.   She

denied  the  suggestion  that  the  accused persons  did  neither

enter her campus nor assault them. She denied the suggestion

that  she  did  not  state  before  the  police  that  the  accused

persons looted money from her. 

11.PW2 Kashiron Bibi deposed that the informant and the accused

persons are known to her. She said that about 5-6 years back

both side had some fight on some domestic issue. She stated

that she only heard about the incident.

12.During cross examination she deposed that she did not see the

incident. 

13.PW3 Nabir  Ali  deposed  that  the  informant  and  the  accused

persons  are  known  to  him.  He  said  that  he  does  not  know

anything about this case. 

14.His cross examination was declined by defence side.

15.PW4 Aklima Bibi deposed that the informant and the accused

persons are known to her. She said that about 5-6 years back

both sides had some dispute pertaining to their  daughter  in

law. She stated that both sides are relatives.

16.Her cross examination was declined by defence. 

17.PW5 Laily  Bibi  deposed that  the informant and the accused

persons are known to her. She said that the incident took place

about 5  years back one day at about 5.00 P.M. She said that on

that day the accused perosns illegally entered her house and

assaulted her along with Lutfor, Shahera Bibi and Moina with

hand and sticks.  She said that the accused persons caused

damage to her house by breaking the fencing, door and cave of
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their ancestors.  The accused persons also forcefully took Rs.

5,000/-,  which was kept under her bad sheet along with ear

rings and gold necklace from her house. She stated that the

accused persons caught  her hair and assaulted her severely

with the stick of axe. The accused persons also tried to kill her

by pressing her neck. The said that the accused persons also

prevented them from going anywhere by restraining their way. 

18.During her cross examination she stated that the informant is

her mother and the case was lodged on the next date of the

incident. She deposed that her matrimonial house is situated at

a distance of 3 km. She stated that she resides at her parental

house instead of her matrimonial house. She stated that the

accused Roshna Bibi is not related to her. The son of informant

Shahera namely Shamsuddin is her brother and Roshna Bibi is

his wife. The other accused persons except Roshna Bibi are her

co-villagers. She admitted that she did not have any dispute

with the accused persons prior to the incident. She said that

Samsuddin resides seperately and she resides with her mother.

She deposed that her mother did not allow him to reside with

her after the incident. She denied the suggestion that as she

instigated her mother not to allow Samsuddin to reside at her

parental house, her mother  did not allow him to reside at her

parental  house.  She denied the suggestion  that  she did  not

state  before  the police  that   the accused persons assaulted

them with  a  stick.  She admitted  that  she stated before  the

police  that  no  male  persons  assaulted  her.  She  denied  the

suggestion that she did not state before the police that the

accused persons caused damage to her house by breaking the

fencing, door and cave of their ancestors, forcefully took Rs.

5,000/-, ear rings, gold necklace from her house. She denied

the suggestion that the accused persons did not catch her hair

and assault her severely with stick of axe and that the accused

persons did not try to kill  her by pressing her neck and they

did not prevent them from going anywhere by restraining their

way.  She denied the suggestion that  as  the husband of  the

accused Roshna Bibi namely Shamsuddin was not allowed  by
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the  informant  to  reside  at  his  parental  house,  the  accused

persons informed the same to the villagers and as the villagers

called  her  mother  in  order  to  settle  the  matter  her  mother

instituted a false case against the accused persons. 

19.PW6 Lutfor  Ali  deposed that  the  informant  and the  accused

persons are known to him. The informant is her grandmother.

He said that the incident took place 4-5 years ago one day at

about 4.00 P.M. He said that on the day of incident an assault

took  place  between  the  parties  regarding  land  dispute.  He

stated that the accused persons illegally entered his house and

assaulted him. He said that the accused Kasiron slapped him.

The accused persons broke the fencing of their house. He said

that all  the accused persons assaulted her mother Laily Bibi

and his wife Moina Khatun with sticks. 

20.During cross examination he said that on the date of incident

he  was  present  at  his  house.  He  said  that  he  does  not

remember  the  date  of  incident.  He  said  that  the  accused

Roshna Bibi is not related to him and other accused persons

are co-villagers.  He said  that  Shamsuddin is  the husband of

Roshna  Bibi  and  he  is  his  maternal  uncle.  He  said  that  the

injured persons were not taken to hospital. He said that he and

his  mother  reside  at  his  grandfather's  house.   His  maternal

uncle Samsuddin resides separately.  His grandmother and his

mother  reside  at  his  house  which  was  gifted  to  him by  his

grandmother. He denied the suggestion that he did not state

before the police that the accused persons assaulted them with

a stick. He  admitted that he did not state before the police

that the house of  his grandmother was gifted to him by his

grandmother  as  the  said  gift  was  made  subsequently  after

filing  the  instant  case.  He  denied  the  suggestion  that  his

mother  conspiring  with  his  grandmother  drove  his  maternal

uncle out of that house and he too was also involved in that

conspiracy.  He said  that  the said  land is  not  mutated in his

name  yet.  He  denied  the  suggestion  that   as  his  mother

instigated his grand mother to threw away his maternal uncle

out of his house for giving the land of his grandmother in his
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name, his maternal uncle informed the matter to the villagers

for  settling  the  same  and  as  the  villagers  called  his

grandmother outside for asking her to allow his maternal uncle

to reside at her house his grandmother lodged the instant case

falsely. 

21.PW7 Nani  Gopal  Sarkar deposed that on 27.08.2014 he was

posted at Agomani P.S. as ASI. He said that after receiving the

FIR the O.C. of Agomani P.S. endorsed him to investigate the

case.  Accordingly,  he  took  the  informant  Sahera  Khatun  for

medical  examination and thereafter he went to the place of

occurrence, drew sketch map, recorded the statement of the

witnesses and the accused persons. He said that he released

the accused person on bail as the offences were found bailable

in  nature  and  after  finding  sufficient  materials  against  the

accused persons he submitted charge sheet against accused

persons  U/S  294/323/352/506/34  IPC.  He  exhibited  Charge

sheet as Ext-1 and Ext-1(1) as his signature. 

22.During cross examination he stated that the incident took place

on  21.08.2014  but  he  took  the  informant  for  medical

examination on 27.08.2014, i.e., the date on which the FIR was

filed. He said that the PW.1 did not state before him that the

accused  persons  forcefully  took  away  money  from  her.  He

stated that the PW.5 did not state before him that the accused

persons assaulted him with a stick and the accused persons

entered the house of informant by breaking the fencing and

doors of the house and that the accused persons forcefully took

Rs.  5,000/-,  ear rings and gold necklace from her house. He

said  that  PW5  did  not  state  before  him  that  the  accused

persons caught her hair, assaulted her with the handle of axe

and that they tried to kill her by pressing her neck. He said that

PW.6  did  not  state  before  him  that  the  accused  persons

assaulted them with a stick. He said that when he visited the

place of occurrence he found that the house of the informant

as well as the accused persons are in the same compound. He

said that he does not know whether they had any land dispute

or not. 
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23.PW8 Dr. Hanif Ullah deposed that he appeared before the court

on receiving summons. He said that the injury report of Sahera

Bewa was not prepared by him rather it was prepared by his

colleague Dr. Abdul Hakim Ansary. He said that the I.O. in this

case has mistakenly mentioned his name as the Medical Officer

in the charge sheet and he can identify the signature of the

Medical Officer Dr. Abdul Hakim Ansary. 

24.His cross examination was declined by the defence.

25.CW1 Dr. Abdul Hakim Ansary deposed that on 27.08.2014 he

was posted at Agomani CHC and on that day he examined one

Sahera  Bewa  being  escorted  by  WHG  Mozirul  Hoque  in

connection with GD Entry No. 708. He said that on examination

he found scalp  swelling in  right  perital  region near  mid line

about 2 X 3 cm size and mild tenderness on bilateral chest. He

stated  that  in  his  opinion  the  injury  was  simple,  soft  tissue

injury black in colour, caused by blunt object. He has exhibited

his report as Ext-2 and Ext-2(1) as his signature. 

26.During his  cross examination he said  that  the injury can be

caused by falling on hard substances. He said that he has not

mentioned the age of injury but it was not fresh as it was black

in colour. He said that the injury may be 1 to 2 days old.

                                  APPRECIATION OF EVIDENCES

27. Point  No.1  In  order  to  prove  an  offence  u/s  294/34  IPC

prosecution  has  to  establish  that  the  accused  persons  had

uttered obscene words in or near the public place towards the

victim in furtherance of their  common intention. Now, let us

see whether the prosecution is able to establish the ingredients

of Section 294/34 IPC or not.

28.When  we  go  through  the  deposition  of  P.W.1/Informant  it

appears that he has not stated a single word alleging that the

accused  persons  uttered  obscene  words  towards  her  or  the

other victims. P.W.2, P.W.3 and P.W.4 also remained silent about

utterance of obscene words by the accused persons towards

the victims. Again the victims P.W.5 and P.W.6 also did not utter

a single word regarding the use of filthy words by the accused
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persons towards them. Moreover it is proved by the statements

of  the  prosecution  witnesses  that  the  alleged  incident  took

place at the house of the informant and the victim. Thus it is

proved that the incident did not take place at any public place.

Hence, I find that the ingredients of Section 294/34 IPC are not

attracted against the accused persons in this case.

29.Point No.2&3 To prove an offence u/s 323/34 the prosecution

has  to  establish  that  the  accused  persons  had  voluntarily

caused  hurt  to  the  victims  in  furtherance  of  their  common

intention and to prove an offence u/s 352/34 the prosecution

has to prove that the accused persons used criminal force to

the informant and the victims without their consent with the

intention to cause any injury,  fear  or  annoyance to them in

furtherance of their common intention. Now let us see whether

the  prosecution  by  adducing  evidences  has  succeeded  in

proving the ingredients of Sections 323/352/34 IPC or not. 

30.P.W 1 Sahera Khatun deposed in her evidence-in-chief that on

the date of incident while she was at her house the accused

persons trespassed into her house and assaulted her by  Lathi

and Fala and they also assaulted Laily Bibi, Moina Bibi and the

grandson  of  the  informant  namely  Lutor  Ali.  During  cross-

examination  she  deposed that  the  accused persons  are  her

daughter-in-law,  nephew and her  relatives.  Again  she stated

that  house  of  the  accused  is  adjacent  to  her  house.  She

admitted that incident took place over a land dispute. Thus it

becomes clear that no question of trespass arises in this case

as  the  accused  persons  are  the  family  members  of  the

informant whose house is situated in the same compound of

the informant which is confirmed by P.W.7/I.O. during his cross-

examination.

31.Regarding assault P.W.2 deposed that he only heard that both

sides had some fight on their domestic issues. During cross-

examination he admitted that he did not see the incident. Thus

P.W.2 is only a hearsay witness whose statement doesn’t have

any evidentiary value. 

32. P.W.3 stated that he doesn’t know anything about the
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incident.

33. P.W.4 only deposed that both sides had some dispute

pertaining to their daughter-in-law. But he did not state

anything about the alleged assault.

34. P.W.5/Victim  Laily  Bibi  deposed  that  on  the  date  of

incident  the  accused  persons  had  entered  her  house

assaulted her, the informant Shahera Bibi and Moina Bibi

with  hand  and  sticks.  She  further  deposed  that  the

accused  persons  caught  her  hair  and  assaulted  her

severely with the stick of axe. She also stated that the

accused persons tried to kill her by pressing her neck  and

prevented them from going anywhere by restraining their

way.

35. During  cross-examination  she  deposed  that  the

informant is her mother. She admitted that she resides at

her paternal house with her mother. At first, she stated

that  accused  Roshna  Bibi  is  not  related  to  her.  But

subsequently she stated that Shamsuddin is  her bother

and Roshna Bibi is his wife. Thus indirectly she admitted

that  accused  Roshna  Bibi  is  her  sister-in-law.  But  it  is

doubtful  as  to  why  she deposed falsely  by  saying that

accused Roshna Bibi is not related to her. P.W.5 admitted

that her brother resides separately and she resides with

her mother. She also admitted that she stated before the

police that no male persons assaulted her. 

36.P.W.6/Victim Lutfor Ali deposed that on the date of incident an

assault took place between both the parties regarding some

land dispute and the accused persons entered their house and

assaulted them. He also stated that all  the accused persons

assaulted her mother Laili Bibi and his wife Moina Khatun with

sticks. This statement appears contradictory to the statement

made by P.W.5 Laili  Bibi  who admitted herself  that  no male

persons assaulted her. Again, although P.W.1, P.W.5 and P.W.6

deposed that accused persons assaulted Moina Khatun @ Bibi
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the prosecution failed to examine her as witness in this case. 

37. During  cross-examination  P.W.6  firstly  deposed  that

accused  Roshna  Bibi  is  not  related  to  her.  But

subsequently  he  admitted  that  Shamsuddin  is  his

maternal uncle and Roshna Bibi is his wife. Thus like P.W.5

he too deposed falsely that accused Roshna Bibi  is  not

related to him which creates a doubt on the truthfulness

of the deposition made by him. During cross-examination

he admitted that he did not state before the police that

the  accused  persons  assaulted  them  with  a  stick.  He

further  admitted  that  the  son  of  the  informant  resides

separately and he and his mother reside at the house of

the informant with her. 

38. P.W.5 deposed that the FIR was lodged on the next day

of incident and P.W.6 deposed that it was filed on the date

of incident. But P.W.7/ I.O. affirmed that the incident took

place on 21-08-2014 and FIR was filed on 27-08-2014. On

going  through  the  FIR  it  appears  that  the  same  was

registered  on  27-08-2014.  But  no  P.Ws  has  deposed

anything regarding the delay caused in lodging FIR. 

39. P.W.7/I.O. affirmed in his cross-examination that P.W.5

did  not  state  before  him  specifically  that  the  accused

persons assaulted her  with  a  stick.  He further  affirmed

that  P.W.5  did  not  state  before  him  that  the  accused

persons caught her hair and assaulted her with the handle

of axe and that the accused persons had tried to kill her

by pressing her neck. Thus, it is doubtful as to how can

she recollect the facts after 6 years of the date of incident

which she forgot  to state even during the investigation

period.

40. Again,  P.W.7 affirmed that  P.W.6 did not  state before

him that the accused persons assaulted them with a stick.

Thus, it becomes clear that there are major exaggerations
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of facts on the part of both P.W.5 and P.W.6.

41.P.W.8 deposed that the injury report of the victims were not

prepared by him, rather it was prepared by his colleague.

42. C.W.1/ M.O. deposed that he examined victim Sahera

Bewa and on examination he found 

1) Scalp swelling in right parietal region near mid line about

2x3 cm in size.

2) Mild tenderness on bilateral chest.

43.He deposed that in his opinion the injury was simple soft tissue

injury black in color caused by blunt object.

44.During cross-examination he deposed that  the injury can be

caused by falling on hard substances. He admitted that he did

not state the age of injury in his injury report. He stated that

the injury was not fresh as it was black in color. He added that

the injury may be of one or two days. P.W.7 deposed that he

took the informant for medical examination on 27-08-2014 i.e.

after 5 days of the alleged incident. But it is doubtful whether

the injury found on the body of the informant was caused by

the accused person or caused otherwise. Because as per the

M.O. it is possible that the informant got injured by falling or

otherwise after  the  date  of  incident  and  before  her  medical

examination  which  was  done  after  5  days  of  the  alleged

incident. 

45.On going through the statements of P.W.1, P.W.5 and P.W.6 it

appears that the accused persons assaulted all  of  them and

also  one  Moina  Bibi/Khatun.  P.W.5  even  deposed  that  the

accused persons assaulted her with the handle of an axe. But it

is  doubtful  as  to  why  all  the  victims  were  not  medically

examined.

46.Further though P.W.1 and P.W.5 deposed that accused persons

assaulted the informant/P.W.1, none of the other witnesses has

corroborated  this  statement.  P.W.6  too  remained  silent

regarding this.

47.It is an admitted fact that the son of P.W.1 resides separately

and she resides at her house with P.W.5 and P.W.6 who are her

daughter and grandson respectively. It is also an admitted fact
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there is a land dispute between the parties. Thus, it appears

that  P.W.5  and  P.W.6  have  interest  in  the  conviction  of  the

accused persons.

48.Thus from the discussion made above it becomes clear that the

prosecution’s case is doubtful and it is an established principle

of criminal law that the benefit of doubt always goes in favor of

the  accused  persons.  Hence,  it  has  turned  out  that  the

prosecution  has  failed  to  prove  the  charges  under  Sections

323/352/34  IPC  against  the  accused  persons  beyond

reasonable doubt. Accordingly, I find the accused persons not

guilty  of  the  offences  alleged  against  them  under  Sections

323/352/34 IPC.

49.Point  No  4.  To  constitute  an  offence  u/s  506/34  IPC  the

prosecution  has  to  establish  that  the  accused  persons  has

intimidated the victim and threatened her with injuries to her

person or properties with the intention to cause an alarm in

furtherance of their common intention. Now let’s see whether

the  prosecution  side  is  able  to  establish  the  ingredients  of

Section 506/34 IPC in this case or not.

50.In the FIR it is alleged that the accused persons threatened the

informant by saying that  they would kill  her  if  she dares to

enter her land. But when the evidences available on the record

transpire that the informant herself remained silent regarding

the  alleged  threatening  by  the  accused  persons.  It  further

appears  from the  case  record  that  no  other  witnesses  have

deposed anything about the threatening given by the accused

persons towards the informant.  

51.Thus in the absence of any substantive evidences I am of the

opinion that the prosecution has failed to prove the ingredients

of  Section  506/34 IPC  in  this  case.  Accordingly  the  accused

persons  are  found  not  guilty  of  the  offence  under  Section

506/34 IPC. 

52.In the light of the discussions made above I am of the opinion

that the prosecution has failed to prove the offences leveled

against  the  accused  persons  beyond  reasonable  doubt  and

hence  I  find  the  accused persons  not  guilty  of  the offences
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alleged  against  them under  Sections  294/323/352/506/34  of

Indian Penal Code.

                                   O R D E R

53.From the above discussion, I come to the safe conclusion that

the  prosecution has  failed  to  prove  the charges against  the

accused  persons  U/S  294/323/352/506/34 of  IPC  beyond  all

reasonable doubt.  Hence, the accused persons are acquitted

and set at liberty forthwith.  

54.The  bail  bonds  of  the  accused  persons  are  extended  for  a

period of six months as per section 437-A Cr.PC.

55.Given under my hand & seal of this Court and delivered in the

open Court on this 12th day of  January, 2021 at Dhubri.

           (S. Nasrin)
                      Judicial Magistrate First Class

Dhubri
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                                    APPENDIX

PROSECUTION WITNESSES:

P.W.-1 Sahera Khatun  ( informant)
P.W.-2 Kashiron Bibi 
P.W.-3 Nabir Ali 
P.W.-4 Aklima Bibi 
P.W.-5 Laily Bibi 
P.W.-6 Lutfor Ali 
P.W.-7 Nani Gopal Sarkar 
P.W.-8 Dr. Hanif Ullah 

COURT WITNESSES:
CW.-1 Abdul Hakim Ansary

DEFENCE WITNESSES :

Nil

EXHIBITED DOCUMENTS:

Ext-1 Charge sheet

Ext-1(1) is the signature of I.O. Nani Gopal Sarkar

Ext-2 Medical Report 

Ext-2(1) Dr. Abdul Hakim Ansary

                               (S. Nasrin)
                     Judicial Magistrate First Class,

  Dhubri


