
 
 

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- 203 of 2013 

u/s 457/398 IPC 

STATE 

Versus 

Gobinda Paul 

   Accused person 

(Committed by Ms. Sabeena Mazumdar, then SDJM (M) Bilasipara in GR 

(BLP) case No- 178/13 u/s 398 I.P.C.) 

 

Advocate appeared:- 

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

For the accused:-  Mr. R. Dasgupta, Advocate. 

Date of institution of the case    :- 20-03-13 

Date of commitment            :- 11-07-13   

Date of Framing charge          :- 31-08-13 

Date of prosecution evidence   :-  04-11-13, 18-06-14, 06-02-15, 
          14-12-17 
 

Statement of accused recorded on :-  05-01-18 

Date of Argument                      :-  23-03-18 

Judgment delivered                 :- 06-04-18 

Hearing on sentence    :- 06-04-18 

Sentenced pronounced  :- 06-04-18 
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JUDGMENT 

Prosecution Case 

1. Prosecution case in brief is that on 20-03-13 at about 06.30 pm while 

informant was absent at his home, accused Gobinda Paul armed with one 

dagger and one pistol in hand opened the gate of his residence and entered 

into his drawing room. His wife seeing the accused, asked him about his 

identity to which accused replied that he is a member of armed organization 

and warned his wife not to utter single word. Informant's wife somehow 

come out from the said room and called next neighbour of informant's 

residence over mobile phone and thereafter police was also informed about 

the incident and accused Gobinda Paul was handed over to police. To this 

fact informant Ramendra Kr. Chakraborty lodged the ejahar before O/C 

Bilasipara PS.             

Investigation 

2. Officer-in-charge of Bilasipara police station receiving ejahar from 

informant Ramendra Kr. Chakraborty registered a police case vide Bilasipara 

police case No. 178/13 under section 457/398 I.P.C. and SI Anjan Boro was 

entrusted to conduct the investigation of the case and after completion of 

investigation IO submitted charge sheet against the accused person named 

herein above u/s 398 I.P.C.    

Committal 

3. On receipt of the charge sheet, then Learned SDJM (M) Bilasipara, 

took cognizance and after furnishing necessary copies to accused person 

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. 

Charge 

4. Then Ld.  Addl. Sessions Judge, Dhubri after hearing learned counsel 

for both sides and perusal of material on record framed charge u/s 457/398 

I.P.C. against the accused Gobinda Paul and when charges are read over and 

explained to the accused person, he pleaded not guilty and claimed to be 
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tried. Thereafter, the case is made over to this court as jurisdiction of the 

case is within the court of Bilasipara session.  

 

 

Trial 

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

person, prosecution adduce evidence of all together 5 number of witnesses 

and exhibited 3 numbers of documents. PW-1 Ramendra Kr. Chakraborty, 

PW-2 Smt. Ranu Chakraborty, PW-3 Sankar Ray, PW-4 Anjan Boro, PW-5  

Rekha Ray. Ext-1 Ejahar, Ext-2 Seizure list, Ext-3 Charge sheet. After closure 

of the prosecution evidence, statement of the accused person recorded u/s 

313 Cr.P.C. Accused plea is denial, however he admits that he enter into the 

house of informant under intoxication but declined to adduce evidence in 

support of the plea of denial.  

 

6.                       POINTS FOR DETERMINATION:- 

 

i. Whether accused on 20-03-13 at about 06.30 pm at Puran Bazar, 

Bilasipara W/N- 08 under Bilasipara PS  committed lurking house 

trespass by night by entering into the dwelling house in order to 

commit robbery in the house of informant Ramendra Kr. 

Chakraborty? 

ii. Whether accused on 20-03-13 at about 06.30 pm at Puran Bazar, 

Bilasipara W/N- 08 under Bilasipara PS attempt to commit robbery 

in the house of informant Ramendra Kr. Chakraborty armed with a 

deadly weapon like daggers, pistol? 

 

ARGUMENT 

 

7. Ld. Addl. P.P contented that Prosecution established the charges 

against the accused beyond all reasonable doubt and entry of the accused in 

the house of informant and remain present there is nothing but house 

trespass. Refuting the same Ld. Defence counsel contended that evidence of 

PW-1 and PW-2 does not bring any material that accused made any demand 

and ejahar upon which this case is set on motion does not speak about the 

attempt to commit robbery by the accused. He submit that small knife and 

toy pistol are not deadly weapon and ingredient of section 398 I.P.C not at all 
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attracted He further submits that accused was under consumption of alcohol 

and therefore, under impression that it was his house he entered through 

open door of the house and it does not amounted to lurking house trespass 

or even house trespass and accused entitled for acquittal. 

 

EVIDENCE 

8. PW-1 Ramendra Kumar Chakraborty is the informant of this case. His 

evidence is that on 20-03-13 at about 06.30 pm while he was not present at 

his home, accused illegally entered into his house armed with dagger and 

pistol and at that time his wife was present at house. His wife seeing accused 

asked accused why he had come and entered into his house to which 

accused told her that he had come from “Sangathan”. He deposed his wife 

saw the accused with pistol and dagger and out of fear called the neighbors 

as well as police.  Thereafter 3/4 young boys came along with other 

neighbors and entered into his house breaking the door and accused in order 

to escape himself entered into their bathroom and from there accused was 

caught red handed  by police  and accordingly he filed the ejahar vide Ext. 1.  

He further deposed he had recognized the accused who is present in the 

dock, who committed robbery.  In cross he stated he did not state that 

accused had broken the door of his house. He stated his house is 3 storied 

building and in the ground floor one Liladhar Chakrabarty resides and he 

reside in the one part of 1st floor and Bipin Das resides in the 2nd part. He 

stated police seized one dagger and one pistol from the accused and later on 

he was told by police that pistol recovered by them is toy pistol. He stated 

near to his house one Malchand Lalani and Suresh Nath resides. He stated he 

does not know whether accused takes any intoxicating items or not. 

9. Evidence of PW-2 Smt. Ranu Chakraborty is that she knows accused 

who is present in the dock. She deposed on 20-03-13 at about 06/07 pm 

accused illegally entered into her house by breaking the door and when she 

asked accused as to why he had entered her house, accused threatened her 

and told her that he has come from “Sangathan” and out of fear she entered 

into her another room and called neighbour as well as police over mobile. 

She deposed thereafter when some neighbors and young boys arrived, 

accused entered into their bath room and locked the door from inside. Later 

police came and arrested the accused and accused was holding a dagger and 

pistol. She deposed thereafter her husband lodged the ejahar. In cross she 
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stated accused did not enter into her house by breaking her house. She 

stated she called 3/4 boys to rescue them from the accused. She stated 

father of accused went to their house for making settlement and prayed 

them to forgive the accused.  She stated at the time of incident their main 

door was open and door of her floor was also open. She stated maid servant 

was present at the time of incident.  

10. Evidence of PW-3 Sankar Ray is that he works as a serviceman in a 

Motor Parts shop which is adjacent to the house of complainant. He deposed 

on the day of incident at about 04.30/ 05.00 pm wife of complainant called 

him up over phone and told him that accused illegally trespassed into her 

house.  Accordingly he along with another boy to the house of complainant  

and they saw a man had locked himself in the bathroom of complainant. 

Thereafter police came and arrested the accused from the bathroom of 

complainant. He deposed wife of complainant told him that accused entered 

into her house and demanded money and since complainant's wife raised 

hue and cry, accused went inside the bathroom and locked himself. He 

further deposed  police seized one black colour toy pistol and one steel knife 

and mobile phone from the accused vide Ext 2 and he put his signature on 

Ext 2 vide Ext 2(2). In cross he stated he knows where accused resides but 

he never visited the house of accused. He stated frontal side of the place of 

occurrence cannot be viewed from his place of work and he has not seen 

demanding of money by the accused. He stated he was called over phone by 

the wife of the complainant and after reaching at her house he saw accused 

person. He stated complainant has a maid servant aged about 20-22 years 

and he does not know whether there is any love affairs between the accused 

and the maid servant. He denied the defence suggestion that accused did not 

enter into the house of the complainant for doing some illegal activities. 

11. PW-4 Anjan Boro is the IO of this case. His evidence is that while he 

was posted at Bilasipara as town SI, he visited the place of occurrence  and 

started investigation on the basis of GD entry no. 806/13 dated 20-03-13 at 

about 06.30 pm. He deposed during investigation, he went to the place of 

occurrence, place of occurrence  is the house of informant. He was informed 

that accused illegally entered into the house of the informant and made 

nuisance in the house of informant. He deposed when he went to the place 

of occurrence, he saw a gathering of people and he recovered accused from 

the bathroom where accused was locked by himself. He deposed he 

recovered one toy pistol and a knife from the possession of the accused and 
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arrested the accused  and took him out in their custody.  He deposed witness 

stated before him that accused illegally entered into the house of informant 

in order to demand money from the family members of informant and 

accused also stated before him that he lost money in the gambling and 

therefore he went to the house of informant to extort money.  In cross he 

stated he went to the place of occurrence  as per said GD entry no. 806/13 

dated 20-03-13 and he went to the place of occurrence at about 06.30 pm. 

He stated the place of occurrence is a RCC building house and dwelling 

house is a 2 storied building. He stated the knife which he have recovered 

from the possession of the accused is normal knife which is used for kitchen 

works. He stated no witness told him before that accused demanded money 

from the wife of informant.  He stated he did not seize any other material 

other than the seized materials. He denied the defence suggestion that 

accused is an innocent.    

12. Evidence of PW-5 Rekha Ray is that at the time of incident she was 

working as domestic helper in the house of informant and incident was took 

place during evening time at about 07.00 pm. On the day of incident while 

she and Ranu Chakrabarty was present inside the house intruder Gobinda 

Paul entered into their house. Ranu Chakrabarty called neighbour and police 

and neighboring people and police arrived at her house and all of them 

caught hold Gobinda Paul red handed in the house of informant and at that 

time gate was not under lock and key. In cross she stated at the time of 

incident informant was working at Srirampur gate and usually stay at his 

official place and sometime came home and on the night of incident 

informant came home. She stated no conversation was took place in between 

Ranu Chakrabarty and accused Gobinda Paul and in between her and 

accused Gobinda Paul. She denied the defence suggestion that she 

suppressed the fact that she knows accused Gobinda prior to the incident.  

 

DISCUSSION, DECISION & REASON THERE OF:- 

 

13. Evidence of PW-1, PW-2, PW-3 is that on the day of incident accused 

entered into the house of PW-1. PW-5 who was working as domestic helper 

in the house of PW-1 deposed one incident took place during evening at 

about 07.00 pm and one person named Gobinda Paul entered into the house 

of PW-1 and at that time wife of PW-1 called neighbour and police and police 

hold Gobinda Paul. Accused in his 313 Cr.P.C statement stated that he 
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entered into the house of PW-1. He took plea that he was under influence of 

alcohol and entered into the house of PW-1. All the PWs categorically and 

specifically stated accused entered into the house of PW-1.  

14. PW-1 stated accused entered into his house armed with dagger and 

pistol. In cross PW-1 stated pistol was toy pistol. PW-2 stated accused 

entered into her house by breaking the door and when she asked accused 

why he entered into their house, accused told her that he came from 

Sangathan. PW-2 stated accused was holding a dagger and pistol. Her cross 

shows accused did not break door or her house and pistol was toy pistol. PW-

1 also stated in cross that accused did not break the door of their house. The 

evidence of PW-2 shown main door of the building and main door of her floor 

was open when accused entered into her house. Cross of PW-1 shown 

building is 3 storied and he reside in one part 1st floor and there is one stair 

case to go to  upstairs and one Bipin Das resides in the 2nd part. The conjoint 

reading of PW-1 and PW-2 evidence shown that main gate of the building as 

well as main door of the house of PW-1 was not locked/bolted from inside 

and it was open. Apart from PW-1, other family lived in the building. Accused 

entered into the house of PW-1 through open door of his house. Accused did 

not make any passage, unfasten the bolt, break door to make his entry into 

the house of PW-1. Evidence of PW-2 revealed that accused did not conceal 

his entry into her house and she noticed her immediately upon his entering 

into her house through the open door. But that accused entered into the 

house of PW-1 with one toy pistol and knife is abundantly clear from the 

evidence of PW-1 and seizure list. 

15.  Evidence of PW-2 pointed that accused person illegally entered into 

her house and then she asked accused why he entered into her house, to 

that accused threatened her telling her that he came from Sangathan and 

she out of fear entered into another room and called neighbour and police 

over mobile. 

16. 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. 

17. Section 390 I.P.C. defines- In all robbery there is either theft or 

extortion.  
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 Explanation- the offender is said to be present if he is sufficiently near 

to put the other person in fear of instant death, or instant hurt, or of instant 

wrongful restraint. 

 Illustrations-(a) A holds Z down, and fraudulently takes Z’s money 

and jewels from Z’s clothes, without Z’s consent. Here A has committed theft, 

and, in order to the committing of that theft, has voluntarily caused wrongful 

restraint to Z. A has therefore committed robbery. 

 Illustrations-(b) A meets Z on the high road, shows a pistol, and 

demands Z’s purse. Z in consequence surrenders his purse. Here A has 

extorted the purse from Z, by putting him in fear of instant hurt, and being at 

the time of committing the extortion in his presence. A has therefore 

committed robbery.  

18. Section 391 of I.P.C. defined dacoity. Section 391 of I.P.C. says- when 

five or more persons conjointly commit or attempt to commit a robbery, or 

where the whole number of persons conjointly committing or attempting to 

commit a robbery, and persons present and aiding such commission or 

attempt, amount to five or more, every person so committing , attempting or 

aiding, is said to commit dacoity.  

19. Here in the instant case there is only one person.  Hence it is not the 

case of dacoity. Now let me analyze whether it is a case of robbery within the 

meaning of section 390 I.P.C.  

20. To attract section 398 IPC prosecution must show that accused had 

used deadly weapon and simply possessing even a deadly weapon may not 

satisfied the ingredient as stipulated in section 398 IPC. Seizure list shown 

that accused carried one toy pistol and one small knife. Statement of PW-2 

the inmate of the house at the time of incident does not made any statement 

that accused used the seized material on her.  

21. At the time of incident PW-1 was not present at his home. Only 

person present at place of occurrence is PW-2 and PW-5. If evidence of all 

this PWs analyzed it only goes to show that accused Gobinda Paul entered 

into the house of PW-2 and when PW-2 asked him why he entered, the only 

reply given by the accused is that he has come from Sangathan. There is no 

substance appearing from the evidence of PW-2 that accused made any 

demand or tried to snatch, attempt to carried away any goods, ornaments, 

valuable from the possession of the PW-2 or he caused any hurt to PW-2 or 

her domestic helper PW-5 or he put them in a fear to hand over valuable 

goods to him. That being the position essential ingredient of the section 398 
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IPC that accused made attempt to commit robbery in the house of PW-2 not 

established.  

22. Section 441 I.P.C. defines criminal trespass. Section 441 I.P.C. says- 

whoever enters into or upon property in the possession of another with 

intent to commit an offence or to intimate, insult or annoy any person in 

possession of such property or having lawfully entered into or upon such 

property, unlawfully remains there with intent thereby to intimidate, insult or 

annoy any such person, or with intent to commit an offence, is said to 

commit “criminal trespass”. 

23. Section 442 I.P.C. defines house trespass. Section 442 IPC says- 

whoever commits criminal trespass by entering into or remaining in any 

building, tent or vessel used as a human dwelling or any building, used as a 

place for worship, or as a place for the custody of property, is said to commit 

“house trespass”. 

24. Section 443 I.P.C. defines lurking house trespass. Section 443 of 

I.P.C. says whoever commits house trespass having taken precautions to 

conceal such house trespass from some person, who has a right to exclude 

or eject the trespasser from the building, tent or vessel which is the subject 

of the trespass, is said to commit lurking house trespass.    

25. Section 445 I.P.C. defines house breaking. Section 445 of I.P.C. says 

a person is said to commit ‘house breaking’ who commits house trespass if 

he effects his entrance into the house or any part of it in any of the six ways 

hereinafter described; or if, being in the house of any part of it for the 

purpose of committing an offence, or, having committed an offence therein, 

he quits the house or any part of it in any of such six ways, that is to say- 

 First- if he enters or quits through a passage made by himself, or by 

any abettor of the house-trespass, in order to the committing of the house 

trespass. 

 Secondly- if he enters or quits through any passage not intended by 

any person, other than himself or an abettor of the offence, for human 

entrance; or through any passage to which he has obtained access by scaling 

or climbing over any wall or building. 

 Thirdly- If he enters or quits through any passage which he or any 

abettor of the house trespass has opened, in order to the committing of the 

house trespass by any means by which that passage was not intended by the 

occupier of the house to be opened. 
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 Fourthly- If he enters or quits by opening any lock in order to the 

committing of the house-trespass, or in order to the quitting of the house 

after a house trespass. 

 Fifthly- If he affects his entrance or departure by using criminal force 

or committing an assault, or by threatening any person with assault. 

 Sixthly- If he enters or quits by any passage which he knows to have 

been fastened against such entrance or departure, and to have been 

unfastened by himself or by an abettor of the house trespass.  

26. Section 457 of I.P.C. is penal provision for lurking house trespass or 

house breaking by night in order to commit offence punishable  

27. In order to prove house breaking prosecution must bring on home 

ingredient of section 445 IPC. Cross PW-1 and PW-2 reveal that accused did 

not entered into their house by breaking their house or door of their house. 

Therefore, entry of the accused in the house of PW-2 does not fulfill 

ingredient of house breaking. Accused neither unfastened the door, window,  

and he did not entered into the house through window or making any hole, 

passage.  

28. In the case in hand from the evidence of PW-2 it is seen that at the 

time when accused entered into the house of informant, main entrance door 

of the building was open and main door of the flat of where PW-2 live was 

also open and accused was immediately seen by PW-2 when accused entered 

into her house. The element of concealing of the entry of the accused in the 

house of PW-2 not appeared but that accused entered into the house of PW-

2 without taking her permission and without any authority and remained in 

the house of PW-2 and telling PW-2 that he came from Sangathan when she 

asked him why he came to her house attract ingredient of section 442 IPC.  

29. In this case undoubtedly accused entered into the house of PW-1 and 

PW-2 established and accused in his 313 Cr.P.C statement also admitted that 

he entered into the house of PW-1 and PW-2. His presence and entry is also 

seen by PW-3 and PW-5. Here prosecution failed to show that accused taken 

some measure to conceal his presence in the house of PW-1 and PW-2 when 

he entered into their house. PW-3 stated he was called by PW-2 at 4.30 PM. 

Date of incident was in the month of March. If time of incident is 4.30 PM, 

then it is not the time of sunset in the month of March. One of the vital 

ingredients of section 457 I.P.C is entry after sunset and before sunrise. 

Thus, taking into account all these points I find that ingredient of section 457 

IPC not comes out. But from the entire analysis of the evidence on record, it 
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is abundantly clear that accused entered into the house of PW-1 and PW-2, 

the property which is in the possession of the PW-1 and PW-2 and accused 

remain present in their property knowing that the said house is not his 

property and his telling that he came from Sangathan and entered into the 

house of PW-1 & PW-2 with a small knife and toy pistol amounted to 

annoyed the PW-2 when accused entered into her house and thereby fulfill 

all ingredient of house trespass. 

30. In the case in hand charge framed against the accused is u/s 457/398 

I.P.C. and sum total of the evidence on record bring home the ingredients of 

section 442 I.P.C. and penal provision is section 448 I.P.C which is a minor 

offence. As evidence on record bring home ingredient of section 442 I.P.C. 

punishable u/s 448 I.P.C against the accused beyond all reasonable doubt 

the provision of section 222 Cr.P.C can be brought to impart justice. 

31. Section 222 Cr.P.C says when offence proved included in offence 

charged. 

1.  When a person is charged with an offence consisting of several 

particulars, a combination of some only of which constitutes a 

complete minor offence, and such combination is proved, but the 

remaining particulars are not proved, he may be convicted of the 

minor offence though he was not charged with it. 

2. When a person is charged with an offence and facts are proved which 

reduce it to a minor offence, he may be convicted of the minor 

offence, although he is not charged with it. 

3. When a person is charged with an offence, he may be convicted of an 

attempt to commit such offence although the attempt is not 

separately charged. 

4. Nothing in this section shall be deemed to authorize a conviction of 

any minor offence where the conditions requisite for the initiation of 

proceedings in respect of that minor offence have not been satisfied.  

 In this section, two illustrations have been given which would 

amply describe that when an accused is charged with major 

offence and the ingredients of the major offence are missing and 

ingredients of minor offence are made out then he may be 

convicted for the minor offence even though he was not charged 

with it. Both the illustrations given in the said section read as 

under:  
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"(a) A is charged under section 407 of the Indian Penal Code (45 of 

1860) with criminal breach of trust in respect of property entrusted to 

him as a carrier. It appears that he did commit criminal breach of trust 

under section 406 of that Code in respect of the property, but that it was 

not entrusted to him as a carrier. He may be convicted of criminal breach 

of trust under the said section 406.  

(b) A is charged under section 325 of the Indian Penal Code (45 of 1860), 

with causing grievous hurt. He proves that he acted on grave and sudden 

provocation. He may be convicted under section 335 of that Code."  

32. In Shamnsaheb M. Multtani Vs State of Karnataka, decided on 24 

January, 2001, Hon’ble Apex Court observed “What is meant by a minor 

offence for the purpose of Section 222 of the Code? Although the said 

expression is not defined in the Code it can be discerned from the context 

that the test of minor offence is not merely that the prescribed punishment is 

less than the major offence. The two illustrations provided in the section 

would bring the above point home well. Only if the two offences are cognate 

offences, wherein the main ingredients are common, the one punishable 

among them with a lesser sentence can be regarded as minor offence vis-à-

vis the other offence.”  This decision is also followed in Tarakeswar Sahu Vs 

State of Bihar (now Jharkhand) (2006) 8 SCC. Hon’ble Apex court in a catena 

of decision held that-‘It is true that section 222 Cr.P.C entitles a Court to 

convict a person of an offence which is minor in comparison to the one for 

which he is tried’.  

33. Situated thus, coupled with the aforesaid settled legal position of law , 

the provision of law as enumerated u/s 222 Cr.P.C is invoked to impart 

justice to the victim of the case. Accordingly I hold accused Gobinda Paul 

guilty of commission of offence punishable u/s 448 I.P.C and accused 

Gobinda Paul is convicted u/s 448 I.P.C. Accused Gobinda Paul is acquitted 

from the charge of section 398 IPC.  

34. Accused is a major person and his conducted does not deserve him to 

consider him under the Probation of Offenders Act and u/s 360 Cr.P.C.  

35. Accordingly I have heard accused on the point of sentence. Accused 

pleaded mercy.  After hearing defence counsel and Ld. Addl. P.P and accused 

person on the point of sentence, I find that if accused is sentenced to pay 

fine the same will meet the ends of justice, Accordingly accused person 

https://indiankanoon.org/doc/940928/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/988620/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1133601/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/932006/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/384218/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1569253/
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Gobinda Paul sentenced to pay fine of ₹ 800/-  i/d 2 (two) months SI u/s 448 

I.P.C. Let furnish free copy of judgment to accused. 

36. Send copy of judgment to learned District Magistrate Dhubri u/s 365 

Cr.P.C. 

37. Send back the GR case record to the learned committal Court with a 

copy of the judgment. 

38. Given under hand and seal of this Court on this 06th day of April 2018 

at Bilasipara.  

 

 

 

 

 

          (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 Ramendra Kr. Chakraborty,  

 PW-2 Smt. Ranu Chakraborty,  

 PW-3 Sankar Ray,  

 PW-4 Anjan Boro,  

 PW-5  Rekha Ray.  

PROSECUTION EXHIBIT:- 

 Ext-1 Ejahar,  

 Ext-2 Seizure list,  

 Ext-3 Charge sheet 

 

DEFENCE WITNESS :- NIL 

DEFENCE EXHIBITS :- NIL 

COURT WITNESS :- NIL 

COURT EXHIBITS :- NIL 

 

 

 

(Smti S. Bhuyan) 

Addl. Session Judge, Bilasipara 


