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J U D G M E N T 
 

1. This is a case of reckless driving. Briefly the prosecution case, was that, 

informant Smt. Rangmala Sarkar lodged an ejahar on 22-05-2016, interalia 

stating that on 01-05-2016 at about 9-00 A.M, when her husband along with his 

friend Sri Bholanath Barhoi were on their way towards Kalaigaon market, the 

offending vehicle bearing Registration Number AS 01/EC-4598 (Tempo van) 

driven by the accused, came recklessly in high speed and knocked down both of 

them from backside. The place of occurrence is in front of Chengapara LP 

School. She further reported that due to the impact of the accident, both the 

victim had sustained severe injuries and though the victims were sent to GMCH, 

Guwahati for their treatment, but her husband Subal Sarkar had succumbed to 

his injuries on 02-05-2016. She further stated that the other victim Bholanath 

Barhoi was sent to Patna (Bihar) for his treatment. Informant explained that due 

to funeral works, there was delay in filing the FIR. Hence this prosecution case.  

 
2. After receiving the aforesaid ejahar the Officer-in-Charge of Kalaigaon Police 

station registered a case vide Kalaigaon PS case no. 77 of 2016 u/S 

279/338/304(A) I.P.C. The police investigated the case, seized the offending 

vehicle and connected documents, recorded the statement of the witnesses and 

prepared the seizure list. The vehicle was examined by MVI. The Investigating 

Officer collected the Post Mortem Report and after completing the investigation 

the I/O submitted the charge sheet against the accused u/S 279/338/304(A) 

I.P.C.  

3. Necessary processes were issued for causing appearance of the accused person 

before the court. The accused appeared. Copies of relevant documents were 

furnished to the accused. Then the particulars of offence u/S 279/338/304(A) 

I.P.C. was read over and explained to the accused to which the accused pleaded 

not guilty and claims to the tried.  

 
4. During the trial the prosecution has examined as many as seven(7) PWs. 

Statement of defence had been recorded u/S 313 Cr.P.C. The defence case is of 

total denial. One witness has been examined by the defence. Argument had 

been heard from both sides. 
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5.  I have considered the evidence on record, the statement recorded u/S 313 

Cr.P.C. and the arguments advanced. For the purpose of clarity, the following 

points for determination is hereby framed:  

 

6.  POINTS FOR DETERMINATION OF THE CASE : (I) Whether the accused had driven 

his offending vehicle bearing registration no. AS 01/EC-4598 (Tempo van) rashly 

and negligently as to endanger the human life on the public road and thus 

committed the offence punishable u/S 279 IPC? (II) Whether grievous hurt was 

caused on the person of victims for such  rash and negligent act of the accused 

person and thereby committed the offence punishable u/S 338 IPC? (III) 

Whether the accused caused death of the victim Subal Sarkar by his rash and 

negligent driving of the vehicle at the time of occurrence and thereby committed 

the offence punishable u/S 304(A) IPC?  

 

7.  DISCUSSION, DECESION AND REASONS FOR DECISION. Prosecution has 

examined as many as seven (7) witnesses to bring home the case. They are: 

 
PW 1 Smt. Rangmala Sarkar (informant) 

PW 2 Sri Bholanath Barhoi 

PW 3 Sri Abhijit Bhoumik 

PW 4 Sri Bhola Ram  Sarkar 

PW 5 Sri Binod Majhi 

PW 6 Sri Kamal  Sarkar 

PW 7 ASI Turan Chandra Nath. 

DW-1 Kaliran Gatowal. 

 

8. Delay in filling FIR : Let me start with the argument of defences that the case 

has been filed after a delay of 22 days. It was argued by the defence that 

accident has occurred on 1-5-2016 and this case has been filed on 22-5-2016, 

thus there is 22 days inordinate delay in filling the FIR, whereby prosecution had 

ample time to fabricate the case. 



 G.R. CASE NO.  563 of  2016 
 
 

4 

9. I agree that in a some case delay in lodging FIR may be fatal but nothing can be 

fixed as a rule that delay in lodging FIR in each and every case shall be treated 

as fatal unless it is found that there is scope of exaggeration or embellishment 

because of the delay. The law has not fixed any time for lodging FIR. Hence a 

delayed FIR is not illegal. In catena of decision Hon’ble Supreme Court has held 

that a prompt and immediate lodging of the FIR is the ideal as that give the 

prosecution twin advantages. First is that it affords commend-cement of the 

investigation without any time lapse. Second is that it expels the opportunity of 

any possible concoction of a false version. It is a settled law that when there is a 

criticism on the ground of delay in lodging the FIR, the Court has to look into the 

reasons for such delay. 

10.  The Supreme Court in the case of State of Himachal Pradesh Vs. Gian Chand 

reported in (2001) 6 SCC 71: 2001 AIR SCW 1903 has held- 

" delay in lodging the FIR cannot be used as a ritualistic formula 

for doubting the prosecution case and discarding the same solely on the 

ground of delay in lodging the first information report. Delay has the 

effect of putting the court on its guard to search if any explanation has 

been offered for the delay, and if offered, whether it is satisfactory or not. 

If the prosecution fails to satisfactorily explain the delay and there is a 

possibility of embellishment in the prosecution version on account of such 

delay, the would be fatal to the prosecution. However, if the delay is 

explained to the satisfaction of the court, the delay cannot by itself be a 

ground for disbelieving and discarding the entire prosecution case." 

11. In the case of Ramdas & Ors. Vs. State of Maharastra reported in (2007) 2 SCC 

170, the Supreme Court in para 24 of the judgment has observed thus:  

"Counsel for the State submitted that the delay in lodging the first 

information report in such cases is immaterial. The proposition is too 

broadly stated to merit acceptance. It is no doubt true that mere delay in 

lodging the first information report is not necessarily fatal to the case of 

the prosecution. However, the fact that the report was lodged belatedly is 

a relevant fact of which the court must take notice. This fact has to be 

considered in the light of other facts and circumstances of the case, and 
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in a given case the court may be satisfied that the delay in lodging the 

report has been sufficiently explained. In the light of the totality of the 

evidence, the court of fact has to consider whether the delay in lodging 

the report adversely affects the case of the prosecution. That is a matter 

of appreciation of evidence. There may be cases where there is direct 

evidence to explain the delay. Even in the absence of direct explanation 

there may be circumstances appearing on record which provide a 

reasonable explanation for the delay. There are cases where much time is 

consumed in taking the injured to the hospital for medical aid and, 

therefore, the witnesses find no time to lodge the report promptly. There 

may also be cases where on account of fear and threats, witnesses may 

avoid going to the police station immediately. The time of occurrence, the 

distance to the police station, mode of conve-yance available, are all 

factors which have a bearing on the question of delay in lodging of the 

report. It is also possible to conceive of cases where the victim and the 

members of his or her family belong to such a strata of society that they 

may not even be aware of their right to report the matter to the police 

and seek legal action, nor was any such advice available to them. 

…………………. In the ultimate analysis, what is the effect of delay in 

lodging the report with the police is a matter of appreciation of evidence, 

and the court must consider the delay in the background of the facts and 

circumstances of each case. Different cases have different facts and it is 

the totality of evidence and the impact that it has on the mind of the 

court that is important. No strait jacket formula can be evolved in such 

matters, and each case must rest on its own facts. It is settled law that 

however similar the circumstances, facts in one case cannot be used as a 

precedent to determine the conclusion on the facts in another.  

 

12. In Pandurang v. State of Hyderabad : (1955) 1 SCR 1083 : AIR 1955 SC 216). It 

was held, thus mere delay in lodging of the report may not by itself be fatal to 

the case of the prosecution, but the delay has to be considered in the 

background of the facts and circumstances in each case and is a matter of 

appreciation of evidence by the court of fact." 
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13. In the case at hand, the informant (PW-1), Smt. Rangmala Sarakar,  widow of 

the deceased is an illiterate lady, who had filed the FIR had set the criminal case 

in motion. She has no knowledge that immediately after the road accident, she 

has to report to police. That apart she has stated that her husband was severely 

injured, so she was busy with his treatment, as he had to be taken to Guwahati 

for specialise treatment. PW-1, has further testified that her husband had 

succumb to his injuries on 21-5-2016 and the next day after completing his 

funeral, she had filed this case. The delay of 21 days has been properly and 

satisfactorily explained by the prosecution. Therefore, I am in considered opinion 

the delay in lodging the FIR is insignificant in the present case. 

 

14. In this instant case, the accused had been charged with section 279, 338 and 

304A IPC. I would like to place that to prove the offence under section 279 IPC 

the prosecution has to prove that the driver was reckless or negligence while 

driving. Similarly to prove the offence under section 338 IPC, the driver has to be 

so much negligent in his driving that he is not bothered about the consequence 

of such reckless driving. Similarly to prove the offence under section 304A IPC, 

the driver has to be so much negligent in his driving that he is not bothered 

about the consequence of such reckless driving. 

 
15. The most vital witness of this case, is the victim Sri Bholanath Barhoi(PW-2), he 

had testified that on the day of occurrence he along with his friend Suabl were 

walking down to Kalaigaon market, when the offending Tempo vehicle came 

recklessly and hit them from backside, and due to the impact of the hit both of 

them were thrown down hard on the road. He had testified that the witnesses  

Rajib Kamal(PW-6) and Binod (PW-5) were walking in front of them, and they 

had seen the occurrence and immediately came to their help and shifted them to 

hospital. He further testified that they were taken to Mangaldai and then to 

GMCH, Guwahati. He averred that he had sustained fracture injury on his leg and 

became disabled, after the road incident. He further averred that his friend Subal 

Sarkar had sustained head injury and was bleeding profusely from his ear and 

mouth, and he succumbed to his injuries. During cross-examination PW-2 

deposed that after the accident, the vehicle capsized and all the goods loaded in 
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the vehicle fell down.  

 
16. Learned Additional PP submitted that the three eyewitness of the road traffic 

incident, namely PW-3, PW-5 and PW-6 had corroborated in their deposition. He 

argued that Sri Abhijit Bhoumik(PW-3) had stated that on the day of occurrence 

he along with Kamal(PW-6) and Binod(PW-5) were walking on the road and 

deceased Subal and Bholanath(PW-2) were walking behind them. He testified 

that suddenly they heard a loud sound and they saw the  Tempo vehicle had hit 

against deceased Subal and Bholanath(PW-2) causing severe injuries on their 

body and the Tempo vehicle was capsized. He further stated that there was a 

traveler vehicle near the place of occurrence, and they immediately took both 

the victims to Kalaigaon hospital and then they were shifted to Mangaldaii and 

from Mangaldai they were again referred to GMCH. He stated that they had 

taken the victim to Narayana hospital and then to Rahman hospital, Guwahati 

and there the victim Subal had expired.  

 
17. Binod Majih PW 5 and Kamal Sarkar PW-6, had corroborated with the evidence 

of PW 2 and PW 3 and stated that on the day of occurrence they along with their 

friend pw-3 were walking on the road and deceased Subal and Bholanath(PW-2) 

were walking behind them. They testified that they heard a loud sound and 

turned back and saw the auto van had hit against both the victims and both the 

victims were lying on the road in injured condition. They averred that the auto 

driver escaped from the place of occurrence. They further testified that a 

traveler vehicle was parked near the place of occurrence, so they immediately  

took the victims to hospital and after two days of the accident, the victim Subal 

Sarkar had expired and the other victim was taken to Patna. 

 
18.  During cross-examination PW-3, PW-5 and PW-6 remain consistent. They had 

stated that the autovan capsized and fell down on road side paddy field. They 

further averred that they had not witnessed how they were hit by the offending 

vehicle. The sacks loaded in the vehicle had fallen on the ground. They stated 

that the road condition was not good and narrow side.  

 

19. PW 4 Bholaram Sarkar had stated that after receiving a phone call, he had gone 
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to the place of occurrence and saw his vehicle(Tempo) was capsized and the 

passengers had sustained injury and one of them were serious. He further stated 

that he was informed that the passengers and the victims were sitting on the 

hood of the vehicle and when the vehicle tried to take turning, the vehicle 

capsized and the deceased and the other passengers who were sitting on the 

hood of the vehicle fell down and the vehicle ran over them.  

 
20. During cross-examination PW 4 had stated that he reached the place of 

occurrence after half an hour. The vehicle was coming from opposite side and so 

the driver of the tempo tried to give him side and for that reason the tempo fell 

down. There was a hole by the road side which was filled with water. The tempo 

was filled with ‘supari’. When the vehicle got turtled, the ‘supari’ sacks fell over 

the victim and sustained severe injury. 

 
21. PW 7 ASI Turan Chandra Nath had stated that he had investigated the case, 

visited the place of occurrence, recorded the statement of the witnesses, 

prepared the sketch map and seizure list, collected the post mortem report of 

the deceased. The owner of the vehicle had produced the driver before the 

police station and after interrogation, he was released on bail. After completion 

of investigation submitted the charge-sheet against the accused.  

 

22. Learned Addl. PP  has argued that this case has arose out of the accident 

dated 01.05.2016. The prosecution adduced total 6 (six) witnesses and all 

the prosecution witnesses had corroborated in their deposition that the 

accused had driving the vehicle recklessly and due to his negligent he did not 

take precaution while driving and as a result the auto van got turtle on the 

road and accident took place. He further argued that if the accused would 

have taken precaution while taking the turn, the ill-fated vehicle would not 

have hit against the victims, so due to his negligent the accident had 

occurred. It was further argued that the prosecution has successfully proved 

its case and he prayed to convict the accused as per law.  

 
23. On the other hand learned counsel of defence submitted that except the 
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injured person there was no other eye witnesses in this case. He further 

argued that the accused-petitioner had been charge-sheeted u/S 

279/338/304 (A) IPC, so responsibility lies on the prosecution side to prove 

that the accused was recklessly and negligent while driving. He had read 

over the evidence of the victim PW2 who is the vital witness of this case and 

submitted that PW2 had not stated in his evidence that on the day of the 

occurrence the accused was driving the vehicle recklessly. He only stated that 

he was hit from behind, but there was no explanation as to how he had been 

hit. He further argued that the witnesses PW3, PW4 and PW5 had stated in 

their deposition that when they heard a loud sound and turned back, they 

saw that the victims were lying on the road. He further argued that none of 

the witnesses had stated the accident had taken place due to reckless and 

negligence driving of the accused. He further argued that the two victims 

were the customers of the ill-fated vehicle. He argued that these two victims 

were seating on the hook of the vehicle and due to their own negligent they 

had fallen from the auto van and got sustained injury. Learned counsel of 

defence placed reliance on 2005 (2) GLT 274, wherein Hon’ble Gauhati High 

held,  

( para 12)…..In the light of the aforesaid evidence of prosecution 

witnesses we are to see whether the prosecution has failed to discharge 

its burden to prove the offence under section 279/304 (A) IPC beyond 

reasonable doubt or not. In order to find a person guilty under Section 

279 IPC prosecution is to establish that the accused was driving the 

vehicle in a public way and that he was driving in a rash or negligent 

manner. Similarly, to constitute offence under Section 304 (A) IPC, the 

prosecution is to establish the rash or negligent act of the accused which 

was responsible in resulting to death of the victim and such act of rash or 

negligence do not amount to culpable homicide. Thus, in order to 

constitute either of these two offences, the proof of rashness or 

negligence is essential. The term "rash" and "negligence" has not been 

defined in the code and both the words are not synonymous. Rashness is 

an act done in the hope that no untoward consequence will ensue though 
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the person is aware of the likehood of such consequence. On the other 

hand, negligence is acting with the awareness that harmful or 

mischievous consequences will follow. If a person does an act with utter 

indifference of the consequence of which he may be conscious, which he 

hoped may not take place, he is said to be rash. Negligence is failure to 

take that precaution, which a reasonable and prudent person is expected 

to take. Even if an act is found to be negligent, it may not be construed 

to mean as rash in a given case. Culpable rashness is acting with 

consciousness that mischievous consequences are likely to follow 

although the accused hoped, even though he hoped sincerely, that 

consequences might not follow. Criminality lies in not taking the 

precaution to prevent the happening of the consequences in the hope 

that they may not happen. On the other hand, negligence is an act done 

without doing something, which a reasonable man, guided upon those 

considerations, which ordinarily regulate the conduct of human affairs, 

would do, or an act, which a prudent or reasonable man would not do in 

the circumstances attending it. The Apex Court in the case of 

bhalchandra Vs. State of Mahashtra, reported in AIR 1968 SC1319, 

approving what was said by Straight in Empress of India vs. Indu Beg, 

(1881) ILR 3 ALL 776 held that criminal negligence is the gross and 

culpable neglect or failure to exercise that reasonable and proper care 

and precaution to guard against injury either to the public generally or to 

an individual in particular, which ~ having regard to all the circumstances 

out of which the charge has arisen, it was the imperative duty of the 

accused person to have adopted. 

(para 13) In order to convict a person under section 279 IPC the 

following ingredients are to be proved- (a) that the accused was driving 

the vehicle; (b)that the accused was driving the vehicle on a public way; 

(c) that the accused was driving the vehicle rashly or negligently and (d) 

that it endangered human life or to likely to cause hurt or injury to any 

other person. Similarly, in order to convict a person under Section 304 (A) 

IPC the prosecution is to prove- (a) the death of the person in question; 
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(b) that the accused caused the death; (c) that the accused caused the 

death by his rash or negligent act, although it did not amount to culpable 

homicide.  

24.  Learned counsel of defence submitted that the defence witness DW-1 Kaliran 

Gatowal had stated that the victims were sitting on the ill-fated tempo alongwith 

him and when the tempo tried to take a turn, to save from one vehicle coming 

from the opposite side, the deceased Subal and Bholanath(PW-2), fell down 

from the hook of the auto and sustained injury. He had testified that the victims 

had contributor negligence for the incident and the accused is not to be held 

responsible. He had placed reliance on 2015 (2) GLT 71   

Para no. 63 …..In the case of Dudh Nath Pandey (supra), the Supreme 

Court observed that defence witnesses are entitled to equal treatment with 

those of prosecution. Their evidence can't be discarded merely on the belief 

that they have given fake evidence. If their evidence is found to be credible 

after cross examination, the same is required to be accepted, giving weight 

to their evidentiary value. 

 

 
25. In view of the discussion above, before arriving to a decision, I would like to put 

that to prove the offence under section 279 IPC the prosecution has to prove 

that the driver was reckless or negligence while driving. Similarly to prove 

the offence under section 337 and 338 IPC, the driver has to be so much rash 

or negligent in his driving that such act might cause endanger to public life or 

safety. Similarly to prove the offence under section 304(A) IPC, the act of the 

driver has to be so much rash and negligent in his driving that he is not 

bothered about the consequence of such reckless driving. The question posed, 

what shall be the degree of “rash or negligent” to engulf penal provision. Let 

me first, go through the definition of rash and negligent. 

 

26.  When a person, conscious of the fact that his action may cause harm or 

damage, takes the action with utter indifference to the consequences, which 

may ensue from his such act, he is said to have done the act rashly. In other 
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word, when a person, who is aware of the risk, which his action involves, does 

the act with utter indifference to the consequences, which his action is likely to 

entail, such an act is a rash act. On the other hand, when a person fails to take, 

while doing an act, such precaution, which a reasonable and prudent person is 

expected to take or ought to take, before doing the act, such doing of the act 

would amount to negligence. 

 

27.  In the case at hand, therefore, has become incumbent, on the part of the Court, 

to determine as to which one of the two versions of the occurrence was true. 

While considering the question as to whether the evidence given by PW2, PW-4, 

PW-5 and PW-6 can be relied upon, or the evidence of defnce witness DW-1 is 

to be relied upon, it is noteworthy that the description of the occurrence given 

by prosecution eyewitness and victim, as pointed out hereinabove, remained 

unshaken, while they were put under cross examination by the defence. As PW2 

was the injured, his evidence cannot be discarded unless the Court is not in a 

position to say as to whether the description of the occurrence given by PW2 is 

false. The three eyewitness are independent witnesses and they do not have 

any personal enemity with the accused to falsely implicate him.Having 

concluded that so far as PW-2, PW-3, PW-4, PW-5 and PW-6 are concerned, the 

version of the occurrence remained unshaken in his cross-examination, when I 

revert to the evidence of DW-1, what I find impossible to ignore is that the 

accused was known toDW-1 as the accused was driver and he was handyman of 

the ill-fated auto. In the backdrop of this fact, when one minutely scrutinizes the 

evidence of DW-1, what emerges from his evidence is that it is motivated and 

fabricated evidence. This apart, it is absolutely unbelievable that DW-1 was 

sitting inside the auto and none of the eyewitnesses had noticed him and couple 

with that he had not suffered any scratch  in the incident.  

 

28.  When the accused was driving the auto, it was his duty to ensure that he must 

not drive the auto recklessly that he could not keep control over his vehicle. In 

view of the fact that the road is public way, there are people walking  and 

vehicle plying on the road, the driver should have knowledge as per the road 

condition and commuter, in what speed he should drive the vehicle when the 
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driver drives the vehicle in such reckless speed that he could not have control 

over the vehicle, there can be no escape from the conclusion that the accused-

petitioner was rash and negligent in driving the auto. When a person fails to 

take precaution, which a reasonable and prudent person is expected to take, it 

amounts to negligence. When a person acts with utter indifference to the 

consequences of which he may be conscious of said to be rash. In State of 

Himachal Pradesh Vs. Mohinder Singh, 1982 (2) Crimes 159 a Single Judge of 

the Himachal Pradesh High Court noted that: 

 "criminal rashness is hazarding a dangerous or wanton act with the knowledge 

that it is so and that it may cause an injury but without intention, to cause 

injury or knowledge that it will probably be caused. The criminality lies in 

taking the risk of doing such an act with recklessness or being indifferent 

as to the consequence. Reckless driving or driving in a manner dangerous 

to public is rashness. In order to see whether it is so the condition of the 

road, the amount of traffic at the time and number of persons frequently 

moving about on the road or expected to be road, are some of the factors 

to be taken into consideration in assessing the rashness or negligence or 

the driver. It is duty of every man who drives a vehicle on the public way, 

to drive it which such a care and caution as to prevent, as far as possible, 

any injury to anyone. " 

 

29.  Thus, I hold that criminal negligence lies in doing an act without taking such 

care, which a reasonable man would ordinarily do, when he drives a vehicle on 

the public way, to drive it which such a care and caution as to prevent, as far as 

possible, any injury to anyone. In the case at hand, the accused drove away the 

vehicle in uncontrolled manner, that he ran over two pedestrians and caused 

severe injuries to one of them and death to another. I hold that the accused has 

committed the offence punishable Sections 279, 338 and 304 A IPC . Hence he 

stands convicted under Section 279, 338 and 304 A IPC. 

 
30. Probation: I have considered whether the accused can be released on 

probation. The nature of the offence, has been taken into account. I have taken 

note of the fact that the accused is no of repentance and remorse.  All these 
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facts lead me come to an opinion that the accused do not deserve probation. 

 
31.  Heard on sentence. Considering the fact that a human life was lost due to 

negligent and reckless driving of the accused, I deem it fit, to sentence him I 

deem it fit to sentence him simple imprisonment of one year under section 304 

A IPC. I deem it fit to sentence him simple imprisonment of six months for 

committing the offence under section 279 IPC, he is further sentence to 

undergo simple imprisonment of six months for committing the offence under 

section 338 IPC. 

OR  D  E  R 

 
 
As the prosecution has successfully prove the charge against the accused. I hold 

that the accused has committed the offence punishable Sections 279, 338 and 

304 A IPC. Hence he stands convicted under Section 279, 338 and 304 A IPC 

Considering the fact that a human life was lost due to negligent and reckless 

driving of the accused, I deem it fit, to sentence him simple imprisonment of one 

year for committing offence under section 304 A IPC. I deem it fit to sentence 

him simple imprisonment of six months for committing the offence under section 

279 IPC; he is further sentenced to undergo simple imprisonment of six months 

for committing the offence under section 338 IPC. The period already undergone 

shall be set off.  

 
Furnish a free copy to the convict. 

 

Bail bond shall be in force for the next six months as Sec 437 CrPC.  

The zimma order of the seized articles is made absolute.  

 
 The judgment is given under the hand and seal of this court on this the 3rd day 

of January, 2018. 

 
 Dictated and corrected by me: 
 

        Chief Judicial Magistrate 
 Chief Judicial Magistrate          Udalguri, Assam. 
      Udalguri, Assam. 
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APPENDIX 

 
A. Prosecution witnesses    : PW 1 Smt. Rangmala Sarkar (informant) 

PW 2 Sri Bholanath Barhoi 

PW 3 Sri Abhijit Bhoumik 

PW 4 Sri Bhola Ram  Sarkar 

PW 5 Sri Binod Majhi 

PW 6 Sri Kamal  Sarkar 

PW 7 ASI Turan Chandra Nath. 

            

B. Defence witness  : DW-1 Kaliran Gatowal. 

 
C. Documents exhibited : Ext. 1 – Ejahar 
      Ext. 2&3 – Seizure list 
      Ext. 4 – Sketch map 
      Ext. 5 – Post mortem report 
      Ext. 6 – Charge-sheet.    
           
      
 

  Chief Judicial Magistrate 
               Udalguri, Assam.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


