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IN THE COURT OF SRI R. BODO, S.D.J.M.(S), UDALGURI, BTAD::ASSAM 

                                               G.R. Case No.394/2012 

                                      (U/S-498A/34 of IPC) 

                 

State of Assam 

       --------Prosecutor 

     -VS- 

    1. Sri Dineswar Nath 

    2. Sri Bijay Nath  

Both are sons of Late Harkanta Nath 

Village-Kawaimari 

P.S. Mangaldoi 

    Dist. Darrang, Assam 

       -------Accused persons 

 

Present:  Sri Rajesh Bodo, A.J.S. 

Advocate for the Prosecution: Mr. D. Dahal, Learned Asstt.P.P.  

Advocate for the accused: Mr. D. Boro 

Evidence recorded on: 1.8.15/18.8.15/19.9.15/29.10.15/25.10.16 

Argument heard on: 5.12.2016 

Judgment delivered on: 15.12.2016  
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  CASE LAWS REFERRED BY THE DEFENCE: 

(1) (2016) 2 GLR 211: ARUP HALOI, Petitioner-Versus-STATE 

OF ASSAM, Respondent 

(2) (2016) 3 GLR 661: DHARMA SARMA, Petitioner-Versus-

MAMANI SARMA, Respondent 

 

JUDGMENT 

1. The prosecution case in brief: 

This prosecution case emanated out of a complaint filed by the 

complainant/informant Smti. Dulumoni Nath through the CJM, Darrang, 

Mangaldoi against five persons namely-Dineswar Nath (husband), brother-in-

laws Ganapati Nath and his wife Kanchan Nath, Bijay Nath and his wife 

Nilima Nath alleging dowry demand. It is stated that the marriage between 

the informant and accused Dineswar Nath was solemnised on 6.5.07(22nd 

Bohag, 1414) according to Hindu rites and ceremonies. At the time of 

marriage her parents, relatives and friends gave many gifts etc. and out of 

their wedlock a male child was born, who died on 24.8.09 by sinking in a tank 

at the age of one and half year. The allegation against her husband is that he 

is a person of cruel nature and also a greedy person for money. His character 

is bad and he maintained illicit relation with his sister-in-law, Kanchan Nath. 

It is also alleged that after one year of their marriage her husband demanded 

cash of Rs.50,000/-(Rupees fifty thousand), a hero Honda motorbike and a 

colour TV from her father through her which demand could not be fulfilled as 

her father is a cultivator and financially not sound. So, her husband started 

habitually beating her on slightest pretext and also neglected in giving food, 

cloth and shelter. She was also tortured and ill-treated by the other relatives 

of her husband mentioned the complaint while she was residing at 

Kawaimari. Her husband mercilessly assaulted her causing injuries on her 

person. Ultimately, a “Samaj” was held in writing on 19.7.09 at Hatibandha 
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where her husband gave assurance not to repeat his aforesaid ill treatments. 

Then, she was again taken to Kawaimari. But, her husband and others 

repeated torture upon her both mentally and physically and ultimately her 

husband had driven her out from his residence on 6.9.09 thereby compelling 

her to take shelter in her parent’s house at village Kabaichuba.  

It is further alleged that for fear of her life she could not lodged FIR 

before the officer in charge, Kalaigaon P.S. Moreover, it is stated that her 

husband sometimes rang in her mobile phone and threatened to kill if she 

filed any case at Kalaigaon P.S. Such alleged threat had been given to her 

even before one day of filing the instant case. So, she was compelled to file 

this case through the court. 

2. On receipt of the complaint, C.R. Case No.185/2010 had been registered and 

the same was forwarded to the O/C of Kalaigaon P.S. for registration of a 

case, investigate the matter and submit report in F.F. Accordingly, Kalaigaon 

P.S. Case No.128/2010, U/S-498A/506/34 of IPC had been registered and the 

case was duly investigated into. After completion of investigation the I/O 

submitted charge sheet against Dineswar Nath and Bijay Nath alone U/S-

498A/34 of IPC. In respect of other three persons sufficient material could 

not be found and so they were not sent up for trial. Hence, this case.  

3. After submission of the charge sheet when accused Dineswar Nath and Bijay 

Nath appeared copies of relevant documents were furnished as per U/S-207 

of CrPC. Then, a formal charge U/S-498A/34 of IPC was framed against them 

by my learned predecessor and the particulars of charges were read over and 

explained to which they pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried. Hence, 

the case proceeded for trial. 

4. It is pertinent to point it out that initially the case was numbered as G.R. 

Case No.2510/10 while the trial was undergoing at Mangaldoi under Darrang 

district. After creation of Udalguri district the case record was transferred to 

Udalguri on jurisdictional ground and then the present case number i.e., G.R. 

Case No.394/2012 had been assigned to it.  
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5. POINTS FOR DETERMINATION: 

The point to be determined here is whether accused Dineswar 

Nath and Bijay Nath, on 27.01.2010 and the preceding year, with 

common intention, subjected informant Dulumoni Nath with 

physical and mental torture to coerce her to pay dowry and thereby 

committed an offence punishable under Section-498A/34 of the 

Indian Penal Code; and within my cognizance? 

6. The prosecution examined 6(six) prosecution witnesses and exhibited the 

FIR, statement of Hareswar Nath U/S-161 CrPC, sketch map of the place of 

occurrence and the charge sheet. Amongst the witnesses PW-1, PW-2 and 

PW-6 were cross-examined by the defence. PW-3 and PW-4 were declined to 

be cross-examined and PW-5 was declared hostile witness by the prosecution 

and then he was cross-examined by the prosecution and the defence. After 

closure of prosecution evidence the statement of defence of both the accused 

persons were recorded U/S-313 CrPC. Their pleas were of complete denial 

but they declined to adduce defence evidence. Hence, the defence evidence 

was closed. 

7. I have heard argument from learned defence advocate Mr. D. Boro and 

learned APP Mr. D. Dahal on behalf of the prosecution. At the time of 

argument learned Mr. Boro submitted that there was delay of 11 months in 

recording statement of the victim from the date of filing the case. No injury 

report has been exhibited to corroborate the fact of alleged torture upon the 

informant. Moreover, he stated that the complainant had already filed a case 

before filing the instant case and so the present case should not have been 

filed for the same offence. In addition to that it was submitted that PW-1 

simply suspected having illicit relationship by her husband with his sister-in-

law. Moreover, PW-3 and PW-4 did not support the case of the prosecution. 

Further, PW-5 was declared hostile but was not confirmed through the I/O. 

In support of his submission learned Mr. Boro relied on the above referred 

case laws. 
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8. Contrary to the submission of learned Mr. Boro, learned APP Mr. Dahal 

submitted that the prosecution witnesses corroborated the facts in the FIR 

beyond all reasonable doubt and so they are liable to be punished in 

accordance with law. 

9. I have carefully perused the case record and evidence on record. The 

submissions of learned advocates of both the sides are also considered. Now, 

let me discuss the evidence of the prosecution in detail. 

DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF: 

10.  In her evidence PW-1 deposed that after marriage her husband accused 

Dineswar Nath assaulted and ridiculed her. She stated that her husband had 

illicit relationship with her elder sister in-law Kanchan and did everything as 

per her instruction. She also stated that her husband demanded Rs.50,000/-

(Rupees fifty thousand) and asked her to bring a Hero Honda bike and when 

she could not fulfil his demand he assaulted her. She again stated that her 

husband often drove her out of the house and so she had to go to her 

parent’s home. Her mother used to bring her back to the house of her 

husband but he never go to bring her. She further stated that on 24.8.09 her 

husband sent her to another place and then killed her son Anurag but 

afterwards published that he died by falling in river water. Again, she stated 

that on 19.7.09 a meeting was held in the village being presided by village 

headman Gandhar Boro and in the meeting her husband signed an 

agreement but he did not keep his words and increased torture upon her. 

Then, on 6.9.09 drove her away from his house for good and since then he 

has not taken any information about her. She alleged that on 24.8.09 other 

accused persons also joined hand with her husband in driving her out of the 

house. So, she has lodged the complaint. Ext.1 is the complaint and Ext.1(1) 

to Ext.1(5) are her signatures. 

11.  In cross-examination she stated that she lodged the complaint after 3 to 4 

months without explaining the delay. She expressed ignorance regarding the 

entire facts contained in the ejahar. She could not recollect the date and time 
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of making demand of Rs.50,000/-(Rupees fifty thousand) and the Hero 

Honda bike. According to her at the time of demanding the money and bike 

no one was present. She stated that the fact of demanding money and bike 

has not been mentioned in the ejahar. She admitted having not paid the 

demanded money. According to her on the date on which her son died she 

was in the house of one Dipali Das but she has not stated this fact in her 

ejahar. She stated that her son died by falling in the water. The witness again 

stated that though her marriage was solemnised from Hatibandha village but 

her original house is at village Kawaichuba under Sipajhar. She stated that 

she did not make any written complaint in the village. In the meeting the 

brother-in-law of accused persons namely Chandrakanta Saikia was present 

but the accused persons were absent. 

12.  She denied that on the previous day of holding the meeting accused 

Dineswar Nath came to take information about her and at that time they 

forcefully kept him tying and forcefully took his signature in a paper. She 

admitted having stated before police that her son died by falling in the water. 

According to her before filing the present case she filed another case before 

Kalaigaon P.S. but admittedly the aforesaid fact was not stated in that case. 

She again stated that by filing maintenance case she got an order for 

payment of Rs.500/-(Rupees five hundred) but the accused did not pay the 

same regularly every month. She denied that the accused never assaulted 

her demanding money and bike; that due to her negligence her son died; 

that there was no illicit relationship between the accused with his sister-in-

law; that she had only suspicion regarding the aforesaid alleged relationship 

and the her entire allegations are false and her evidence is also false. She 

admitted that after her marriage the sister-in-law of her husband started 

staying at another place. 

13.  In his evidence PW-2, who is the father of PW-1, deposed that since the 

marriage of his eldest daughter Dulumoni Nath with accused Dineswar Nath 

she was subjected to torture by him. She was not provided cloth, was not 

shown any affection and also physically assaulted her. So, being intolerable 
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his daughter was compelled to come to his house. However, in the interest of 

continuing his daughter’s conjugal life somehow they managed to send her 

back. But, she wish again compelled to come back to his house and since, 

2009 she has been staying at his house. He also stated that accused 

Dineswar Nath had been maintaining illicit relationship with his sister-in-law. 

14.  In cross-examination he stated that since the day when his daughter first 

entered in the house of the accused person, he did not show any interest at 

her. He stated that the family members of the accused persons selected his 

daughter as bride as per ritual and married her as per Hindu rites and rituals 

and both the houses had consent in the marriage. According to him before 

filing this case they did not lodge any other case against the accused person. 

He allegedly heard about the illicit relationship of accused Dineswar Nath and 

his sister-in-law from his daughter and villagers. According to him some of 

the stridhana had been recovered with the help of police. He denied that his 

daughter suspected accused Dineswar Nath with his sister-in-law and abused 

him and also had altercation in the pretext of suspicion. He denied that there 

was no illicit relationship between Dineswar Nath and his sister-in-law; that 

he did no state to police that she was not provided cloth, did not show any 

affection etc.; that his daughter was not subjected to torture; that she left 

the house at her own will and that he has deposed false evidence in the 

interest of his daughter. 

15.  In his evidence PW-3 simply stated that he knows the informant and 

accused persons and that after some days of marriage with Dieswar Nath she 

left her matrimonial house and started to reside at her parental house. 

Similar fact has been stated by PW-4 in his examination in Chief. They 

specifically stated that they know nothing more. Both these witnesses were 

declined to be cross-examined by the defence and so their testimony in the 

examination in chief shall remain as it is. 

16.  Again, in his evidence PW-5, the brother of the accused persons stated that 

Dulumoni Nath was married to Dineswar Nath and that their 2½ years son 
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died after falling into water. At this stage the prosecution prayed for declaring 

the witness as hostile and the court allowed the prayer of the prosecution. 

After that he was cross-examined by the prosecution and was confronted that 

he deposed before police as stated in Ext.2, which he denied. On the other 

hand in answer to the question put to him by the defence he stated that the 

house of Ganapati Nath is separated from their house. He stated that 

Kanchan Nath is the wife of Ganapati Nath. 

17.  Now, let me see what PW-6(I/O) stated in his evidence. He stated that on 

25/12/12 he had been posted at Kalaigaon PS as S.I. of Assam Police. On 

that day O/C Sekhar Biswas received an FIR through the court filed by 

informant Dulumoni Nath and accordingly registered a police case. 

Investigation of the case was endorsed in his name. Exhibit-1 is the said FIR 

and Exhibit-1(6) is the signature of O/C Sekhar Biswas with note. He stated 

that he met informant Dulumoni Nath at the PS and recorded her statement 

alongwith statement of her father Keshab Nath. Thereafter, he went to the 

place of occurrence and drew sketch map. Exhibit-3 is the sketch map and 

Exhibit-3(1) is his signature. Then, he recorded the statement of other 

witnesses. After recording the statement of the witnesses both the accused 

persons Dineswar Nath and Bijay Nath were brought to the police station. 

After arresting them they were forwarded to the court. During the course of 

investigation he found sufficient materials against the accused persons U/S-

498 A of IPC and he submitted charge sheet. Exhibit-4 is the charge sheet 

and Exhibit-4 (1) is his signature.     

18.  In cross-examination he stated that the FIR was lodged on 25/12/10.  In the 

FIR the date of occurrence have been shown as 06/09/09 and 27/01/10. He 

stated that there is no explanation of delay in lodging the FIR. According to 

him he recorded the statement of informant Dulumoni Nath and her father 

Keshab Nath on 26/12/12. He confirmed that PW-1 did not state to him that 

on 06/09/09 the accused and his family members assaulted and drove her 

out of their house. He also confirmed that PW-1 did not state to him that her 

husband Dineswar Nath had illicit relationship with her elder sister-in-law. He 
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further confirmed that PW-1 stated to him that her son expired by falling in 

water of nearby pond.  

19.  The witness also confirmed that PW-2 did not state to him that the accused 

persons did not provide cloths to Dulumoni Nath and also did not show any 

affection towards her. He also did not state to him that accused Dineswar 

Nath had illicit relationship with her elder sister-in-law. According to him the 

injured was not medically treated on police requisition. He denied that the 

accused persons did not subject the informant to torture demanding dowry 

and that in collusion with Dulumoni Nath and her father he has submitted 

false charge sheet in this case.     

20.  Before elaborating my discussion let me have a close look at what the 

accused persons stated in their statement recorded U/S-313 CrPC. Accused 

Dineswar Nath stated that he does not know the exact reason for filing this 

case against him. He also stated that it may so happened that due to death 

of their son in the year 2009, who was aged about 2 years by falling in the 

pond she became upset and went to her parent’s home. Since then he tried 

on 4/5 occasions to bring her back to his house but he did not find her at his 

father-in-law’s house even for a single day. According to him her family 

members used to say that she had gone somewhere in connection with some 

job. In his opinion she is not interested to continue relationship with him. He 

also stated that during this period he has not even spoke to her. On the other 

hand accused Bijay Nath stated that he does not know why his sister-in-law 

has arrayed him as an accused in this case. According to him at the relevant 

time he was serving as Home Guard and posted at Kharupetia telephone 

exchange. Thus, both the accused pleaded innocence and pray for their 

acquittal from the case.  

21.  Now, it is the mandate of law that in order to prove the guilt of the accused 

U/S-498A of IPC the prosecution must prove that the accused being the 

husband or the relative of the husband of a woman subjected such woman to 
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cruelty. In the explanation clause U/S-498A of IPC the word “cruelty” has 

been defined to mean- 

(a) any wilful conduct which is of such in nature as is likely to 

drive the woman to commit suicide or to cause grave injury or 

danger to life, limb or health (whether mental or physical) of 

the woman; or 

(b) harassment of the woman where such harassment is with a 

view to coercing her or any person related to her to meet any 

unlawful demand for any property or valuable security or is on 

account of failure by her or any person related to her to meet 

such demand. 

22.  The specific allegation against accused Dineswar Nath is that he is a cruel 

man and also greedy for money. His character is also bad and at the relevant 

time he maintained illicit relationship with his sister-in-law Kanchan Nath. 

Another allegation is that after one year of marriage he demanded 

Rs.50,000/-(Rupees fifty thousand), a Hero Honda motorbike and a colour TV 

from the father of the informant. However, due to poor financial condition the 

aforesaid demands could not be fulfilled and so the informant was subjected 

to cruelty on many occasions. On the other hand the allegation against the 

other FIR named accused persons is that they also tortured and ill-treated 

the informant while she was residing at Kawaimari. So, in order to resolve the 

problem on 19.7.2009 a “Samaj” was held at Hatibandha where accused 

Dineswar Nath ensured that he would not physically and mentally torture the 

informant and also abstain from maintaining illicit relation with his sister-in-

law Kanchan Nath. Thereafter, she was taken to the house of the accused 

persons. However, all the accused persons again repeated torture upon her 

both mentally and physically. Ultimately, Dineswar Nath had driven her out of 

his residence on 6.9.09 for which she had to take shelter in her parent’s 

house at village Kabaichuba.  
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23.  I have very minutely scrutinised the evidence of the prosecution. The stand 

taken by the defence at the time of cross-examining the witnesses as well as 

their statement recorded U/S-313 CrPC is also closely perused.  

24.  On the basis of the materials available in the record it is clearly observed 

that except PW-2, who is the father of the victim/PW-1, no other independent 

witnesses has supported the case of the prosecution. As a matter of fact PW-

2 being the father of PW-1 is an interested witness and his evidence cannot 

be looked into without there being any doubt for the simple reason that he 

would speak in favour of his daughter. 

25.  It is also observed from the evidence of PW-6 that PW-1 did not state to him 

that on 06/09/09 the accused and his family members assaulted and drove 

her out of their house. She also did not state to him that her husband 

Dineswar Nath had illicit relationship with her elder sister-in-law. Moreover, 

she stated to him that her son expired by falling in water of nearby pond. In 

addition to that PW-6 stated that PW-2 did not state to him that the accused 

persons did not provide cloths to Dulumoni Nath and also did not show any 

affection towards her. The fact of having illicit relationship by Dineswar Nath 

with his elder sister-in-law had not been stated before him by PW-2. As a 

matter of fact the victim and her witnesses should have stated those facts 

before the I/O. Revelation of these facts clearly points towards some collusive 

allegations against the accused persons which is not praiseworthy at all.  

26.  Another material fact which is required to be discussed herein is that PW-1 

admitted that on the day on which her son died she had been to the house of 

one Dipali Das but she has not stated this fact in her ejahar. She admitted 

that her son died by falling in the water. Thus, the very allegation against the 

accused persons that on 24.8.09 her husband sent her to another place and 

then killed her son Anurag but afterwards published that he died by falling in 

river water seems to be not based on real facts.    

27.  Now, let me come to the allegation regarding demand of Rs.50,000/-

(Rupees fifty thousand), the Hero Honda motorcycle and a colour TV. In her 
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evidence PW-1 did not state that the accused demanded a colour TV from 

her. Hence, no further discussion is required in order to find out the 

genuineness of the allegation regarding demanding colour TV. Regarding 

alleged demand of Rs.50,000/-(Rupees fifty thousand) and a Hero Honda 

bike made by PW-1 it is observed that those allegations did not find support 

from her own father, PW-2. In Ext.1 PW-1 specifically mentioned that the 

aforesaid demand was made from PW-2 through her. In my considered 

opinion had that been so PW-2 would have definitely stated this fact in his 

evidence. But, he did not whisper even a single word in this respect. Thus, a 

serious doubt is there regarding these allegations. 

28.  Lastly, let me come to the point whether the prosecution has been able to 

prove alleged physical torture upon PW-1 or not. Apparently, there is no 

medical document to prove physical torture upon her. If her allegations, in 

the manner as has been narrated in Ext.1, are considered to be true then it is 

surprising how she escaped unhurt. Again, if due to alleged assault she 

sustained injuries then why she did not approach to a doctor. When PW-6 

stated in his evidence that he did not make any requisition for medical 

examination of PW-1 it is apparent that at the time when he recorded her 

statement she did not get any injury. Most interestingly except accused 

Dineswar Nath and Bijay Nath, other FIR named accused persons were not 

sent up for trial. But, in order to challenge this aspect neither PW-1 nor PW-2 

made any attempt while deposing before the court. From their evidence it is 

observed that the entire allegation in Ext.1 revolves around accused Dineswar 

Nath. There is no specific allegation against other accused persons either in 

Ext.1 or in the evidence of PW-1 and PW-2. Rather, it is observed that the 

allegation against other FIR named accused persons are general in nature. 

Revelation of these facts also casts a serious doubt regarding the veracity of 

the allegation of physical torture upon PW-1 by the accused persons and their 

family members. 

29.  Before finally concluding my discussion it is felt necessary to discuss two 

judgments of our jurisdictional High Court referred by the defence. In 
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(2016) 2 GLR 211(Supra) while discussing sustainability of allegation 

regarding physical and mental torture for demand of dowry the honorable 

Gauhati High Court has held that if the complainant and her witnesses do not 

mention as to the manner, time and place as to how the victim was tortured, 

then mere general statement about torture is not sufficient to prove the 

allegation of cruelty U/S-498A of IPC. It is also observed in the judgment that 

if there is sharp contradiction in the statement of witnesses including the 

complainant then no credibility can be given to such false statement of the 

complainant. 

30.  Again, in (2016) 3 GLR 661 (Supra) while discussing about essential 

ingredients to attract the penal provision U/S-498A of IPC it is held that the 

prosecution must establish that the cruelty or harassment was to force the 

victim to cause bodily injury to herself or to commit suicide or the 

harassment was to compel her to fulfil illegal demand for dowry. It was 

observed at Para-9 of the judgement that every type of harassment do not 

attract Section-498A of IPC. In order to have a clear picture regarding the 

opinion given by the honorable High Court in the above referred judgment, 

let me reproduce relevant paragraphs: 

“10.  In the instant case, the evidence on record clearly shows 

that the dispute between the husband and wife regarding 

the illicit alleged relationship between the husband and his 

sister-in-law, the suspicion of the wife led to frequent 

quarrels between the parties and such harassment by the 

husband and his sister-in-law cannot be ruled out. But 

from the very nature of the quarrel between the parties, it 

cannot be said that she was tortured by the petitioner 

demanding dowry from her. There is nothing to show in 

her evidence that anybody bodily injury was caused to her. 

Her mere statement that the accused petitioner demanded 

Rs.40,000/-from her does not prove that the accused 

petitioners demanded dowry from her. 
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11. Usually in such cases, it is very difficult to find out the 

truth because of the tendency of the wife to implicate her 

husband and his immediate relatives and courts are to be 

extremely careful in dealing with this complaint and must 

take pragmatic view while dealing with such types of 

cases. Sometimes, even without reasonable cause, the 

wife suspect her husband of having illicit relationship with 

other woman and obviously such suspicion led to quarrels 

between the two and sometimes the relatives of the 

parties also joined hands in such cases. In such cases the 

wife with Seciton-498A, IPC to take revenge on her 

husband and his relatives. The present case falling in the 

above category cannot be ruled out. Consequently, I find it 

extremely hazardous to uphold the conviction of the 

petitioners as recorded by the learned courts below. 

31.  The facts and circumstances of our case is similar to the facts and 

circumstances of (2016) 3 GLR 661(Supra). In this case also there is 

allegation of illicit relationship between accused Dineswar Nath and her 

sister-in-law Kanchan Nath. But, the prosecution could not prove this fact 

beyond all reasonable doubt. Thus, this court is left with no other option 

other than to think that the allegation of illicit relationship between them is 

mere suspicion. Even if the prosecution could prove the alleged relationship 

between accused Dineswar Nath and her sister-in-law that would not have 

been sufficient to prove the guilt of the accused. Because, in that case the 

prosecution would have to prove that it falls within the definition of “cruelty”. 

But, from the entire facts of the case and evidence led in its support, it 

transpires that there is serious doubt regarding the veracity of the 

prosecution case. It is also observed that the evidence is short of proof that 

the acts of the accused persons falls within the definition of “cruelty” as 

defined in the explanation to Seciton-498A of IPC.  
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32.  In view of above discussion I have come to a conclusion that the prosecution 

has miserably failed to establish the guilt of the accused persons beyond all 

reasonable doubt. Consequently, they are liable to be acquitted from this 

case on the ground of benefit of doubt. 

 

ORDER 

  Both the accused persons Dineswar Nath and Bijay Nath are 

acquitted from this case and set at liberty forthwith on the ground of 

benefit of doubt. Their bailor is also discharged from further liabilities in 

this case. However, the bail bonds submitted on their behalf shall remain 

in force for the next 6(six) months from today in view of the spirit of 

Section-437A of CrPC.   

The case is accordingly disposed of 

Given under my hand and the seal of this Court on this the 15th 

day of December, 2016 at Udalguri, BTAD::Assam. 

 

Typed and corrected by me:                                                    

 

Rajesh Bodo, A.J.S.             Rajesh Bodo                                             

S.D.J.M.(S), Udalguri      S.D.J.M.(S), Udalguri  

BTAD, ASSAM              BTAD, ASSAM         
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APPENDIX 

1. PROSECUTION WITNESSES: 

i. Smti. Dulumoni Nath----------------PW-1 

ii. Sri Keshab Nath----------------------PW-2 

iii. Sri Sanjay Nath-----------------------PW-3 

iv. Sri Suresh Nath-----------------------PW-4 

v. Sri Hareswar Nath--------------------PW-5 

vi. S.I. Kumar Padmashree Sarmah----PW-6 

2. DEFENCE WITNESSES:--NIL-- 

3. PROSECUTION EXHIBITS: 

i. Ext.1---------------------FIR/complaint 

ii. Ext.1(1) to Ext.1(5)---Signature of PW-1 in Ext.1 

iii. Ext.2--------------------Statement U/S-161 CrPC pf PW-5 

iv. Ext.3-------------------Sketch map of the P.O.  

v. Ext.3(1)-----------------Signature of PW-6 in Ext.3 

vi. Ext.4--------------------Charge sheet 

vii. Ext.4(1)---------------- Signature of PW-6 in Ext.4 

4. DEFENCE EXHIBITS:--NIL---  

Typed and corrected by me:                                                    

Rajesh Bodo, A.J.S.            Rajesh Bodo                                             

S.D.J.M.(S), Udalguri     S.D.J.M.(S), Udalguri  



17 

15.12.2016                                                                                         G.R. Case No.394/2012 

 

 

BTAD, ASSAM             BTAD, ASSAM         


