
1 
 

IN THE COURT OF THE ADDITIONAL SESSIONS JUDGE 

::::UDALGURI 

 

Present : Smti. N. Talukdar, 

Addl. Sessions Judge, 

Udalguri. 

 

Sessions Case No. 88/2017 

U/S 448/302/506/34 IPC 

GR Case No. 854/17 

 

State of Assam 

-Vs- 

1. Bejgo Orang @ Birju and  

2. Bircha Kheria.…………Accused persons. 

 

For the Prosecution  :  Mr. R. Sarmah, Addl. Public Prosecutor. 

For the Accused       :  Mr. M.C. Narzary, Learned Advocate. 

 

Date of Evidence    : 03-05-18: 20-08-18: 19-12-18: 28-03-19:  

                              26-07-19: 31-08-19: 04-10-19. 

Date of Argument   : 28-11-2019. 

Date of Judgment   : 07-12-2019. 

 

J U D G M E N T 

 

1. The prosecution case in brief is that on 14-07-17, at about 9 pm, accused 

Bejgo Orang @ Birju and Bircha Kheria inflicted blows and kicked on the 

person of Majia Orang and made him unconscious. Both the accused 

persons threatened the wife of Majia Orang not to divulge about the 

incident to any person. Next day, i.e. on 15-07-17, at about 11 am, the 
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wife of Majia Orang brought ambulance from the garden hospital to take 

Majia Orang to hospital but medical staff of the ambulance declared him 

dead. Hence, on the same day informant Ganesh Mahali lodged an FIR 

with the Officer-in-Charge of Paneri  P.S.  

 

2. On the basis of the FIR, Paneri P.S. Case No. 52/17 U/S 448/302/506/34 

IPC was registered and after completion of investigation police had 

submitted charge sheet U/S 448/302/506/34 IPC, against the accused 

persons Bejgo Orang @ Birju and Bircha Kheria. 

 

3. Learned Chief Judicial Magistrate, Udalguri, after having complied with the 

provision U/S 207 CrPC found that the offences U/S 302/34 I.P.C. is 

exclusively triable by the Court of Sessions and accordingly committed the 

case to the Court of Sessions on 21-09-17.  

 

4. In consideration of the submission of the learned counsel for both the 

parties and on evaluation of materials on record having found sufficient 

grounds for presuming that the accused persons had committed offence 

U/S 448/302/506/34 I.P.C., Hon’ble Sessions Judge framed charge there 

under and the ingredients of charge U/S 448/302/506/34 I.P.C., were read 

over and explained to the accused persons to which they pleaded not 

guilty and claimed to be tried. Thereafter, the learned Sessions Judge vide 

Order dated 19-11-18, transferred the case to this court for disposal.  

 

5. The prosecution in order to prove its case examined the following 08 

(eight) witnesses.  

PW1- Ganesh Mahali. 

PW2- Dr. Hiranya Kr. Gayari. 

PW3- Ashok Sarma. 

PW4- Smt. Somari Orang. 

PW5- Smt. Salmi Munda. 

PW6- Raju Munda. 
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PW7- Mamoni Mahali. 

PW8- SI Prabin Chandra Deka. 

 

6. The statement of the accused persons had been recorded U/S 313 Cr.P.C. 

The defence case was of total denial and declined to adduce defence 

evidence. 

 

7. In the light of the above facts and circumstances, the points for 

determination in the instant case are set up as follows:-  

(I) Whether the accused persons in furtherance of common 

intention, committed house trespass into the dwelling house 

of Majia Orang? 

(II) Whether the accused persons in furtherance of common 

intention, committed murder intentionally causing the death 

of Majia Orang? 

(III) Whether the accused persons in furtherance of common 

intention, committed criminal intimidation by threatening 

Smt. Samari Orang with threat to kill her? 

 

DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASON FOR DECISION: 
 

8. I have heard arguments placed by learned counsel for both sides and 

carefully appraised the evidence on record in its proper perspective. 

 

9. Learned Addl. P.P. R. Sarmah has argued that as per medical evidence the 

death of deceased is homicidal in nature. There is clear evidence of 

prosecution witnesses that previous day of death of the deceased an 

incident of fighting had taken place between the deceased and both the 

accused persons in the house of the deceased. Hence, both the accused 

persons are liable to be convicted under Section 302/34 IPC. 
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10. Per contra learned defence counsel has argued that the evidence of PW1 

and PW2 is hearsay. PW4, the wife of the accused has not supported the 

prosecution case. though there is allegation that the accused persons 

inflicted blows and kicked on chest, neck and stomach of the deceased but 

postmortem examination report  revealed multiple fracture on head in 

occipital region of the deceased. There is no evidence at all adduced by the 

prosecution that deceased was hit on his head. The learned defence 

counsel has relied on the decisions reported in (1985) Cri.L.J 1450, 

Amin Chand and Ors Vs. State of Himachal Pradesh and AIR 1975 

SC 1727, Ram Narain Singh Vs. State of Punjab. 

 

11. Before appreciating the arguments put forward by learned Addl. P.P. for 

the State as well as the rival submission advanced by the learned defence 

counsel I would like to discuss the evidence adduced by the prosecution. 

 

12. PW1 is Ganesh Mahali, informant of this case. In his evidence PW1 had 

deposed that at the time of incident he was not present. When he returned 

home at night, he was called by the family members of the deceased. He 

went to the house of deceased and saw that Majia Orang was lying dead in 

his house. He went to police station and lodged an ejahar. He put his 

thumb impression in the ejahar. Later on, the wife of deceased told him 

that accused gave kick on the stomach of the deceased. In cross-

examination, PW1 had stated that the occurrence took place in the quarter 

of tea garden. He did not see the incident. When the wife of deceased told 

him that accused Bejgo Orang gave kick on the stomach of deceased at 

that time Ashok Sarma, secretary of VDP was present. Accused Bejgo 

Orang is the younger brother of deceased and accused Bircha Kheria is the 

father in law of Bejgo Orang. PW1 did not know how the accused persons 

came to the house of deceased. PW1 had denied the suggestion that the 

wife of deceased did not state before him that accused Bejgo Orang gave 

kick on the stomach of deceased. 
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13. PW2 is Dr. Hiranya Kr. Gayari. In his evidence PW2 had deposed that on 

16.7.17, while he was working as M &. H.O.1 at Udalguri Civil Hospital, he 

had performed post-mortem upon the dead body of Majhia Orang @ Mitho, 

in connection with Paneri PS case No. 52/17 U/S 448/302/506/34 IPC. The 

dead body was identified by UBC/402 Paban Borah and Teharu Orang. On 

examination, he found the following:- 

EXTRANAL APPEARANCE:-   

A average built dark coloured dead male body dressed in white Gamocha. 

Fracture present in occipital region. Fracture present I occipital region and 

face is congested.  

CRANIUM AND SPINAL CANAL:-   

Skull fracture. Membrane- congested, Brain- congested, Liver, Kidneys, 

Bladder, Organs of generation- all are normal.  

THORAX:-  

Walls ribs and cartilages-  Normal. 

Pleurae, Laryax and trachea, lungs, Vessels- all are normal.  

ABDOMEN:- 

Walls, Peritoneum, Mouth, pharynx, oesophagus, Stomach and its 

contents, Small intestine and its contents, Large intestine and its contents- 

all are normal. 

INJURY:-   

Face congested. Skull fracture. 

More details description:-   

Multiple fracture of skull in occipital region.  

PW2 had deposed that in his opinion, death was due to hypovolcine shock 

as a result of head injury. Time since death 16-22 hours. Ext.1 is the post-

mortem report and Ext.1(1) is the signature of PW2. In cross-examination, 

PW2 had stated that he had not mentioned in the post-mortem report as 

to the type of weapon by which such injury had been caused on the back 

of deceased. Except the head injury he did not find any other injury on the 

body of the deceased which was sufficient to cause death of the deceased.  
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14. PW3 is Ashok Sarma, VDP Secretary. In his evidence PW3 had deposed 

that in the month of July 2017, the occurrence took place. On the date of 

occurrence at about 12 pm, while he was in his shop, Ganesh Majhi came 

there and informed him about the death of Majia Orang. Then, he along 

with Ganesh Majhi went to the house of Majia Orang. The house of the 

deceased was situated in the Line of the Garden where too stay. PW3 had 

seen dead body of Majia Orang lying in the courtyard of his house. The 

people present in the house of the deceased informed that previous night 

of the incident, the accused persons had a quarrel with the deceased and 

an incident of assault took place. Then, he went to Panery Police station 

along with Ganesh Majhi to inform about the death of Majia Orang. On that 

day, in the night Police arrested the accused persons. He was informed by 

the neighbors of the deceased that the deceased was murdered by both 

the accused persons. In cross-examination, PW3 had stated that the house 

of the deceased was at a distance of 300 meter from his shop. His house is 

in the backside of the shop. In the night, he had not heard sound of 

"halla". He had not seen injuries on the dead body of the deceased. The 

dead body was not covered with any cloth. He had not seen bleeding from 

his mouth. There were gathering of people in the house of the deceased. 

They told him that in the night after consuming liquor, the accused persons 

and the deceased had quarreled. The people who told him about the 

incident came to know about the incident on hearing about it from others. 

The accused persons and the deceased lived in the same compound in 

separate houses. He had not seen Police recovering any articles from the 

possession of the accused persons. 

 

15. PW4 is Smt. Somari Orang, wife of deceased. In her evidence PW4 had 

deposed that about one year back, the occurrence took place. On the date 

of occurrence, her husband complained of stomach ache. Then, at about 3 

pm, she went to the hospital of Bhooteachang Tea garden to bring the 

ambulance. When she reached home, with the ambulance she had found 

her husband dead. Thereafter she went to the house of Ganesh Majhi and 
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asked him to lodge a Police case. PW4 had been declared hostile and 

cross-examined by the prosecution. In cross-examination by the 

prosecution PW4 had stated that the Police had recorded her statement. It 

is true that she had stated before the Police that on 14-07-2017, at about 

7-8 pm, her brother-in-law Bejgo Orang and father-in-law came to their 

house and consumed liquor with her husband. They had an altercation 

over some issue and they assaulted her husband. Bejgo strangulated neck 

of her husband and Birsha Kheria kicked on the chest and stomach of her 

husband and caused serious injuries. At the time of assault upon her 

husband, she intervened but they did not pay heed to her. PW4 had 

denied the suggestion that she stated before the Police that Smt. Mamoni 

Mahali and Smt. Parsai Munda had seen the incident. PW4 had denied the 

suggestion that she had stated before the Police that accused persons 

threatened her with dire consequences if she divulged about the incident 

of assault to some other persons and that she had stated before the Police 

that the accused persons assaulted her husband. She had come to the 

court along with both the accused persons. PW4 had denied the suggestion 

that she had deposed falsely and that the accused persons had murdered 

her husband. In cross-examination by defence, PW4 had stated that her 

husband had not sustained any head injury before his death. She did not 

state before the Police that accused persons had assaulted her husband. 

She had not seen any incident of assault upon her husband. Her husband 

died because of ailment. The deceased was suffering from stomach ache 

and his nose was bleeding. He used to consume liquor. 

 

16. PW5 is Smt. Salmi Munda. In her evidence PW5 had deposed that about 

two years back, the incident happened. The house of the deceased is near 

her house. On the date of occurrence, Police came to the house of the 

deceased. She heard from the people of their garden that Majia had 

expired. PW4 had been declared hostile and cross-examined by the 

prosecution. In cross-examination by the prosecution PW4 had stated that 

her statement was not recorded by the Police. PW4 had denied the 
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suggestion that she stated before Police that "on 14-07-2017, at about 

7.30 pm, she was in her house. Suddenly she heard hue and cry in the 

house of Majia Orang. Then, she went to his house. There she had seen 

that Birsha Kheria was inflicting blows on the person of Majia Orang and 

Birsha Munda was inflicting kicks on chest and stomach of Majia. PW5, 

Mamoni, Mahali and Munni Nayak had seen the incident and intervened but 

they did not stop. After assaulting Majia and causing serious injuries, 

Bedong and Birsha left the place. The wife of Majia had three children and 

she could not make arrangement for treatment of her husband 

immediately. In the morning she brought ambulance to take her husband 

to hospital but found that her husband had already expired. Majia died as a 

result of assault upon him".  PW4 had denied the suggestion that she had 

deposed falsely and that she had come to the court along with the accused 

persons. PW4 had denied the suggestion that she had seen the accused 

persons assaulting Majia Orang and that as a result of assault by the 

accused persons, Majia Orang died. In cross-examination by defence, PW5 

had stated that the deceased and his wife used to quarrel frequently. She 

did not go to see their quarrel. She did not know as to how Majia Orang 

died. She was not examined by the Police in connection with this case. 

 

17. PW6 is Raju Munda, driver of Bhutiachang T.E. Hospital. In his evidence 

PW6 had deposed that about two years back, the occurrence took place. 

On the date of occurrence, at about 3-4 pm, while he was in the factory of 

Bhutiachang T.E, he got a phone call from one staff of Bhutiachang T.E 

hospital that he had to bring a patient from Line no. 13 of T.E. by the 

ambulance. Then, he took the ambulance to the house of Majia Orang. The 

wife of Majia Orang who went to hospital to bring the ambulance was in 

his ambulance. In the house of Majia Orang, he had seen that Majia Orang 

was lying in the courtyard of his house. Then, he called Ganesh Mahali 

from the nearby house. Ganesh Mahali saw Majia Orang lying on the 

courtyard. On examination they came to know that Majia Orang had 

already breathed his last. Then he took the ambulance back to hospital. He 
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had not notice any injury on the dead body of Majia Orang. In cross-

examination, PW6 had stated that he did not know as to how Majia Orang 

died. 

 

18. PW7 is Smt. Mamoni Mahali, informant is her brother-in-law. In her 

evidence PW7 had deposed that about two years ago, the occurrence took 

place. On the date of occurrence, in the evening, she went to the house of 

the informant for social visit. At that time, from the house of informant, 

she had heard the sound of commotion raised by the accused persons and 

the deceased Majia Orang in their house. At the time of incident, the wife 

and children of the informant were present at their home. As she was 

getting late, she returned back to her home. Next day, she heard about 

the death of Majia Orang. PW7 had been declared hostile and cross-

examined by the prosecution. In cross-examination by the prosecution 

PW7 had denied the suggestion that she stated before the Police that on 

14-07-2017, in the evening at about 7-7.30 pm, on hearing hue and cry in 

the house of Majia Orang, she went there and saw that his brother Bejgo 

Orang and Birsha Kheria, the father-in-law of Bejgo Orang were assaulting 

Majia Orang with their hands, Bejgo throttled his neck and Birsha Kheria 

had inflicted kicks on his chest and stomach.  PW7 had denied the 

suggestion that she stated before the Police that she had seen the 

incident, Salmi Munda and Munni Nayak had also seen the incident and 

though they tried to intervene in their quarrel but they did not pay heed to 

them, that at that time no male member was present there and after 

assaulting Bejgo Orang and Birsha Kheria left the place of occurrence. The 

accused persons live in the line where she too lived. She called accused 

Birsha Kheria as uncle and Bejgo as “Dada” (elder brother). She came to 

the court along with the accused persons by the same bus. PW7 had 

denied the suggestion that she had deposed falsely today for the sake of 

the accused persons as she maintained a good relationship with them. In 

cross-examination by defence, PW7 had stated that it takes 15 minutes to 

reach to the house of the informant from her parent’s home. The house of 
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the accused persons was near the house of the informant. On the date of 

occurrence, she went to the house of the informant on a social visit. At the 

time of incident, both the accused persons and the deceased were drunk. 

She did not know the relationship between the informant Ganesh Mahali 

and the deceased Majia Orang. She did not go to the house of the 

deceased on hearing the commotion. The Police did not record her 

statements. Next day, she had heard about the death of Majia Orang but 

she did not know the cause of his death. 

 

19. PW8 is SI Prabin Ch. Deka, Investigating Officer of this case. In his 

evidence PW8 had deposed that on 15-07-2017, he was working as SI at 

Panery PS. On that day, on receiving a written FIR lodged by informant 

Ganesh Mahali, O/c Panery PS Inspector Sohrab Ali registered Panery PS 

case no. 52/17 U/S 448/302/506/34 IPC and entrusted PW8 to investigate 

the case. Taking up the investigation of the case PW8 recorded statement 

of the informant in the Police station and thereafter proceeded to the place 

of occurrence. The occurrence took place in the house of Majia Orang 

situated at Line no.3 of Bhutiachang T.E. At first he detained both the 

accused persons and sent them to the police station. Thereafter he visited 

the place of occurrence as shown by wife of the deceased, recorded 

statement of witnesses U/S 161 Cr.P.C and prepared the sketch map of the 

place of occurrence. As the Magistrate did not appear for conducting the 

inquest, therefore in consultation with the O/c, he brought the dead body 

to the Police station. At the place of occurrence, he took photograph of the 

dead body. In the night the dead body was kept in the Police station under 

police protection. Next day, the dead body was sent to Udalguri Civil 

hospital for conducting inquest and also for post-mortem examination. On 

16-07-17, after interrogation of both the accused persons, they were 

arrested and forwarded to Learned Magistrate with a prayer for recording 

their confessional statements. On 21-07-17, he collected the post-mortem 

examination report from Udalguri Civil hospital. After completion of 

investigation, as directed by Addl. SP Udalguri, he submitted charge-sheet 
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against accused Bejgo Orang @ Birju and Birsha Kheria U/S 

448/302/506/34 IPC. Ext-2 is the FIR lodged by informant Ganesh Mahali 

where he put thumb impression. Ext-2(1) is the signature of Inspector 

Sohrab Ali, O/c Panery PS under registration note. PW8 was acquainted 

with his signature. Ext-3 is the sketch map of place of occurrence. Ext-3(1) 

is the signature of PW8. Ext-4 is the charge-sheet. Ext-4(1) is the signature 

of PW8. PW8 had proved the statements of PW4 Somari Orang, PW5 Salmi 

Munda and PW7 Mamoni Mahali recorded under Section 161 Cr.P.C.  In 

cross-examination, PW8 had stated that after receiving the FIR, he went to 

the place of occurrence. The FIR was lodged on 15-07-17 at about 5.30 

pm. The incident happened in the night of 14-07-17. On 15-0-17, he 

recorded statement of all the witnesses. The place of occurrence was 

about 5-6 kms away from Panery PS. On my visit to the place of 

occurrence, he had seen the dead body of the deceased lying on the 

courtyard of his house. In my sketch-map, he did not show that the 

incident of assault took place inside the room of the house. In the sketch-

map, the houses of nearby people were not shown. The houses of Salmi 

Munda and Mamoni Mahali were situated near the house of the deceased. 

Their houses were not shown in the sketch map. PW8 was not aware 

whether confessional statement of the accused persons had been recorded 

by the Court or not. In connection with this case, he had not seized any 

article. 

 

20. On careful assessment of the evidence on record it appears that PW1, the 

informant of this case was informed by the wife of deceased that accused 

inflicted kick on the stomach of the deceased. PW3, the VDP Secretary was 

iinformed by other people that previous night of the incident, the accused 

persons had a quarrel with the deceased and an incident of assault had 

taken place. He was also informed by the neighbours that deceased was 

murdered by both the accused persons. Both PW1 and PW3 had not seen 

the incident. They had deposed about the incident on hearing from other 

people. PW4 the wife of the deceased adduced evidence without making 
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any allegation against both the accused persons. According to her on the 

date of occurrence when her husband complained of stomach ache she 

went to hospital of Bhutiachang Tea garden to bring the ambulance. When 

she reached home with the ambulance she found her husband dead. PW4 

had been declared hostile and cross-examined by the prosecution. Though 

in her cross-examination by prosecution she admitted that she  stated 

before the police that accused person assaulted her husband  during an 

altercation, Bejgo Orang @ Birju strangulated neck of her husband and 

Bircha Kheria kicked on the chest and stomach and caused serious injuries, 

but in cross-examination by defence she revealed that she did not state 

before the police that the accused persons had assaulted her husband. She 

also revealed that she had not seen any incident of assault upon her 

husband. According to PW4 her husband died because of ailment. PW5 and 

PW7 had been declared hostile and cross-examined by the prosecution. 

During their examination prosecution has failed to extract anything to 

substantiate the prosecution case. PW6 is driver of ambulance of 

Bhutiachang hospital, his evidence is to the effect that the wife of the 

deceased brought the ambulance to her home but when Majia Orang was 

found dead, PW6 returned back to hospital. Thus it appears that there is 

no clear evidence as to what happened in the house of the deceased on 

the date of occurrence. Though PW7 had deposed in her evidence that she 

had heard sound of commotion in the house of the accused persons and 

deceased but she had not deposed anything that the accused persons 

assaulted the deceased. Moreover, the case of the prosecution, as 

emanated from the FIR and the cross-examination by the prosecution to 

hostile witnesses, is that both the accused persons inflicted blows and 

kicked on abdomen of deceased Majia Orang. But the evidence of PW2, 

the Medical Officer revealed that the deceased died as a result of head 

injury. During postmortem examination PW2 did not find any injury on the 

abdomen of the deceased. As per medical evidence the deceased received 

multiple fracture of skull in occipital region. There is no evidence of the 

prosecution witnesses that the accused persons hit the deceased on his 
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head. In the decision reported in AIR 1975 SC 1727, Ram Narain 

Singh Vs. State of Punjab, the Hon’ble Supreme Court held that “where 

the evidence of the witnesses for the prosecution is totally inconsistent 

with the medical evidence or the evidence of the ballistic expert, this is a 

most fundamental defect in the prosecution case and unless reasonably 

explained it is sufficient to discredit the entire case”. 

 

21. A close scrutiny of evidence on record would reveal that there is no clear 

and consistent evidence that an incident of assault had taken place in the 

house of the deceased where both the accused persons inflicted injury on 

the head of the deceased or in any other parts of his body. With regard to 

standard of proof in criminal trial, in the decision reported in AIR 2011 SC 

200, Paramjeet Singh @ Pamma Vs. State of Uttarakhand, the 

honourable Supreme Court stated that – 

11. A criminal trial is not a fairy tale wherein one is free to give flight to 

one's imagination and fantasy. Crime is an event in real life and is the 

product of an interplay between different human emotions. In arriving at a 

conclusion about the guilt of the accused charged with the commission of a 

crime, the court has to judge the evidence by the yardstick of probabilities, 

its intrinsic worth and the animus of witnesses. Every case, in the final 

analysis, would have to depend upon its own facts. The court must bear in 

mind that "human nature is too willing, when faced with brutal crimes, to 

spin stories out of strong suspicions." Though an offence may be gruesome 

and revolt the human conscience, an accused can be convicted only on 

legal evidence and not on surmises and conjecture. The law does not 

permit the court to punish the accused on the basis of a moral conviction 

or suspicion alone. "The burden of proof in a criminal trial never shifts and 

it is always the burden of the prosecution to prove its case beyond 

reasonable doubt on the basis of acceptable evidence." In fact, it is a 

settled principle of criminal jurisprudence that the more serious the 

offence, the stricter the degree of proof required, since a higher degree of 

assurance is required to convict the accused. The fact that the offence was 
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committed in a very cruel and revolting manner may in itself be a reason 

for scrutinizing the evidence more closely, lest the shocking nature of the 

crime induce an instinctive reaction against dispassionate judicial scrutiny 

of the facts and law. 

 

22. Thus the principle of law in criminal trial is well settled that suspicion 

however grave cannot take the place of legal evidence. In absence of legal 

evidence an accused cannot be convicted basing on surmises and 

conjectures. In the present case PW4, the wife of the deceased, who was 

present at home with the deceased, had not deposed anything against 

both the accused persons. She denied of any incident of assault upon her 

husband by the accused persons. Though PW1 had deposed that PW4 told 

him that both the accused persons kicked on the abdomen of her husband 

but PW4 had not corroborated his evidence.  

 

23. Thus there is no direct evidence available on record to bring home the guilt 

of the accused. There is also no incriminating circumstance appearing 

against both the accused persons which irresistibly lead to the conclusion 

that none other than both the accused persons are the perpetrator of the 

crime. Hence, prosecution has failed to prove the charges leveled against 

the accused persons beyond all reasonable doubt. The accused persons 

are entitled to get benefit of doubt. 

 

24. Situated thus the points for determination are decided in the negative and 

against the prosecution. 

 

ORDER 

 

25. In the result the accused persons Bejgo Orang @ Birju and Bircha Kheria 

are found not guilty under Section 448/302/506/34 IPC, and acquitted of 

charges under Section 448/302/506/34 IPC, on benefit of doubt and set at 

liberty forthwith. 
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26. Bail bonds executed by the accused persons and the sureties shall remain 

in force for another six months under the purview of provision under 

section 437-A Cr.P.C. 

 

27. Send back the original case record of GR Case No. 854/17 to the court of 

learned Chief Judicial Magistrate, Udalguri, alongwith a copy of the 

Judgment, forthwith. 

 

28. Judgment is signed, delivered and pronounced in the open court today the 

07th day of December, 2019. 

 

Dictated and Corrected 

 

 

(N. Talukdar)     (N. Talukdar) 

Addl. Sessions Judge   Addl. Sessions Judge 

Udalguri.      Udalguri. 
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IN THE COURT OF ADDL. SESSIONS JUDGE:::::::::::::::::::::::UDALGURI. 
SESSIONS CASE NO. 88/17 

APPENDIX 
(A) Prosecution Exhibits: 

Ext.1  : Postmortem report. 

Ext.2   : FIR. 

Ext.3  : Sketch map 

Ext.4  : Charge sheet.  

(B) Materials Exhibits : Nil. 

(C) Defence Exhibits : Nil. 

(D) Exhibits produced 

 by witnesses  : Nil. 

(E) Court Exhibits  : Nil 

(F) Prosecution witnesses: 

PW1- Ganesh Mahali. 

PW2- Dr. Hiranya Kr. Gayari. 

PW3- Ashok Sarma. 

PW4- Smt. Somari Orang. 

PW5- Smt. Salmi Munda. 

PW6- Raju Munda. 

PW7- Mamoni Mahali. 

PW8- SI Prabin Chandra Deka. 

(G) Defence witnesses : Nil. 

(H) Court witnesses : Nil. 

 

(N.Talukdar) 

Addl. Sessions Judge. 

Udalguri. 

 

 


