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                 IN THE COURT OF ASSTT. SESSIONS JUDGE AT                             

                       GOALPARA ::  ASSAM. 

 

                                        SESSIONS CASE NO. 224/2013 

                                                U/S. 448/307/506/34 of I.P.C. 

                                               State of Assam 

                                        -Vs- 

                                             1) Ibrahim Ali,  2) Abdus Salam,  

                                                3) Jakaria Ahmed & 4) Iliyas Ahmed.   

…............ Accused persons. 

                 

                              PRESENT:- A. K. BASFOR ; A.J.S. 

                                Asstt. Sessions Judge, Goalpara. 

For the Prosecution: Mr. N.N. Islam, learned Addl. P.P. 

For the Accused:       Mr.T. Hoque &  

                                 Mr. S. Hoque, learned Counsels. 

Evidence recorded on: 18/01/14, 10/09/15, 01/08/16, 07/11/16 and 

21/08/19.      

Argument heard on       : 17/09/2019.  

Judgment Delivered on : 17/09/2019. 

 

JUDGMENT. 

PROSECUTION CASE: 

1. The case of prosecution as unfolded the FIR may, in nutshell, 

be stated as follows:- 
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2.   That on 31/04/2011, at about 12:30 a.m.(night) the FIR 

named accused persons having broken bolt of the door of house of 

complainant mother, trespassed into the house taking advantage of 

absence of any other family members, except the mother of 

complainant namely Mirjan Bewa, and began to rebuke her with 

filthy language and asked her to hand over the key of almirah. But 

when the mother of complainant had refused to hand over the key, 

they accused persons together pressed her neck in order to kill her. 

However, she raised hue and cry and then the neighbouring people 

came forward and then the accused persons fled away from the 

scene in their Alto car. It is also stated that the accused persons also 

threatened the victim to kill her as soon as they found her.  

  This is the precise incident which led the complainant 

Muslim Ali to lodge the Ejahar through Court for taking necessary 

action.  

INVESTIGATION:  

3.  On the basis of the aforesaid FIR dated 15/09/11 lodged by 

informant Muslim Ali, a case being Krishnai P.S. Case no. 212/11 

u/s 147/448/457/393/307/506/34 of I.P.C. came to be registered and 

investigation was also conducted. During investigation, the 

available witnesses including the victim were examined u/s 161 of 

Cr.P.C. The victim was also examined by doctor and the I.O. 

collected the injury report of victim. The I.O. arrested the accused 

persons and forwarded them to judicial custody. The I.O. also 

seized one iron bolt of the broken door on being produced by the 

complainant Muslim Ali.  Finally, the investigation culminated into 

the submission of the Charge-sheet against the accused persons 
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namely 1) Ibrahim Ali,  2) Abdus Salam, 3) Jakaria Ahmed & 4) 

Iliyas Ahmed u/s 447/457/393/307/506/34 of I.P.C. 

COMMITMENT: 

4.  On appearance of the accused, copies of relevant documents 

were furnished to him in compliance of the provision of section 207 

of Cr.P.C. and the case being triable exclusively by the learned 

Court of Sessions, the same was committed to the learned Court of 

Sessions for trial whereupon the same was re-transferred to this 

Court for trial on 21-08-2019.  

5.  Having heard both sides and considered the materials on 

record, charges were formally framed against the accused u/s 

448/307/506/34 of I.P.C. and had been read over and explained to 

the accused by learned Sessions Judge, Goalpara to which the 

accused pleaded not guilty and claimed to stand trial.  

TRIAL: 

6.  During trial, the prosecution examined as many as 8 (eight) 

witnesses including the victim, Medical Officer and Investigating 

Officer. On closure of prosecution evidence, the accused persons 

have been examined u/s 313 of Cr.P.C. The defence declined to 

adduce any evidence and the plea of defence is of total denial of the 

occurrence as alleged. At the end of trial, heard the argument at 

length advanced by the learned Legal Aid counsel for accused and 

the learned Addl. P.P. for prosecution.  
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POINTS FOR DETERMINATION: 

7.  (1)  Whether the accused persons on the intervening night 

of the 30
th

 of August, 2011 and 1
st
 of September, 2011 at mid night 

committed house trespassed by forcibly entering the house of 

informant Muslim Ali of village Majgaon (Manikpur) under 

Krishnai Police Station of District Goalpara (Assam), by breaking 

frontal door of the house with intent to commit offence, as alleged, 

and thereby committed offence punishable u/s 448/34 of IPC ?  

  (2)  Whether the accused persons at the aforesaid relevant 

time and place, pressed the neck of victim / widow mother of the 

informant namely Musstt. Mirjan Bewa with such intention or 

knowledge and under such circumstances that if the accused persons 

by that act caused death to that old lady, they would  have been 

guilty of murder as alleged, and thereby committed offence 

punishable u/s 307/34 of IPC ? 

  (3)  Whether the accused persons at the aforesaid relevant 

time and place, committed criminal intimidation by threatening the 

mother of the informant with immediate hurt for loss of life, as 

alleged and thereby committed an offence punishable u/s 506/34 of 

I.P.C. ? 

DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASON THEREOF: 

8. P.W.-1, Muslim Ali, who is informant of this case deposed 

that on 31/08/2011 at about 12:30 a.m. (night) accused persons 

namely one Ibrahim Ali and a son of Ibrahim forcefully trespassed 

into the house of his mother namely Mirjan Bibi  having broken the 

bolt of the door.   He also deposed that the accused persons asked 
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for key of Almirah from his mother and when she refused, accused 

Ibrahim and Salam pressed her neck.  And then grand daughter of 

his mother raised hue and cry as a result of which the village people 

came forward and then the accused persons escaped from the same 

and went in their Alto Car. He also deposed that his mother narrated 

about the occurrence before him after 10 days of the incident. He 

further deposed that he, his brothers Mehbub, Mir Hussain and 

Imran Shah discussed the matter and after almost 15 days, he 

lodged the Ejahar. Thereafter police came, recorded his statement 

and police seized the bolt of the door in his presence on being 

produced by him. Ext.-1 is the Ejahar lodged through Court; 

Ext.1(1), 1(2) and 1(3) are his signatures. Ext.-2 is the seizure list 

and Ext.2(1) is his signature.  

9.  In his cross examination, he deposed that his residence at 

Krishnai is situated almost 03 km. away from Manikpur. He stated 

that the accused Ibrahim and his house is situated almost 4/5 

kilometer away from Manikpur. And accused Salam is a clerk of 

Krishnai College and his house is situated at Majgaon. He also 

stated that his niece i.e., daughter of his elder sister Mofida resides 

with his mother. He admitted that the accused persons did not ask 

for key of almirah.  

10.  P.W.-2, Mirjan Nessa, who is victim of the case, deposed 

that almost 4 years back, one mid night around 12:30 a.m. when she 

was sleeping with her grand-daughter Taslima, accused persons 

breaking the door entered into her house.  She also deposed that the 

accused persons asked her to handover the key of the Almirah and 

on her refusal one of the accused pressed her neck.  She further 
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deposed that she and her grand-daughter raised alarm and shouted 

with their top of the voice and then the neighbouring people came 

but accused had fled away. And in the morning, her son Muslim Ali 

came and lodged an Ejahar. 

11. In her cross examination, she deposed that the houses of 

Azad Haji, Hagura and some other persons are situated nearby her 

house. She stated that it is not a fact that she did not state before 

police (I.O.) about pressing on her neck. She denied all other 

suggestions put to her.   

 12. P.W.-3, Taslima Begum, who is grand-daughter of victim 

deposed that on 31/08/2011 at about 12:30 a.m. when she and her 

grand-mother were sleeping in the house, she suddenly heard shout 

of her grand-mother and then she woke up and saw the accused 

persons demanding key by pressing the neck of her grand-mother. 

She also deposed that when she started raising shouts, the accused 

persons went away and thereafter, villagers came to their house.  

13.  In her cross examination, she stated that it is not a fact that 

she stated before the police that the occurrence took place on 

18/09/2011.  

14.  P.W.-4, Abul Hussain, deposed that the occurrence took 

place almost 4 years ago on a night around 12:30 a.m. On that night 

at about 12:30 a.m. when he was coming from social visit in one of 

his relatives, he heard hulla in the house of Mirjan Nessa. He also 

deposed that he saw that a car was also going away from the front 

of the house of Mirjan Nessa and three persons namely Ibrahim Ali, 

Abdul Salam and Ilias Ali were going away in that vehicle. He 

further deposed that he went inside the house of Mirjan Nessa and 
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saw the hook of door was broken. He also deposed that he did not 

inquire about the occurrence to Mirjan Nessa and he went to his 

house.  

15.  In his cross examination, he deposed that his house is situated 

at Khamar Manikpur which is at a distance of half kilometer away 

from the place of occurrence. He also stated that the police met him 

in the next morning in the house of Mirjan Nessa and at that place 

his statement was recorded by the police and at that time 

complainant Muslim Ali was present. He further deposed that on 

that day in day times there was an incident in between the son of 

accused Ibrahim and daughter of Mir Hussain who is the eldest 

brother of complainant Muslim Ali, and in that case son of accused 

Ibrahim Ali was arrested by the police and forwarded to Court and 

in that case present accused Ibrahim Ali, accused Abdul Salam and 

one of the brothers of Ibrahim Ali were the accused persons. And 

that incident was also known to the complainant side including 

Mirjan Nessa and her grand daughter Taslima. He also stated that 

the complainant Muslim Ali is his cousin brother being the son of 

his maternal uncle. 

  He stated that it is not a fact that he did not state before police 

(I.O.) that he went for social visit to one of his relatives and on the 

way to his house, he heard hulla in the house of Mirjan Nessa.  

16.  P.W.-5, Babul Hussain, deposed that on the night of 

occurrence, when he was coming towards his home, he heard shouts 

in the house of complainant.  He also deposed that he saw a car 

stalled in front of the house of complainant, and while going to his 

house, on the way, he saw a car stalled in front of the house of the 
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complainant and he also saw the accused persons coming out of the 

house of complainant. He further deposed that Mirjan Bewa 

reported him that the accused persons demanded key from her.  

17.  In his cross examination, deposed that the place of occurrence 

is at a distance of one kilometer away from his house. He deposed 

that on the day of occurrence, there was a quarrel between the 

daughter of complainant’s elder brother Mir Hussain and the son of 

accused Ibrahim Ali.  

18.  P.W.-6, Kalam Hussain, deposed that on the night of 

occurrence he heard shouts coming from the house of complainant 

and he also saw the accused persons going away in an Alto Car 

from the front of the house of complainant namely Muslim Ali.  He 

also deposed that he went to the house of complainant and found 

Mirjan Bewa along with her grand-daughter in the house of 

complainant.  He further deposed that on his query, Mirjan Bewa 

reported him that the accused persons entered by breaking the lock 

of the door and holding her in chest they demanded key and  

thereafter, they went away on raising shouts.   

19.  In his cross examination, deposed that his house is in village 

Manikpur. He also deposed that Mirjan Bewa has four sons namely 

Mir Hussain, Mehbub, Moslem and Ibrahim. Mir Hussain and 

Mehbub live in separate plots nearby the house of Mirjan. He stated 

that the occurrence took place at about 10:00 / 10:30 p.m. He 

admitted that he had not seen the occurrence.  

20.   P.W.-7, Dr. Nabab Hussain, who is M.O. of the case, 

deposed that on 01/09/2011 at about 9:00 a.m. he examined victim 

Must. Mirjan Bewa in connection with this case and found injuries 
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marks viz., moderate tenderness present on posterior aspect of 

scalp, right side of neck and anterior aspect of throat; mild 

tenderness present on both forearms; small abrasion on right hand 

and mild tenderness present on anterior chest wall and both glottal 

region. He opined that the person examined sustained simple bodily 

injury caused by blunt weapon. The age of injury is within 24 hours 

at the time of examination. Ext.-3 is the medical report and Ext.3(1) 

is his signature.  

21.  In his cross examination, he stated that such type of injury 

may be caused due to fall on a hard substance.    

22.   P.W.-8, Hajrat Ali, who is I.O. of the case, deposed that he 

investigated the case and he also seized broken bolt/ hook of door. 

The mother of the complainant Mirjan Bewa was medically 

examined. Having completion of the preliminary investigation of 

the case, he handed over the case diary to the O.C. of Krishnai 

Police Station namely Hatem Ali Ahmed who collected medical 

injury report of victim and seized one Alto Car bearing registration 

No. As-18/A-9038 and R.C. of the said car. However, the O.C. on 

completion of the investigation submitted the charge sheet. Ext.-2 is 

the seizure list and Ext.2(2) is his signature. Ext.-4 is the seizure list 

of Alto Car and R.C. and Ext.-4(1) is the signature of O.C. Hatem 

Ali Ahmed which he had recognized. Ext.-5 is the charge sheet and 

Ext.-5(1) is the signature of said O.C. 

23.  In his cross examination, he deposed that the place of 

occurrence is situated almost 4 kilometer away from Krishnai Police 

Station and the road is motorable.  
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24.   He deposed that witness Muslim Ali (informant) in his 

previous statement did not state before him he stayed on the night of 

Eid up to 10:00 p.m. at Manikpur and he also had not stated that his 

grand-daughter stayed with her mother. He also deposed that the 

witness Abul Hussain (P.W-4) in his previous statement did not 

state before him that he went for social visit to one of his relatives. 

He stated that he has not seen the seized broken bolt in the Court. 

   These are the evidence on record. 

Appreciation of Evidence, Argument & Law : 

25.   The learned defence counsel during his argument 

submitted that complainant resides at Manikpur which is 3 

kilometer away from Krishnai where his mother resides. But the 

complainant did not lodge the FIR promptly nor the victim. It is 

thus submitted that the FIR is a belated FIR and the explanation 

given by the witnesses are contradictory for which the reason 

behind the delay in lodging the FIR cannot be legally sustained. The 

learned advocate also submitted that there is contradiction in the 

evidence of P.Ws which also cast shadow on the prosecution case. 

The learned advocate has pointed out that the injury mark of the 

victim may be caused due to falling on hard substance as stated by 

the doctor. It is also pointed out that the doctor did not find any 

strangular mark on the neck of the victim and hence the evidence of 

victim is not found believable. The learned defence counsel has also 

submitted that the evidence of victim is not clear and consistent and 

hence not believable. The learned counsel also submitted that there 

is enmity between the complainant and the accused persons which 
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is evident from the evidence of P.W-4. It is thus submitted that the 

accused persons are entitled to get acquittal from the case.  

26.  On the other hand, the learned Addl. P.P. during his 

argument submitted that mere delay in lodging the Ejahar is not 

sufficient to discard the evidence of P.Ws.  It is strongly argued that 

the evidence of P.Ws including victim has proved the case and their 

evidence is supported by doctor and hence, the accused is liable to 

be convicted under the charges brought against him. 

 27.  Now, let us go to see the requirements of law. 

Law:-     

Section 448 of IPC (Punishment for house trespass).  

The essential ingredients of the offence u/s 448 of IPC are as 

follows:- 

(i)  The complainant was in possession of the property; 

(ii) Property consisted of a building, tent or vessel used as a human 

dwelling or a building used as a place of worship or for custody of 

property; 

(iii) The accused entered into or upon such building, tent or vessel; 

(iv) Having entered lawfully into such building, tent or vessel the 

accused remains their unlawfully; 

(v) His intention was to commit an offence or intimidate, insult or 

annoy the person in possession.  
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Section 307 of IPC (Attempt to murder). 

28.  The essential ingredients of the offence u/s 307 of IPC are as 

follows:- 

(i)  The accused did some act; 

(ii) Such act was done with intention or knowledge that hurt was 

likely to be caused to the victim by the act; 

29.  It was held in State vs Birendra (2004) 9 SCC 37: AIR 204 

SC 1517 that to constitute an offence u/s 307 two ingredients of the 

offence must be present, namely, (a) an intention of or knowledge 

relating to commission of murder, and (b) the doing of an act 

towards it. 

30.  Now, looking back to the evidence on record, it reveals that 

there was already an enmity between complainant’s family and the 

accused persons which is disclosed by P.W-4 and P.W-5. So, in 

such a situation the evidence of complainant and victims is to be 

scrutinized carefully.  

31.  From the evidence of P.W-1, it reveals that he is not the eye 

witness of the occurrence. He stated that after 10 days of the 

incident his victim mother narrated about the occurrence before 

him. But his victim mother i.e., P.W-2 nowhere in her evidence 

stated that she disclosed about the occurrence before him. Hence, 

the evidence of P.W-1 has appeared hearsay and hence not 

believable.  

32.  P.W-2, stated that the accused persons having broken the 

door had entered into her house. But none of the P.Ws in their 
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evidence stated that the door was broken nor the I.O. seized any 

such broken door. Further, P.W-2 stated that one of the accused 

pressed her neck when she refused to handover the key of almirah. 

But she could not state which one of the accused pressed her neck. 

She also failed to disclose the individual role of each accused at the 

time of incident. Be it mentioned here that it is settled law that in a 

case of beating, assaulting or marpit, the role of each accused is to 

be explained clearly to believe the veracity of the sworn testimony 

of the witness. But in the present case it is found absent because the 

evidence of victim is not clear and hence not sufficient to rope the 

accused persons with the liability of charges brought against them. 

Further, she stated that the accused persons asked for key from her; 

but P.W-1, in his evidence stated that the accused persons did not 

ask for key of almirah. Here it appears to me that the evidence of 

P.W-1 and P.W-2 is not consistent. Further, from the evidence of 

P.W-2, it reveals that her son Muslim Ali (P.W-1) on the next 

morning of the incident, came and lodged an Ejahar; but P.W-1 

himself clearly stated that after 10 days of the incident his mother 

narrated about the occurrence and almost after 15 days he lodged 

the Ejahar. So, here also the evidence of P.W-1 and P.W-2 is neither 

found consistent nor corroborative to each other on material point 

which rendered their evidence doubtful and hence not believable. 

Moreover, she (P.W-2) stated that she and her grand-daughter 

(P.W-3) shouted with their top of the voice. But she alleged that at 

that relevant time one of the accused pressed her neck. It means she 

was not in a position to shout. So, here also the evidence of P.W-2 

has appeared doubtful.  
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33.  Likewise, the evidence of P.W-3 is also found not believable 

because she stated that the accused persons were demanding key by 

pressing the neck of her grand-mother (P.W-2). So, from her 

evidence it is not clear which one of the accused pressed the neck of 

her grand-mother. Now, assuming that all the accused pressed the 

neck of victim as prima facie appears from the evidence of P.W-3 

even then her evidence is not believable because according to 

victim one of the accused pressed her neck. So, here also the 

evidence of P.W-3 is found neither consistent nor clear nor 

corroborative with the evidence of victim. Hence, no reliance can be 

put in the evidence of P.W-3 as the same is found not believable.  

 34. So far evidence of P.W-4 is concerned it reveals that the 

house of P.W-4 is at a distance of half kilometer away from the 

place of occurrence. So, his evidence must be worthy of credence 

being the chance witness. But his evidence that on the night of 

occurrence he went for social visit to one of his relatives has 

appeared contradictory with his previous statement u/s 161 of 

Cr.P.C. made before the I.O. So, his evidence the when he was 

coming from social visit, he heard hulla in the house of victim has 

appeared doubtful and hence not believable.  

35.  Likewise, P.W-5 is a chance witness whose residence is 

situated almost one kilometer away from the place of occurrence. In 

a village area hardly a person is noticed going along the road at mid 

night around 12:00 or 12:30 a.m.. So, it is highly necessary to bring 

on record how the witness appeared to the place of occurrence. On 

scrutiny of evidence of P.W-5, no explanation or averments is found 

about his coming along the road near the house of alleged victim. 
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So, the evidence of P.W-5 that he heard shout in the house of 

complainant has appeared doubtful and hence not believable. 

Further, the evidence of P.W.5 that the victim reported him that the 

accused persons demanded key from her has appeared hearsay 

evidence because the victim nowhere in her evidence stated that 

P.W-5 came to her house on the night of alleged occurrence and she 

narrated about the occurrence before him. Hence, the evidence of 

P.W-5 has further appeared not believable.  

36.  Likewise, the evidence of P.W-6 that Mirjan Bewa reported 

him that the accused persons entered by breaking the lock of the 

door and holding her in chest they demanded key and thereafter 

they went away on raising shouts has appeared hearsay evidence 

because the alleged victim  nowhere in her evidence stated that she 

narrated all these things before P.W-6. It is further relevant to 

mention that the alleged victim nowhere in her evidence stated that 

the accused persons were holding her chest. So, the evidence of 

P.W-6 has also appeared exaggerated, and it is settled law that 

exaggerated evidence finds no place of truth.  

37.  Likewise, the evidence of doctor has appeared exaggerated 

because the doctor stated that he found injuries mark on posterior 

aspect of scalp; mild tenderness present on both forearms; small 

abrasion on right hand and mild tenderness present on anterior chest 

wall. But on perusal of evidence of victim, it clearly appears to me 

that she has not stated about receiving injuries on those parts of her 

body. So, the evidence of doctor is not found believable and a smell 

of manipulation in the injury report is perceived. However, it is 

clear from the evidence of doctor that the injuries found by him may 
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be caused due to falling on a hard substance. Hence, it cannot be 

straight way held that the injuries were caused by accused persons. 

38.  From the evidence on record it is already found doubtful 

that the accused trespassed into the house of victim and they 

tried to kill the victim. Moreover, there is no whisper in the 

evidence of P.Ws. that the accused persons threatened the 

victim as charged in the case.  

39. Now, I would say that the offence alleged in the case is 

serious in nature and hence the FIR should be lodged promptly. But 

from having perused the record, it clearly appears to me that the 

occurrence took place on 31/08/2011 at night around 12:30 a.m.  

and the Ejahar dated 10/09/2011 was lodged/filed through Court on 

15/09/2011 at Krishnai police station which was received by 

Krishnai Police Station on 18/09/2011, and the police station is  

situated almost 4 kilometer away from the place of occurrence. So, 

it clearly appears that there is delay of fifteen days in lodging the 

Ejahar. It is stated in the Ejahar (Ext.-1) that the victim is a old lady 

and the complainant resides out of station for his livelihood which 

caused delay in lodging the Ejahar. But having perused the evidence 

of complainant (P.W-1) it reveals that on the night of occurrence at 

about 10:00 p.m. he took dinner in his mother’s house and on that 

night he went to his residence. On the other hand, his mother 

(victim) stated that on the next morning the complainant came and 

lodged an Ejahar. So, it clearly appears to me that the explanation 

given in Ejahar is not found believable as the same contradicts with 

the evidence of complainant and victim. However, the complainant 

stated that after 10 days of the occurrence his mother narrated about 
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the occurrence before him. But even then he did not lodge the 

Ejahar on the 11
th

 day of the occurrence. He also stated that he 

discussed abut the matter with his brothers and after almost 15 days 

he lodged the Ejahar. But such explanation is found not suitable or 

tenable in the eye of law as the alleged offence is of serious nature. 

Hence, I am constrained to hold that there is no satisfactory or 

believable explanation regarding the delay in lodging the FIR. Now, 

in this regard, I would say that it was held by the Hon’ble Apex 

Court in AIR 1975 SC 1387 that – “Delay affects the credibility 

of the story stated therein.” Further, it was held by Hon’ble Apex 

Court in AIR 1983 SC 810 that – “When delay in filing the FIR 

is not explained properly, the FIR would be viewed with 

suspicion.” 

40.  In the light of aforesaid discussions coupled with my reasons, 

I am constrained to hold that prosecution has failed to lead cogent 

and convincing evidence on record to bring home the charges u/s 

448/307/506/34 of IPC against the accused persons beyond all 

reasonable doubt. The case of the prosecution is therefore held to 

have failed. Accused persons are not found guilty of the offences as 

charged and as such acquitted of the same on benefit of doubt and 

set at their liberty forthwith. 

41.  The accused persons are directed to furnish fresh bail bond as 

required u/s 437-A of Cr.P.C. and till then they are allowed to 

remain on their previous bail.  

42.  The seized iron door bolt and the seized Alto Car bearing 

registration number AS-18/A-9038 and R.C. of the car be given to 

its owner. 
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  The case stands disposed of on contest. 

 43.  Send copy of the judgment to the District Magistrate, 

Goalpara as per provision of Section 365 of Cr.P.C. 

  Given under my hand and the seal of this Court on this 17
th

 

day of September, 2019. 

 

   Dictated and corrected by me:            A.K. Basfor, A.J.S  

                   Asstt. Sessions Judge, Goalpara                               

Asstt. Sessions Judge, Goalpara         
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                              A P P E N D I X.     (Sessions Case No. 224/13). 

Prosecution witness :  

P.W.1 ….. ….. …… …… …..  Muslim Ali (informant), 

P.W.2 ….. ….. …… …… …..  Mirjan Nessa (victim), 

P.W.3 ….. ….. ……  ….. ….  Taslima Begum, 

P.W.4 …… …. ….. ……. …..  Abul Hussain,  

P.W.5 ….. …… ….. ….. ……. Babul Hussain,  

P.W.6 ….. …… ….. ….. ……. Kalam Hussain,  

P.W.7 ….. …… ….. ….. …. Dr. Nabab Hussain and   

P.W.8 ….. …… ….. ….. …. Hajrat Ali (I.O.).  

 

Defence witness :  …….. Nil. 

Prosecution Document : 

Ext.1 …… ……. ……. …. …  Ejahar 

Ext.2 …… …… …… …. …    Seizure List of bolt. 

Ext.3 ….. ….. …… …. … …   Medical Injury Report.  

Ext.4 ….. ….. …..    Seizure List of Alto Car and R.C. 

Ext.5 …..     …..    …..   ……  Charge Sheet.  

 

Defence Document :      ……. Nil. 

Court’s witness : … … …. ..      Nil. 

Court’s Document : … …. ..     Nil. 

 

                                     (A.K. Basfor, A.J.S.)                  

                         Asstt. Sessions Judge, Goalpara. 

 


