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J U D G M E N T 

1. BRIEF FACTS OF THE CASE: The case of the prosecution, in brief, is that the 

complainant Sri Rinku Neog has filed a complaint petition before the Ld. Chief Judicial 

Magistrate, Sonitpur stating, inter-alia that on 03.07.2013 in the presence of the 

Notary Md. Khalid Hussain vide an agreement the accused took a loan of Rs. 

4,20,000/- from the complainant, namely, Sri Rinku Neog. It has been stated that the 

accused promised to repay back the money on or before 31.03.2014 and if he fails to 

give the same, the complainant would be liable to takeover possession of 2 Katha land 

bearing Dag No. 228 situated at Morabhoroli Balichapori village under Tezpur PS. After 

lapse of time to repay back the said money, the complainant asked the accused person 

to return back his money but the accused instead of returning the money abused him 

with hard words and also threatened him of dire consequence, if he again ask him for 

the said money. In order to get back his amount of Rs. 4,20,000/-, the complainant 

lodged this complaint petition before this Court. 

 

2. On receipt of the complaint, the Ld. CJM, Sonitpur forwarded the same to the 

O/C, Tezpur PS for registering a case, investigating and submit report in final form. 

The O/C, Tezpur PS on receiving the complaint petition and registered the same as 

Tezpur PS Case No. 1286/2014, u/s 420 of IPC vide GDE No. 337 dated 07.11.2014 

and endorsed SI Giridhar Borah for investigation of the case.  

 

3. Police after completion of investigation, submitted charge sheet against the 

accused person, namely, Sri Dadul Patangia u/s 420 of IPC. When the case came for 

trial cognizance of the offences under section 420 of IPC was taken and summon was 

issued to the accused person and on appearance of the accused person, copy of the 

relevant documents was furnished to him and after hearing both the parties the formal 

charge was framed u/s 420 of IPC and it was read over and explained to the accused 
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person to which he pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried. Thereafter, summons 

was issued to the PWs.     

 

4. POINT FOR DETERMINATION: Upon hearing and on perusal of record, I 

have formulated the following points for determination: 

 

(i.) Whether the accused person Dadul Patangiaon 03.07.2013 cheated 

the informant, namely, Sri Rinku Neog by dishonestly inducing him 

to give back Rs 4,20,000/- which he took as loan and thereby 

committed offence under section 420 IPC? 

 

5. Thereafter, summons was issued to the witnesses. The prosecution side 

examined as many as seven witnesses i.e. the informant and the investigating officer 

of this case. Besides the aforesaid PWs, prosecution side could not bring further PWs in 

support of its case and accordingly, after hearing the Ld. A.P.P as well as on perusal of 

the evidences of the PWs, the prosecution evidence was closed.  

 

6. The accused person was examined under section 313 CrPC; the defence plea 

was of total denial, defence chose not to adduce any evidence in support of their case. 

In his examination u/s 313 CrPC, the accused has admitted that “He has taken Rs. 

30,000/- from the informant. However, he was supposed to pay him back only Rs. 

70,000/- including the interest and the principal amount. He had cleared by dues 

within 17 months. On the payment of the last installment when he asked the informant 

to give him a written note, the informant told him that he would give him on the next 

date. Next day, when he met the informant, he told him that one of his friends will 

come and execute a document for transaction but it did not happen ever. The 

informant kept on delaying to give him the said note with one reason or the other.”   

 

A  R  G  U  M  E  N  T  S 

7. The learned counsel for the accused person submitted that there is no material 

against the accused person; as such the accused person needs to be acquitted. On the 
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other hand Ld. Asst. Public Prosecution has well proved the case beyond all shadow of 

doubt, as such, accused person is required to be convicted under the charged sections 

of law. I have given my thoughtful consideration on the argumentation put forwarded 

by the learned defence counsel as well as by the learned A.P.P on behalf of the state.   

 

EVIDENCE OF THE PROSECUTION WITNESSES 

 
8. Now, let me have a look on the evidences tendered by the PWS. 

 

9. PW 1, Sri Rinku Neog who is the informant of this case has stated that he 

knows the accused person standing in the dock. He stated that the alleged incident 

took place on 03/07/2013. He further stated that on the date of the alleged incident, 

the accused had taken Rs 4, 20,000/- from him as a loan and assured him that he 

would give him one katha of his land at Barak valley if he could not repay the 

borrowed money. He stated that the accused was supposed to repay him the money 

by 31/01/2014. But when the accused did not return him back his money, he then 

went to the accused but the accused not only refused to return him the said money 

but also threatened to kill him. Moreover, he stated that through a notary registration, 

he had given Rs 4, 20,000/- to the accused but till date the accused did not repay him 

back the said money. Thereafter, he has filed this case. The prosecution side exhibited 

the ejahar as Ext 1 wherein he put his signatures as Ext 1(1-4).  

 

10. In his cross examination, he stated that the purpose to file this case is to 

get back his money back from the accused person. He stated that he had filed this 

criminal case because the accused threatened him of dire consequence. He admitted 

that he has not filed any other ejahar in this case except for Ext 1. Further he stated 

that the distance between his house and the police station is almost 10-12 kms. He 

stated that Ext 1 is prepared by Advocate, named Putul Bora. He also deposed that on 

28/10/2014 or 30/10/2014 he has lodged this case, he is not able to recollect 

completely. He stated that on 03/07/2013, the witness Dharmendra Nath came to 

court to witness the transaction in front of the notary. He also stated that Advocate 
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Putul Borah while preparing Ext 1 had not met his witnesses and the agreement was 

written by Ramesh Saikia. Although, he has mentioned the name of three witnesses, 

namely, Dharmendra Nath, Mohini Baruah and Ramesh Saikia as listed witnesses but in 

his agreement only Dharmendra Nath and Mohini Baruah were mentioned as 

witnesses. Moreover, he stated that he did not remember the name of the advocate 

who had identified the accused and the witnesses of the agreement.  He also did not 

remember the exact date when the advocate identified the accused and the witnesses. 

He further stated that the agreement was prepared on 03/07/2013 but he has not 

given his signature in the agreement prepared by the notary. He further stated that he 

has not mention the Patta number of the land of the accused in Barak Valley in the 

agreement which he was supposed to get on the failure of the accused to return back 

the money. The accused is a teacher by profession and he had taken money as a 

whole. He denied the suggestion that the accused had taken money from him in 

installments once Rs 70,000/-, 20,000/-, 15,000/- in total Rs. 4, 20,000/-. He further 

denied the suggestion that the accused had returned him back his money. He also 

denied the fact that the accused had paid back 15% interest which he has imposed 

upon him. He denied the suggestion that the accused had given him his bank account 

passbook and each time while the accused gave him money he has given his signature 

in it. He stated that he knew the accused three months prior to the payment of money. 

He denied the suggestion that he kept on delaying to give the accused the agreement 

after he repaid him back the money he has taken from him. He denied the suggestion 

that out of greed of the Barak Valley land he has filed this case against the accused 

and that no agreement was prepared while he gave money to the accused person that 

is why the agreement does not bear his signature. He further denied the suggestion 

that he has not stated before police that the accused kept on delaying to repay him 

back his money.  

 

11. PW 2, Md Khalid Hussain, who is the Notary of Tezpur Court has stated that 

on 3/7/2013 Rinku Neog and the accused came to him with an agreement along with 

his Advocate Apurva Mahanta. Then after going through the agreement, he asked the 

accused whether he had taken money from Rinku Neog, the accused stated that he 
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had taken Rs 4,20,000/- from Rinku Neog and he will return the said money by 

31/01/2014. The accused also stated that if he could not repay the money to Rinku 

Neog, then he will give the land in his possession at Morabharali Balichapori to Rinku 

Neog. After confirming the details he authenticated the deed of the agreement vide 

Serial no 446/2013 dated 3/7/2013. The prosecution side exhibited the deed of 

agreement as Ext 2 wherein he put his signatures as Ext 2(1-2). 

 

12. In his cross examination, he stated that he did not know the date when 

Rinku Neog had given money to the accused person. He stated that in summary, he 

had written about the transaction between the accused and Rinku Neog in his register 

but he has not brought the said register in the court. The serial number is maintained 

in a register but he has not brought the said register in the court. He stated that police 

had also not come to him for seizing the register. He stated that a witness and 

Advocate Apurva Mahanta had also come along with the accused and Rinku Neog 

before him when Ext 2 was authenticated. Advocate Apurva Mahanta had identified the 

parties before him. The signature of Rinku Neog is not there is Ext 2. He stated that he 

did not know the name of the witness who came before him. He has not asked the 

Advocate Apurva Mahanta how he knew the parties. He denied the suggestion that 

Advocate Apurva Mahanta had not identified the parties on the date of the agreement 

and that the accused had not come to him on the date of agreement. He further 

denied the suggestion that the accused did not sign Ext 2 in front of him and that the 

signature in the stamp paper and the signature of cartridge paper of the accused in Ext 

2 are different. He admitted that he has not witnessed the transaction between the 

accused and Rinku Neog. He denied the fact that he has not properly registered the 

Ext 2 and prepared it one sided only. He further admitted that he has not seen any 

land documents nor has he kept any copy of land documents. 

  

13. PW 3, Sri Ramesh Saikia, who is the Mohori of Tezpur Court has stated that 

he knows the informant as well as the accused person of this case. He stated that 

around one year back, he prepared an agreement for the accused person and the 

informant related to monetary transaction. He further stated that he asked the accused 
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person whether he got money from the informant; the accused said he got. 

Thereafter, he signed the agreement. The prosecution side exhibited the deed of 

agreement as Ext 2 wherein he put his signatures as Ext 2(3).  

  

14. In his cross examination, he stated that police had not interrogated him in 

connection with this case. He denied the suggestion that he has stated before police 

that he has prepared the agreement between the accused person and the informant 

relating to money. He also denied the suggestion that he has stated before that when 

he asked the accused person whether he got money then the accused said he got and 

thereafter he has prepared Ext 2. He further denied the fact that the accused signature 

was there in Ext 2 before he prepared Ext 2. He admitted that he has personally not 

witnessed the transaction between the accused person and the informant. He admitted 

that he has not stated before police that at the time of transaction accused signed in a 

twenty rupees stamped paper. He stated that he did not remember the exact date 

when he prepared Ext 2 and also he has mentioned the witnesses name in Ext 2; but 

he did not remember their name now.  He stated that he did not remember the name 

of the Advocate who identified the parties. He denied the suggestion that the Advocate 

did not identify the borrower and that the informant bought a blank paper having the 

signature of the accused person and he prepared the same as per his instruction. He 

further denied the suggestion that the accused person was not present at the time of 

preparation of Ext 2.  

 

15. PW 4, Sri Dharmendra Nath stated that he knows the informant and he had 

seen the accused person in the year 2013. He stated in his evidence that the accused 

person had taken Rs. 4, 20,000 from the informant and the documents were prepared 

in the court. Then, he has signed the agreement as a witness at the time of execution 

of the agreement. He further stated that the accused person was supposed to return 

back the borrowed amount to the informant within one year of the execution of the 

agreement. However, he has heard that the accused had not yet returned back the 

money to the informant. The prosecution side exhibited the deed of agreement as Ext 

2 wherein he put his signature as Ext 2(4).  
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16. In his cross examination, he stated that he did not remember the exact 

date when Ext 2 was prepared. The agreement was prepared on a twenty rupees 

stamp paper. He admitted that he has witnessed the transaction between the accused 

person and the informant. He denied the suggestion that he has not witnessed the 

transaction between the accused person and the informant. He stated that along with 

him two other witnesses were present at the time of execution of Ext 2 but he does 

not know the name. He stated that the Advocate had identified the parties infront of 

the Mohori who prepared Ext 2 and one Notary had attested Ext 2 but he did not know 

the name of the Notary. It is not mentioned in Ext 2 that the accused had taken money 

from the informant in front of him. He stated that he did not know the name of the 

Mohori, who had written Ext 2. After, he saw the monetary transaction between the 

accused person and the informant then only he has signed Ext 2. He has not 

mentioned the date when he has signed Ext 2. He denied the suggestion that the 

informant had prepared Ext 2 which was a blank paper and had the signature of 

accused person. He also denied the suggestion that the accused person was not 

present when Ext 2 was prepared. He denied the suggestion that he has not stated 

before police that-“The accused person had taken Rs 4, 20,000 from the informant. 

The documents were prepared in the court. He has signed the agreement as a witness 

at the time of execution of the agreement. The accused person was supposed to return 

back the borrowed amount to the informant within one year of the execution of the 

agreement. However he has heard that the accused had not yet returned back the 

money to the informant.” He stated that he knows the informant since 2010 and he is 

his friend. He denied the suggestion that he was deposing false for the sake of the 

informant who is his good friend.  

 

17. PW 5, Sri Appu Kalita stated in his evidence-in-chief that he knows the 

informant as well as the accused person of this case. He stated that he has signed a 

seizure list of this case around 6-7 months back relating to some monetary transaction 

between the accused and the informant. He stated that the informant had given some 
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money to the accused. The prosecution side exhibited the seizure list Ext 4 wherein he 

put his signature as Ext 4(1).  

 

18. In his cross examination, he stated that he does not know English. He also 

does not know the contents of Ext 4; but it was explained to him before his signature. 

He admitted that the police told him that monetary transaction related documents 

between the accused person and the informant were seized vide Ext. 4. 

 

19. PW 6, Sri Mohini Baruah stated that he knows the informant but he does not 

remember the accused person. He stated that in the year of 2014 he signed Ext. 2 as a 

witness which was an agreement but he forgot the contents of Ext 2. The prosecution 

side also exhibited the deed of agreement as Ext 2 wherein he put his signature as Ext 

2(5).  

 

20. In his cross examination, he stated that Ramesh Saikia had written Ext 2. 

He did not remember the parties of the agreement; but it was related to some land 

matter. So far as he knows the land belonged to the accused person. Some sell 

purchase agreement was mentioned in Ext 2. He does not remember the advocate 

who identified the parties. Moreover, he stated that he has not seen any land related 

documents of the land in question. He also stated that he did not know where Ext 2 

was registered. 

 

21. PW 7, Sri Giridhar Borah, who is the investigating officer of this case and 

had appeared after receiving the summon and stated that on 1/11/2014 while he was 

posted in Tezpur Sadar PS, on that day they have received an ejahar from the court 

filed by the informant, Sri Rinku Neog who also appeared before the PS. Thereafter, 

OC, Tezpur PS registered the case vide Tezpur PS Case No 1286/2014 u/s 420 IPC vide 

GDE No. 337 dated 7/11/2014 and entrusted him with the preliminary investigation of 

the case. He stated that he recorded the statement of the informant in the police 

station and thereafter he seized a document from the informant in the presence of 

witnesses. Thereafter, he went to the place of occurrence and prepared the sketch 
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map. He further stated that he examined the Notary and other materials witnesses of 

this case. Moreover, he stated that on 05/12/2014 the accused surrender before him 

and he allowed him to go on bail since he had produced before him a copy of the 

anticipatory bail which had been granted to him by the Court. He also stated that after 

completion of the investigation, he submitted chargesheet against the accused person 

Dadul Patangia u/s 420 IPC. The prosecution side also exhibited the charge-sheet as 

Ext 3 wherein he put his signature as Ext 3(1) and the seizure list as Ext 4 wherein he 

too put his signature as Ext 4(2).  

 

22. In his cross examination, the I/O stated that he has not examined the writer 

of the Ext 1 and the name of the writer of Ext 1 is also not written in Ext 1. He stated 

that he has not tried to find out the advocate who was involved in making the 

agreement between the accused person and the informant. He also stated that there is 

no seal and signature of the Notary who had prepared the agreement of this case. The 

place of occurrence is mentioned as Tezpur in Ext 1. However, during the course of 

investigation, he went to Tezpur Bar (Tarini Sangha) which happens to be the place of 

occurrence as per the informant. He also stated that in Ext 2, it is mentioned who had 

written it and who were the witnesses to the agreement and he has accordingly, 

examined those witnesses of Ext 2. He stated that in the continuation paper of Ext 2, 

the signature of the informant is not seen. He admitted that he has personally gone to 

see the land which the accused person was supposed to give to the informant if he 

defaults in giving the borrowed amount from the informant. But he has not mentioned 

anywhere the details regarding the said land which the accused person was supposed 

to the give to the informant. He admitted that witness PW 3 Ramesh Saikia had stated 

before him that –“at the time of transaction accused signed in twenty rupees stamped 

paper.” He denied the suggestion that he has not investigated the case properly and 

has submitted baseless charge-sheet against the accused person without any 

materials.  
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DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF 

 
23. Now let me discuss the materials on record and try to arrive at a definite 

finding as regards the point for determination. 

 

24. From the above evidence of the prosecution witnesses as well as from the 

materials on record it appears to me that there was a transaction of money between 

the accused person Dadul Patangia and the complainant Rinku Neog on the mentioned 

date and also as per the records and evidences deposed by number of prosecution 

witnesses but there are certain major and relevant discrepancies that creates a doubt 

upon the alleged offence against the accused person. The accused even in his 

statement of defence u/s 313 CRPC admitted the fact that he borrowed sum of money 

from the accused though not that amount that had been alleged by the complainant 

but whether that transaction of money amounts to any form of cheating u/s 420 IPC 

needs to be proved. 

 

25. Let’s first understand what is cheating as defined u/s 415 I.P.C. It provides 

that- 

See.415IPC:- Whoever, by deceiving any person, fraudulently or 

dishonestly induces the person so deceived to deliver any property to any 

person, or to consent that any person shall retain any property, or intentionally 

induces the person so deceived to do or omit to do anything which he would 

not do or omit if he were not so deceived, and which act or omission causes or 

is likely to cause damage or harm to that person in body, mind, reputation or 

property, is said to "cheat". Explanation,--A dishonest concealment of facts is a 

deception within the meaning of this section. 

 

26. In Devendra vs. Baladev (2005) 9 SCC15, Hon’ble Apex Court has laid 

down the requirement of section 415 and 420point wise as under – 
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“The said provision requires, (i) deception of any person (ii) whereby 

fraudulently or dishonestly inducing that person to deliver any property to any 

person or to consent that any person shall retain any property or (iii) 

intentionally inducing that person to do or omit to do anything which he would 

not do or omit if he were not so deceived, and which act or omission causes or 

is likely to cause damage or harm to that person in body, mind, reputation or 

property.” “The essential ingredients to attract Section 420 IPC are: (i) 

cheating; (ii) dishonest inducement to deliver property or to make, alter or 

destroy any valuable security or anything which is sealed or signed or is 

capable of being converted into a valuable security and the (iii) mens rea of the 

accused at the time of making the inducement. The making of a false 

representation is one of the ingredients for the offence of cheating under 

Section 420.  

 

27. Thus to prove an offence Punishable u/s 420, IPC the prosecution must prove 

the following ingredients.  

(i) There must be deception i.e., the accused must have deceived 

someone;  

(ii) That by the said deception, the accused must induce a person. (a) 

to deliver any property, or (b) to make, alter or destroy the whole or 

part of the valuable security or anything which is signed or sealed 

and which is capable of being converted into a valuable property.  

(iii) That the accused did so dishonestly. 

 

28. In the case at hand, out of 7(seven) prosecution witnesses adduced by the 

prosecution side, the evidence of the complainant as PW 1, Rinku Neog should be 

given prime importance. He stated that on 03/07/2014 he gave a sum of Rs. 4,20,000 

as loan to the accused person Dadul Patangia vide an agreement in the presence of 

the Notary who is PW 2, PW 3 is the Mohori who had written down the agreement and 

the other witnesses as PW 4 and PW 5 who deposed that they were present at the 

place where the transaction of money took place between the accused and the 
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complainant. PW 1 stated that the accused assured him that he would give him one 

katha of his land at Barak valley if he could not repay the borrowed money which was 

corroborated by the other witnesses as well. But the major defect in this statement is 

that nothing of such sort was written down in the agreement and there is no any 

specific mentioning of the location or any Patta number of the land at Barak Valley 

which the accused promised to give to the complainant. One of the other defect that 

needs a mention is the FIR in which he mentioned that if the accused fails to repay the 

loan, the complainant would be liable to take over possession of 2 Katha land bearing 

Dag No. 228 situated at Morabhoroli Balichapori village under Tezpur PS. So, this 

creates a doubt as to the veracity of the case as alleged against the accused. The 

complainant as PW 1 further stated that the agreement was prepared on 03/07/2013 

but he has not given his signature in the agreement prepared by the notary. This is a 

great loophole that again creates another doubt upon the veracity of the case because 

an agreement without the signature of the complainant cannot be considered, without 

a valid explanation from his part. Now, the question is whether the agreement without 

the signature of the complainant is valid document or not. 

 

29. From the facts as narrated in the FIR and the evidences tendered by the PW 1 

and PW 2 it is not clear that whether the accused mentioned about the land to be 

given to the complainant is situated in Barak valley or at Tezpur itself. The other 

witnesses also did not mentioned anything in regard to this. It is well-settled that to 

convict a person u/s 420, IPC, it has to be established not only that he has cheated 

someone but also that by doing so he has dishonestly induced the person who was 

cheated to deliver any property. But in the present case the prosecution has failed to 

establish the ingredients of section 420 IPC against the accused. 

 

30. The other witnesses namely, Md. Khalid Hussain as PW 2 and Ramesh Saikia as 

PW 3 had admitted the fact that the signature of Rinku Neog is not there is Ext 2. Also 

they did not know the name of the witness who came before them to put the signature 

in the agreement and also did not enquire the Advocate Apurva Mahanta how he knew 

the parties. 
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31. In the case S.N. Palanitkar and others vs. State of Bihar, AIR 2001 SC 

2960, it has been laid down that in order to constitute an offence of cheating, the 

intention to deceive should be in existence at the time when the inducement was 

made.  It is necessary to show that a person had fraudulent or dishonest intention at 

the time of making the promise, to say that he committed an act of cheating. A mere 

failure to keep up promise subsequently cannot be presumed as an act leading to 

cheating. 

 

32. In the instant case none of the prosecution witnesses succeeded in proving the 

inducement made by the accused person to cheat the complainant and the 

complainant also failed to prove the intention of the accused to cheat him because his 

own version varied in both the FIR and his deposition in the court regarding the land 

which he was supposed to get from the accused on his failure to repay the loan. PW 4 

though had deposed that he had witnessed the transaction of money between the 

complainant and the accused person but it does not prove that the money that had 

been taken by the accused amounts to Rs. 4,20,000 since that has not been counted in 

his presence. Also it is an admitted fact that the accused took money from the 

complainant, but he denied taking the alleged amount instead he stated that he took 

Rs.70, 000 and that he had already repaid back. PW 5 and PW 6. From the conduct of 

the accused, it appears that from the beginning of the transaction, the accused has no 

intention to cheat the complainant and thus the offence palpably does not falls u/s 420 

I.P.C.  

 

33. Thus in the absence of any concrete prove from the prosecution side and a 

different version from the side of the accused person altogether makes the prosecution 

case doubtful. Thus, the evidence of the principal witness is falling far short to 

establish the basic ingredients of charge u/s 420 of IPC and the benefit of this goes to 

the accused.  
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O  R  D  E  R 

34. Considering the discussions made above, it can be safely presumed that the 

prosecution has failed to bring home the guilt of the accused person, namely, Sri 

Dadul Patangia under section 420 of IPC beyond all reasonable doubt. Hence, 

benefit of doubt goes to the accused person and he is Acquitted of the said charges 

and set at liberty forthwith. 

 

35. The bail bond shall remain in force for the next six months as per provision of 

sec-437-A Cr.P.C. 

 

36. Judgment is prepared in separate sheets, delivered in open court in presence of 

both the parties.  

Given under my Hand and Seal of this Court on this the 11th day of 

December, 2017  

 

(Smt. Neha Saikia) 
 

Judicial Magistrate First Class, 

Sonitpur: Tezpur 

 

 
 
Dictated and corrected by me:- 
 
 
      (Smt. Neha Saikia) 

Judicial Magistrate First Class,  

      Sonitpur: Tezpur 

 
 
Dictation taken and transcribed by me: 

           Sri Janmoni Deka (-Steno-)  
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GR CASE NO: 2701/2014 
PROSECUTOR: STATE OF ASSAM 
ACCUSED PERSON: SRI DADUL PATANGIA 

 

 

A-N-N-E-X-U-R-E 

1. Witnesses for Prosecution  

PW 1: Sri Rinku Neog  

PW 2: Md Khalid Hussain  

PW 3: Sri Ramesh Saikia  

PW 4: Sri Dharmendra Nath  

PW 5: Sri Appu Kalita  

PW 6: Sri Mohini Baruah  

PW 7: Sri Giridhar Borah, I.O 

 

2. Witnesses for Defence : NIL 

3. Court Witnesses:  NIL 

4. Prosecution Exhibits: 

Ext 1  : Complaint Petition  

Ext 1 (1-4) : Signatures of the informant 

Ext 2  : Deed of Agreement  

Ext 2 (1-2) : Signatures of Md. Khalid Hussain, Notary  

Ext 2 (3) : Signature of Sri Ramesh Saikia, Mohori  

Ext 2 (4) : Signature of Sri Dharmendra Nath 

Ext 2 (5) : Signature of Sri Mohini Baruah  

Ext 3  : Charge Sheet 

Ext 4  : Seizure List  

 
5. Defence Exhibits: NIL 

6. Material Exhibits: NIL  

 

 

Judicial Magistrate First Class 

Sonitpur, Tezpur 

 

 


