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IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL JUDGE, SONITPUR AT TEZPUR 
 

 
SPECIAL (POCSO) CASE NO.         :-     33 OF 2015 
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JUDGMENT 

1.  In this case accused Sanjib Rabidas is put for trial for allegation 

of charge under Section 493/316/302 of the IPC read with section 4 of 

the POCSO Act, 2012. 

2.  The prosecution case according to the FIR in brief is that on or 

about ten months ahead of the date of filing of the ejahar, the accused 

caused pregnant informant’s sister therefore, a village meeting was held 

where accused admitted that due to his cause informant’s sister become 

pregnant and thereafter, he expressed his readiness to accept the sister 

of the informant. Thereafter about three months accused lived with his 

earlier wife and did not provide any food and any maintenance to the 

sister of the informant. At last on 29-08-2015 sister of the informant 

was died during treatment. Hence, this prosecution case.   

3.  The ejahar was filed by the informant Kamal Harijan before the 

O/C of Sootea police station on 30-08-2015. On receipt the ejahar, the  

Officer-In-Charge of Sootea Police Station registered the case vide 

Sootea P.S. Case No. 168/15 u/s 376(2) (D)/493/314/316 of IPC r/w 

section 4 of the POCSO Act.  After completion of usual investigation, the 

O/C Sootea Police Station filed charge sheet u/s 376(2) (I)/493/314/316 

of IPC  r/w section 4 of the POCSO Act against the accused Sanjib 

Rabidas. 

4. On being appeared the accused before this Court, after hearing 

both parties, I framed charge u/s 493/316/302 of the IPC read with 

section 4 of the POCSO Act, against the accused Sanjib Rabidas and 

particulars of the charge was read over, explained to the accused to 

which he pleads not guilty and claims to be tried.  

5.   To substantiate the case, prosecution has examined as 

many as 9 (nine) witnesses. After completion of prosecution 

evidence, accused was examined u/s 313 Cr.P.C. All the allegations 
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made against the accused and evidence appears against the accused 

are put before him for explanation where he denied the allegation and 

evidence and declined to give defence evidence.  

6. I have heard arguments put forwarded by learned advocate of 

both the parties.   

7. The point for decision in this case is that - 

(1)  “Whether on or about 10 months prior to 29-08-

2015, the accused at Khatowal gaon under Sootea 

Police station by deceit caused a certain woman, to wit 

Smt. Rakhi Harijan, who was not lawfully married to 

you to believe that she was lawfully married to you and 

in that belief, cohabit or have sexual intercourse with 

you and that you thereby committed an offence 

punishable  U/S  493 of the IPC ?   

(2) Whether on or before 29-08-2015 the accused at 

Khatowal gaon under Sootea Police station did an act, 

to  Rakhi Harijan, under circumstances, to Rakhi 

Harijan, that if you thereby caused death, you would be 

guilty of culpable homicide, and did by such act cause 

the death of a quick unborn child of Rakhi Harijan, and 

you thereby committed an offence punishable  U/S  316 

of the IPC? 

(3) Whether on or about 29-08-2015 the accused at 

Khatowal gaon under Sootea Police station committed 

murder by causing the death of Rakhi Harijan, and   

thereby committed an offence punishable  U/S  302 of 

the IPC? 

(4) “Whether on or about 10 months prior to 29-08-

2015 at Katowal gaon under Sootea Police station the 

accused committed penetrative sexual assault on “Miss 

X” (victim) aged about 15 years  and thereby 

committed an offence punishable under section 4 of the 

Protection of Child from Sexual Offences Act?   
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Reasons, Decisions and reason for decision. 

8. To arrive at the judicial decision, let me appreciate the evidence 

on record. 

9. PW 1 Sri Prem Chand Rabidas, father of the accused, stated that 

the incident took place about two years ago. The sister of informant had 

love affairs with his son. The name of sister of informant is Rakhi 

Harijan. Accused had love affairs with Rakhi for long time, thereafter he 

married Rakhi Harijan and initially lead a peaceful life as husband and 

wife, as a result Rakhi gave birth a baby but in the hospital Rakhi and 

baby both were died. After the death of deceased, learned Magistrate 

conducted inquest upon the dead body and in the request he put his 

thumb impression.  

10.    PW 2, Sri Kamal Harijan stated that accused is his brother-in-law 

(bhanijowain) and deceased was his own sister. Accused loved his 

sister. During that period her sister was 20 years old. Thereafter 

accused married his sister and leaded a peaceful married life but at the 

time of delivery of a child at Kanaklata Civil Hospital she and the baby 

were died. He was present at the time of inquest. Ext. 1 and Ext.2 are 

respectively the inquest reports of his sister and his nephew. Ext. 1(1) 

and 2(1) are his signatures. Out of anger he filed the ejahar as he 

become emotional after the death of his sister. Ex. 3 is the ejahar and 

Ext. 3(1) is his signature.  

 In cross-examination, he admitted that during the life time of his 

sister accused was very affectionate and maintained his sister well. Even 

at the time of pregnancy of his sister, accused treated her through the 

doctor and gave proper maintenance. Accused has also looked after his 

pregnant sister. Death of his sister was a normal. There is nothing any 

suspect about the accused.   

11. PW 3 Smt. Janti Harijan stated that he knows the accuse and 

deceased. The incident took place in the year 2015. She being “Asha 
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worker” administered TT Injection to deceased Rakhi. She also provide 

iron tablet to her. To her knowledge Rakhi was died in delivery.  

12.  PW 4 Smti Asha Harijan deposed that complainant is his 

nephew. The incident took place on or about 2 years ago. Before the 

incident accused eloped Rakhi and thereafter married her according to 

social customs. At the time of delivery of Rakhi at hospital she along 

with new born baby were died but he cannot say why there was died.  

13. PW 5 Sri Bimal Konwar, Sr. Scientific Officer, Toxicology Division 

of Director of Forensic Science, Assam Guwahati, stated that on 09-12-

2015, he was working as Sr. Scientific Officer, Toxicology Division, 

Directorate of Forensic Science, Assam, Guwahati, Kahilipara and on 

that day he received a parcel from the Directorate of Forensic Science, 

Assam, Guwahati, Kahilipara which was sent by the S.P. Biswanath 

Police District, Biswanath vide Memo No.  BSN/CRIME/2015/4852 dated 

08-12-2015 in connection with Sootea PS Case No. 168/15, u/s  

376(2)(i)/493/314/316 of the IPC r/w section 4 of POCSO Act.  

 The parcel consisted of three ehxhibits in three sealed glass jars 

enclosed with a sealed wooden box wrapped with markin cloth cover 

which was sealed with the impression of the seal of SP, Biswanath 

Chariali. 

 Name of the deceased :  New born baby.   

 Description of articles: 

1. One glass jar containing stomach and its contains 

preserved in saturated solt solution marked by him as 

Ext. No. Tox-  852(a) 

2. One glass jar containing liver preserved in saturated 

solt solution marked by me as Ext. No. Tox-  852(b) 

3. One glass jar containing right kidney preserved in 

saturated solt solution marked by him as Ext. No. 

Tox-  852(c) 
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The above three glass jars were found to be sealed with 

the medico legal sealed impression of KCH, Tezpur.  

Result of examination: 

1.  No poison was found in Ext. No. Tox- 852(a), Ext. No. 

Tox-  852(b) and Ext. No. Tox-  852(c). 

Ext. 4 is the Forwarding letter of Director Incharge and Ext. 4(1) 

is the signature of Jt. Director on behalf of Director of FSL G.N. Deka.  

Ext. 5 is his report  and Ext. 5(1) is his signature.  Ext. 6 is the 

forwarding   letter of Director Incharge and Ext. 6(1) is the signature of 

Jt. Director on behalf of Director of FSL G.N. Deka.   

   Name of the deceased :  Rakhi Harijan.   

   Description of articles: 

1. One glass jar containing stomach and its contains preserved in 

saturated solt solution marked by him as Ext. No. Tox-  851(a) 

2. One glass jar containing a piece of liver preserved in saturated 

solt solution marked by him as Ext. No. Tox-  851(b) 

3. One glass jar containing right kidney preserved in saturated solt 

solution marked by him as Ext. No. Tox-  851(c). 

The above three glass jars were found to be sealed with the medico 

legal sealed impression of KCH, Tezpur.  

Result of examination: 

1.  No poison was found in Ext. No. Tox- 851(a), Ext. No. Tox-  

851(b) and Ext. No. Tox-  851(c). 

    Ext. 7 is his report and Ext. 7(1) is his signature. 

Ext. 8 is the case diary of GR Case No. 2391/15. Ext. 9 is the receipt 

and Ext. 9(1) is the signature of dealing Assistant of their office on 

behalf of Director of FSL and Ext. 10 is the receipt and Ext. 10(1) is the 

signature of dealing assistant of their office on behalf of Director of FSL.   
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14.  PW 6, Indra Harijan, stated that accused Sanjib Rabi Das is his 

son-in-law. Deceased Rakhi was her daughter. When she married with 

the accused her age was 15/16 years.  Rakhi married with accused 

Sanjib Ravi Das about two years ago. The incident took place about one 

year ago. She was admitted in KCH, Tezpur for delivery. At the time of 

delivery, his daughter and her new born baby died. So, his son Kamal 

Harijan upon angry lodged an FIR against the accused.  Thereafter, he 

turned hostile.  

 In cross-examination by defence, he stated that his daughter 

died at the Hospital. His son-in-law accused Sanjib take care of her 

daughter by providing proper meal and treatment. They do not suspect 

accused in any other means as his daughter was died after gave birth of 

her child.  Police has recorded his statement. He made statement 

before the police as he deposed before the court. During investigation, 

the I.O. did not seize any documents relating to age of his daughter 

15. PW 7 Dr. Tek Bahadur Chetry stated before this court that On 

30-08-2015 he was posted as working as SD Medical & Health Officer in 

the Kanaklata Civil Hospital, Tezpur and on that day at about 3.45 PM 

one dead body of Rakhi Horizon, female aged 15 years brought to 

perform post mortem examination vide reference Sootea PS case 168 of 

15 on being escorted by UBC 377 Kiron Ch Doley and identified by 

Kamal Horizon and Premchand Robidas.  On examination he found the 

following:  

External appearance:  

 Average built female dead body . Rigour mortis absent. No 

external injury seen.  

1. Pale,  

2. Left ventricular type of heart enlargement seen. 

3. Pericardial fluid present.  

4. Pleural fluid present. 

5. Legs are slightly oedematous. 
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6. Uterus enlarge with blood clot in the cavity of the uterus(post 

partum uterus). 

Detail description of injury or disease: 

  As the cause of death could not be ascertained the following 

viscera are preserved for forensic examination.  

1. Stomach with its contents. 

2. Piece of liver right kidney. 

Opinion: 

 As the cause of death could not be ascertained, viscera 

preserved for forensic examination.  

 EXT. 11 the Post mortem report and Ext. 11 (1) is his signature. 

Ext. 11(2) is the signature of Joint Director of Health Services, Sontipur 

Tezpur.  

 On the same day and same reference he has also conducted 

post mortem upon the dead body of a female new born baby of 3-4 

hours age who was also identified by the same persons who has 

identified and escorted by the mother of the deceased baby. On 

examination he found the following:  

 Rigour mortis absent. No external injury seen. Lungs are partially 

inflated.   

 As the cause of death could not be ascertained, the following 

visceras are preserved for forensic examination. 

1. Stomach with its contents.  

2. Liver, 

3. Right kidney.  

Opinion:  

  As the cause of death could not be ascertained, the following 

viscera are preserved for forensic examination. 
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  EXT. 12 the Post mortem report and Ext. 12 (1) is his signature. 

Ext. 12(2) is the signature of Joint Director of Health Services, Sontipur 

Tezpur.  

16. PW 8 Sri Lalji Horizon, who also turned hostile stated that he 

knows the accused Sanjib Rabidas, The incident took place about two 

years ago. At the relevant time local public handed over the victim Rakhi 

Horizon to accused on the ground that she become pregnant from the 

side of the accused. Thereafter, accused kept Rakhi as his wife in his 

house and cohabited. Subsequently, Rakhi was died at the time of 

delivery. Of course he was not present during that period. The matter 

was come to know only after his arrival from Patna. He heard that said 

deceased Rakhi was in the house of the accused as his wife for three 

months only. As the father of said Rakhi Horizon was died, he being 

uncle remained her guardian of said Rakhi. Therefore, on his arrival 

from Patna police called him to the police station. Then he turned 

hostile.  

 In cross-examination by defence, he stated that he was not 

available in the village when Rakhi was handed over to the accused by 

the village public. At the time of handing over Rakhi he was at Patna. 

He does not know how Rakhi died.  

17. PW 9 Sri Satish Sahoo, who investigated the case, stated before 

the court that on 30-08-2015 he was posted OC, Sootea Police Station. 

On that day an ejahar was filed by one Kamal Horizon before the police 

station and after receipt of the ejhar register Sootea PS Case No 168/15 

under 376(2)(i)/493/314/316 of IPC, and he himself took up the 

investigation of the case. Ext.3 is the said ejahar and the Ext.3(2) is his 

signature. Accordingly, he visited the place of occurrence, prepared a 

sketch map on the place of occurrence. Ext. 13 is the sketch map and 

Ext. 13(1) is his signature. In presence of Circle Officer Kulen Sarma, he 

has conducted inquest of the dead body of Rakhi Horizon and a new 

born baby of 3/4 hours. Thereafter, he examined the witnesses and 

recorded their statement under Section 161 of the CrPC. On being found 
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presence of accused, the accused was taken to the police station and 

arrested him and forwarded him to the Court on the next date. He has 

also sent the dead body for post mortem examination. On being came 

to know from the preliminary post mortem report that viscera of the 

deceased was preserved for FSL examination, then he sent the viscera 

for FSL Examination. Thereafter, on transfer, he handed over the case 

diary to the police station. 

  He also stated he has recorded the statement of witness Lalji 

Horizon. The witness Lalji Horizon stated before him that the accused 

did not provide any treatment to the victim, rather, she has been 

tortured by different means and due to not provide any medical 

assistance, said Rakhi Horizon died. Ext. 8 is the case diary of Sootea PS 

Case No 168/15 and Ext. 8(1) is the relevant statement of Lalji Horizon 

and Ext. 8(2) is his signature. 

18. These much is the evidence of the prosecution. 

19. The accused persons plead total denial while his statement was 

recorded u/s 313 Cr.P.C. he also denied to give defence evidence.  

20. I have heard the arguments put forwarded by learned counsel of 

both sides.   

21. Learned counsel for the accused has submitted that the 

prosecution has failed to prove the case beyond any reasonable doubt. 

Firstly,  there is no any direct evidence or any eye witness who could 

have stated that accused caused rape to the victim and accused by 

deceit caused Rakhi, who was not lawfully married to him and to believe 

that she was lawfully married to you and in that belief, cohabit or have 

sexual intercourse with him, accused did any act to Rakhi, under such 

circumstances that if accused thereby caused death, he would be guilty 

of culpable homicide and did by such act cause the death of a quick 

unborn child. Neither there is no any evidence that accused caused 

death to the deceased. There is no any evidence that accused 

committed penetrative sexual assault to the victim,a child. Secondly, 
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PW 2 complainant Kamal Horijan who is the own brother of the 

deceased giving goodbye to the prosecution case admitting that his 

sister was died normally. Besides, he has no any suspect upon the 

accused in killing of his sister. Thirdly, PW 6 Indra Horijan, the father 

of the victim has turned hostile. His hostile portion of evidence is not 

confirmed by the I.O. Besides, his hostile portion of statement is not 

corroborated with the statement of any other witness. Fourthly, PW 8 

Lalji Horizon, who also turned hostile. His hostile portion of statement is 

no way corroborated by statement of any other witnesses. Therefore, 

his hostile portion of statement cannot be used by prosecution to 

convict the accused in any manner. Fifthly, the cause of death of the 

deceased could not be ascertained by the Doctor PW 7 who conducted 

post mortem upon the deadbody though the viscera was preserved for 

FSL examination. PW 5 Sri Bimal Konwar, Sr. Scientific Officer, 

Toxicology Division of Director of Forensic Science, Assam, Guwahati, 

who has examined the viscera, opined that no poison was found in the 

said viscera which was sent to him for examination. Sixthly, PW 3 Janti 

Horijan, Asha worker, who stated that she provided TT injection to the 

deceased when she attained pregnancy. She was also provided with iron 

tablets during that pregnancy period. According to her Rakhi was died 

due to delivery related reasons. Lastly, PW 1 Prem Chand Rabidas, PW 

4 Smti Asha Horijan were also no way supported the prosecution case 

against the accused. According to PW 1, the deceased had love affairs 

with the accused. Thereafter, accused married the victim (Rakhi) 

socially. They lead a peaceful married life initially. As a result of their 

wedlock a baby was born but both the woman and the baby died at 

hospital during treatment. He has also no way supported the 

prosecution case.     

22. Per contra, learned Special Public Prosecutor submitted that the 

prosecution has ably proved the case beyond all reasonable doubt, 

hence, required to be convicted the accused person under the charged 

sections.    
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23. Keeping in mind the rival submissions advanced by learned 

counsel for both the parties, I am going to dispose of the case as 

follows. 

24. A close scrutiny of the whole case record, it appears that 

prosecution has examined nine numbers of witnesses. Out of nine 

numbers of witnesses, PW 5 Sri Bimal Konwar, PW 7 Dr. Tek Br. Chetry 

and PW 9, the I.O. SI Satish Sahoo are official witnesses. Therefore 

there remains only six numbers of non-official witnesses. Among the 

non official witnesses, PW 6 and PW 8 are turned hostile. Therefore 

there remains only four numbers of witnesses. Let us see what type of 

evidence adduced by remaining prosecution witnesses.  

  First, we take the evidence of the complainant, PW 2 Sri Kamal 

Horijan who stated that he knows the accused, Accused is his brother-

in-law. Deceased was his own sister. Accused loved his sister. At the 

time of incident, she was only 20 years old. After marriage the accused 

took his sister to his house and lived as husband and wife. At the time 

of delivery his sister along with new born baby was died at KCH. At the 

time of inquest of his sister and new born baby he put signatures in the 

Inquest report. Ext. 1 and Ext.2 are respectively the inquest reports of 

his sister and his nephew. Ext. 1(1) and 2(1) are his signatures. He 

clearly stated that on the death of his sister he become emotional and 

out of anger he filed the ejahar against the accused. Ex. 3 is the said 

ejahar and Ext. 3(1) is his signature.  

 In cross-examination, he admitted that during the life time of his 

sister accused was very affectionate and maintained his sister well. Even 

at the time of pregnancy of his sister, accused treated her through the 

doctor and gave proper maintenance. Accused has also looked after his 

pregnant sister. At last he admitted that his sister was died normally. He 

has no suspicion against the accused. Thereby PW 2 being the elder 

brother and informant gives good bye to the prosecution case.  
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 PW 3 Smti Janti Horijan, Asha worker, who has look after the 

victim at the time of pregnancy and she administered TT injection to 

her.   She was also provided with iron tablets during her pregnancy 

period. According to her, Rakhi was died due to delivery related 

reasons. Therefore she did not blame the accused in death of the 

deceased.  

 PW 4 Smti Asha Horijan stated that accused and deceased after 

love affairs performed marriage and at the time of delivery the victim 

and new born baby was died.  

25. Here in this case, PW 6, the father of the deceased Indra Horijan 

and PW 8 Sri Lalji Horijan were turned hostile.  Now, the question 

comes how far the aforesaid hostile witnesses can be relied to convict 

the accused.     

26.  It has been held in State of Rajasthan Vs. Bhawani (2003) 

7 SCC 291, where the Hon’ble Supreme Court held that –  

 “The fact that the witness was declared hostile by the court at 

the request of the prosecution counsel and he was allowed to cross-

examine the witnesses, no doubt furnishes no justification for rejecting 

en block the evidence of the witnesses. But the court has at least to be 

aware that prima facie, a witness who makes different statements at 

different times, has no regard for truth. His evidence has to be read and 

considered as a whole with a view to find out whether any weight 

should be attached to the same. The court should be slow to act on the 

testimony of such a witness and, normally, it should look for 

corroboration to his evidence. The High Court has accepted the 

testimony of the hostile witnesses as gospel truth for throwing 

overboard the prosecution case which had been fully established by the 

testimony of several eye witnesses, which was unimpeachable 

character. The approach of the High Court in dealing with the case, to 

say the least, is wholly fallacious.”  
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27. In another case i.e. State of Bihar Vs. Laloo Prasad Yadav, 

reported in 2004 (Cr.) 499, it has been held that - 

 “Normally, when the Public Prosecutor requested for permission 

to put cross-question to a witness called by him, the court used to grant 

it. Here if the public prosecutor had sought permission at the end of the 

chief examination itself, the trial court would have no good reason for 

declining the permission sought for. But the Public Prosecutor is not do 

so at that stage. Be that as it may, if the Public Prosecutor is not 

prepared to own the testimony of the witness examined by him, he can 

give expression of it in different forms. One of such forms is the one 

envisaged in S. 154 of the Evidence Act. They very fact that he sought 

permission of the court soon after the end of the cross-examination, 

was enough to indicate his resolve not to own all what the witness said 

in his evidence. It is again open to the Public Prosecutor to tell the court 

during final consideration that he is not inclined to own the evidence of 

any particular witness in spite of the fact the said witness was examined 

on his side. When such option is available to a public prosecutor, it is 

not a useful exercise for the Supreme Court to consider whether the 

witness shall again be called back for the purpose of putting cross-

question to him.”    

28.  It has been held in Bhagaban Singh Vs. State of Hariyana, 

reported in 1976 SCR (2) 921 that – 

 “There is no legal bar passed on the testimony of the hostile 

witness if corroborated by other reliable evidence.” 

29.     Again, it has been held in Koli Lakhmanbhai Chanabhai Vs. 

State of Gujram, reported in AIR 2000 SC 210:200 Cr.L.J. 408 : 

2001 Cr.L.R (SC) 111 that – 

 “Evidence of hostile witness also can be relied upon to the extent 

to which it supports the prosecution version. Evidence of such witness 

cannot be treated as washed off the record. It remains admissible in the 
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trial and there is no legal bar to base his conviction upon his testimony 

if corroborated by other reliable evidence. 

 The prosecution version gets further corroboration from 

discovery of Muddamal knife containing human blood group “A”. 

Further, the bush-shirt and baniyan which were put on by the accused 

at the time of incident were having extensive blood stains which were 

also found containing human blood group “A”. 

 Accused was having injury on the thigh as per the evidence of 

the Doctor. As per the medical evidence, the injuries caused to the 

accused mere minor and that because of such injuries, there would not 

be extensive blood-stains on the bush-shirt and baniyan put on by the 

accused.“ 

30. In the instant case two witnesses, namely, PW 6, the father of 

the deceased and PW 8 are turned hostile. They have suppressing the 

materials facts. They have made statement in under section 161 Cr.P.C. 

one thing, on the other hand, they have resiled from the said statement 

and stated different things at different times.  

31. In Hanu Baistav Vs, State of Assam reported in 2013 

Crl.L.J. 286 (Gau), the sole eye witness to the incident who happened 

to be the wife of the deceased, had stated in her statement recorded 

u/s 161 CrP.C. during investigation that her husband had been killed by 

his brother, but she resiled from her statement and was declared 

hostile. Therefore, the said previous statement, in absence of any 

admission by wife that the same was true could not and ought not to be 

treated as substantive evidence. it can be used only for contradiction 

and not for corroboration of evidence given by the wife, so the trial 

court was held at error in relying upon the previous statement of wife 

allegedly made to the I.O. for the purpose of basing conviction of 

appellant on the charge of murder, so, the accused was acquitted.  

32. Under such circumstances, in the present case, the statement of 

hostile portion of evidence of the aforesaid witnesses cannot be used for 
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the purpose of conviction of the accused person as they are not at all 

corroborated with statement of other witnesses. Besides, the hostile 

portion of statement of PW 6 was not confirmed by the I.O.   

 “The onus of proving the facts essential to the establishment of 

the charge against an accused lies upon the prosecution, and the 

evidence must be such as to exclude every reasonable doubt about the 

guilt of the accused. An accused cannot be convicted of an offence on 

the basis of conjectures or suspicion. Since reasonable doubt arisen in 

my mind, after taking into consideration, the entire material before it 

regarding the complicity of the accused, so benefit of doubt given to the 

accused.   

33.  In view of the aforesaid discussions, I am bound to hold that 

the prosecution has failed to prove the charge leveled against the 

accused person beyond any reasonable doubt. As such, the accused 

Sanjib Rabidas is entitled to get acquittal on benefit of doubt. Hence, 

accused Sanjib Rabidas is acquitted and set him at liberty forthwith.   

34.  The liability of the bailor is hereby discharged.  

35. Send back the GR Case record being No.2291/15 to the learned 

committal court along with a copy of this order. 

  Given under my Hand and Seal of this Court on this the 15th day 

of November, 2017.  

                                                                 (A.K. Borah) 
                                Special Judge, 
                               Sonitpur, Tezpur. 

Dictated and corrected by me.  

       (A.K. Borah) 
                   Special Judge, 

                                                   Sonitpur, Tezpur.                                                              

Transcribed and typed by me.     

(R. Hazarika)Steno. 
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APPENDIX 
 

Prosecution Witness 
 

1.  Prosecution Witness No.1 :- Sri Prem Chand Rabidas 
 

2.  Prosecution Witness No.2 :- Sri Kamal Horizan, complainant.   
   

 Prosecution Witness No.3 :- Smt. Janti Horizan,     
   

 Prosecution Witness No.4 :- Smti Asha Horizan,     
   

 Prosecution Witness No.5 :- Sri Bimal Konwar.   
   

 Prosecution Witness No.6 :- Sri Indra Horizan,   
   

 Prosecution Witness No.7 :- Dr. Tek Bahadur Chetry,   
   

 Prosecution Witness No.8 :- Sri Lalji Horizan,     
   

 Prosecution Witness No.9 :- Sri Satish Sahoo, IO.   
   

 EXHIBIT  

Ext. 1 & 2 :  Inquest report. 

Ext. 3  :  Ejahar. 

Ext. 4  :  Forwarding letter of Director of FSL. 

Ext. 5  :   Report of FSL. 

Ext. 6  : Forwarding letter of Director of FSL 

Ext. 7  :  Report of FSL 

Ext. 8  : Case diary of GR Case No. 2391/15 

Ext. 9 & 10 :  Receipts 

Ext. 11 & 12 : Post mortem reports. 

Ext. 13  :  Sketch map. 

  

(Ashok Kumar Borah) 

     SPECIAL JUDGE 
     SONITPUR : TEZPUR. 


