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IN THE COURT OF THE SESSIONS JUDGE SONITPUR:: TEZPUR 

 

SESSION CASE NO. 74 of 2018 

Under section 302 of I.P.C. 

(Arising out of G. R Case No. 3988 of 2017) 

     
State of Assam 

 
     –Vs–  

1.  Sri Ganesh Tanti  ...... Accused person. 

      

                  

 

       

       

 

For the State  :     Mr. M.C. Baruah Public Prosecutor 

             

                      

For the accused  :     Mr. H.P. Sedai, Legal Aid counsel.  

 

Date of Argument  :     18-03-2019. 

 

Date of Judgment   :     01-04-2019. 

 

J U D G M E N T 

1.   The prosecution story, sans unnecessary details, as it emerges from 

the FIR lodged on 14-10-2017 by informant Dipak Tanti (PW 3), is that on 13-10-

2017 at around 7.30 p.m. followed by a quarrel, accused Ganesh Tanti had 

assaulted his father Raju Tanti and also kicked him, as a result of which Raju 

Tanti died.               

2.   On receipt of the ejahar, from PW 3, the O/C Dhekiajuli PS registered 

the case vide Dhekiajuli P.S. Case No. 923/17 u/s 302 of the IPC and entrusted 

S.I. M.H. Choudhury to investigate the case. Accordingly the investigating officer 

visited the place of occurrence, recorded the statement of the witnesses and after 
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completion of the investigation, laid chargesheet against the accused Sri Ganesh 

Tanti u/s 302 of IPC. 

3.  On producing the accused person from jail, the Learned Judicial 

Magistrate, 1st Class furnished necessary copies as required under section 207 

Cr.PC and committed the case to the Court of Session being the offence u/s 302 

of the IPC exclusively triable by the court of Session. On committal, after going 

through the police report and hearing both sides, my learned predecessor framed 

charge u/s 302 of the IPC against the accused Ganesh Tanti and particulars of the 

charge on being read over and explained to the accused, he pleaded not guilty 

and demanded to stand for trial.   

4.    To substantiate the case, prosecution examined seven witnesses. In 

statement recorded u/s 313 Cr.P.C, the accused denied all the allegations made 

against him. Defence pleading innocence, stated that his father had land dispute 

with Dipak Tanti, Ajit Tanti, Raju Thapa and Dhan Sarmah who claimed to hand 

over deceased’s land to them but as his father did not agree, they once had 

beaten his father and also ousted his (accused) wife from the house and 

subsequently, on the day of the incident they assaulting him, lodged the FIR 

implicating him falsely.    

5.   I have also heard the argument of learned counsel of both sides and 

also have gone through the evidence on record.   

6.  The point to be determined in this case is as follows–  

“Whether the accused Ganesh Tanti on 13-10-2017, at about 7.30 

p.m. at  Jangalbasti under Dhekiajuli PS, committed murder by 

causing the death of his father Raju Tanti by fist and kick and 

thereby committed an offence punishable U/s 302 of the Indian 

Penal Code ?   

7.  During argument, learned Public Prosecutor Md. Baruah submits that 

upon the facts and circumstances of the case and the evidence of the PWs coupled 

with medical evidence, it is clearly established that on the day of occurrence the 

accused gave fist and blow and kicked his deceased father as a result of which the 
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deceased sustained injuries and died on the way to hospital and it is the accused 

and none else who caused the death of the deceased intentionally.   

8.  Refuting the submissions of the learned Public Prosecutor, the learned 

defence counsel Md. Sedai strenuously argued that from the analysis of the 

evidence adduced by the prosecution, the accused cannot be roped with the 

offence u/s 302 of the IPC with the inconsistence evidence of the PWs regarding 

witnessing the accused assaulting his deceased father. It is also submitted that 

there are discrepancies as to whether there is any eye witness to the occurrence. 

Learned defence counsel also vehemently argued that the inquest report does not 

suggestive any other injury except face injury and when there is no evidence that 

the accused had assaulted the deceased by any sharp cutting weapon, cut injury 

sustained by the deceased creates doubt regarding it’s author. It is also submitted 

that there being no eye witness whatsoever establishing the culpability of the 

accused with the alleged offence, the prosecution has miserably failed to prove the 

charge.      

9.  In order to appreciate the argument advanced on behalf of both the 

sides, I deem it appropriate to briefly recapitulate the evidence on record as  

follows : 

10.   PW 1 Dr. Ranjan Kr. Das, the Medical Officer conducted post mortem 

on the dead body of Raju Tanti, S/O Late J. Tanti on 14-10-2017and found rigor 

mortis present, eyes and mouth closed, bleeding on the nose and mouth who 

sustained the following injuries –  

   1. Multiple abrasions on the front of the abdomen,  

2. Multiple abrasions on the face,  

3. Sharp cut injury on the right eyebrow size : 4 cm x 2 cm x 2 cm, 

4. Bilateral fracture of all the ribs of the chest,  

5. Blood was collected in the pleurae, right lung was ruptured in the  

lower lobe and the left lung was also ruptured on the lower lobe,  

6. Blackish discolourization on the anterior wall of the abdomen, full of 

old clotted blood was inside the peritoneum cavity, liver was ruptured 

on the right lobe and  
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7. Skull haematoma was found on the posterior aspect of the occipital 

lobe, size 6 cm x 5 cm x 4 cm. All the injuries were antemortem in 

nature.   

   The doctor opined that the cause of death was due to shock and 

haemorrhage as a result of injury sustained by the deceased. He proved the post 

mortem report as Ext.1. 

  During cross-examination, he clarified that the injuries sustained by 

the deceased cannot cause by falling.  

11.   PW 2 Dhan Sharma, in his evidence stated that on the day of 

incident in the month of October, 2017 Munu Tanti, the elder cousin sister of the 

accused informed him that accused Gonesh Tanti had assaulted his father Raju 

Tanti. Hearing about the incident, he rushed to the place of occurrence and had 

seen Ganesh Tanti assaulting Raju Tanti by giving fist and blow. Though they 

attempted to resist the accused not to assault Raju Tanti but then the accused 

attempted to attack them also. Thereafter, on reaching the local people, the 

accused fled away. Though Raju Tanti was taken to hospital by Dipak Tanti and 

others to Jangalbasti CHC but on the way he died.  

  During cross, he stated that Ganesh Tanti resided along with his two 

cousin sisters Munu Tanti and Gita Tanti and his aunty’s son Dipak Tanti. At the 

time of incident when the accused assaulted the deceased, Munu Tanti and her 

husband Ajit Tanti were present there and Dipak arrived there after his (PW 2) 

arrival. He stated that family members of Raju Tanti occasionally used to consume 

liquor but Raju Tanti moderately consumed liquor almost every day. The incident 

occurred at around 6/7 p.m. He further stated that he had not seen any sharp 

cutting instrument in the hand of the accused but a bamboo stick was in the hand 

of the accused.        

12.   PW 3 Dipak Tanti, the nephew of the deceased, stated that on 13-10-

2017 at around7/7.30 p.m., his wife informed him that accused had assaulted his 

father. Then he came to the place of occurrence and saw the accused kicking 

upon the chest of the deceased. At that time, Munu Tanti and Manjula Tanti tried 

to resist the father and son and witnessing the incident he also tried to save the 
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deceased. When he tried to overpower the accused, he fled away. As a result of 

assault, the victim sustained fatal injuries and was about to die. He further stated 

that as the accused had assaulted the victim even by dragging, hence he 

sustained severe injuries in almost all parts of the body including the eyes. Then 

he took the injured to Jangalbasti CHC but on the way he died. He filed the FIR, 

Ext.2. He also proved his signature in Ext.3, the inquest report.   

  During cross, he denied the suggestion that before police he did not 

state that he saw the accused kicking upon the chest and abdomen of the 

deceased and while he tried to hold the accused, he fled away. He also denied 

the suggestion that before police he did not state that while the accused 

assaulted his father, Munu and his (PW 3)  wife Manjula prevented the accused 

but then the accused attempted to assault them also. He deposed that the three 

families reside in the same compound. In day time, Munu and Manjula almost 

stayed at home. According to him, the accused and the deceased after consuming 

liquor often picked up quarel. He further stated that inspite of seeing the quarrel 

between father and son, he proceeded forward as it is their usual habit to pick up 

quarrel after consuming liquor. He did not give attention to the altercation 

between the accused and his father as on earlier occasions also, they had 

quarrelled.           

13.     PW 4, Smti Munu Tanti, cousin sister of the accused, stated that on 

the day of incident at around 7.30 p.m. when she was at home, the accused 

brought Raju Tanti on his arm and kept in their court yard. She hearing voice of 

the accused while abusing, when came out, saw the incident. Then on arrival of 

police, the accused fled away. She proved her signature in inquest report vide 

Ext.3(2). 

   During cross, she stated that they, her uncle deceased Raju Tanti, 

pehi and her son Dipak and his wife Manjula resided in the same land. According 

to her at the time of incident, Manjula and herself were at their respective houses 

and except them none was present there. Dipak and Ajit arrived there after about 

half an hour. She had not seen any ‘marpit’. She had not seen who and by what 

means assaulted the deceased. She also cannot say where the deceased was 

assaulted. She also stated that the deceased, accused and all their family 



Page 6 of 14 

 

Sessions Case No .. 74/2018 Page 6 

 

members often used to consume liquor. At the time of incident also, the accused 

consumed liquor. 

14.  PW 5, Sri Babu Tanti @ Debo Tanti, in his evidence stated that on the 

day of incident in the evening hearing hue and cry of villagers, he went to the 

place of occurrence and had seen Raju Tanti in injured condition. Lateron Raju 

Tanti was taken to 30 beded hospital. He heard that the quarrel took place 

between father and son and then the accused killed his father. Lateron some 

village boys caught the accused from vehicle. At this stage, the witness declared 

hostile by the prosecutin.  

  During cross by defence, he stated that he had not seen any quarrel 

between the accused and the deceased. He also had not seen who and in which 

place the deceased was assaulted. He also admitted that deceased used to 

consume liquor.   

15.  PW 6 Moinul Haque Choudhury, the Investigating Officer visited the 

place of occurrence and the inquest on the dead body was conducted by the 

Executive Magistrate. He also recorded the statement of witnesses, prepared the 

sketch map of the place of occurrence vide Ext.4, sent the dead body to KCH for 

post mortem examination, arrested the accused on being apprehended by local 

people and laid chargesheet against the accused Ganesh Tanti u/s 302 of IPC vide 

Ext.5. He confirmed the statement of hostile witness Babu Tanti.  

  During cross, he stated that he filled up the inquest report form as per 

dictation of the Executive Magistrate. He further stated that he noticed some 

injury on the face of the deceased but had not seen any cut injury on the dead 

body.     

16.  PW 7 Sri Sabyasashi Kashyap, the then Circle Officer- cum-Executive 

Magistrate, Dhekiajuli stated that on 14-10-2017 at about 10.30 a.m. he 

conducted inquest on the dead body of the deceased who died on 13-10-2017. At 

that time the eyes of the deceased was half closed and he noticed multiple 

injuries on the face in multiple locations. He proved the report as Ext. 3.  
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  During cross he stated that the name, address and identification of 

the deceased were filled up by the I.O. as per his dictation but the I.O. has not 

signed in the inquest report. He noticed no injury except the face of the 

deceased.   

17.  In this case as per post mortem report, the deceased sustained 

multiple abrasion in front of the abdomen, multiple abrasion on the face, sharp 

cut injury on right eyebrow ( 4 cm x 2 cm 2 cm), bilateral fracture of all the ribs 

of the chest, right and left lung were ruptured on the lower lobe, blood are 

collected on pleurae, blackish discolourization on the anterior wall of the 

abdomen, full of old clotted blood inside the peritoneum cavity, liver was ruptured 

on the right lobe and haematoma on the posterior aspect of the occipital lobe. As 

per report, all the injuries are antemortem in nature and cause of death is injuries 

sustained by the deceased. During cross the Medical officer clearly stated that the 

injuries sustained by the deceased cannot cause due to fall.  

  It is not in dispute that the deceased died due to injuries sustained by 

him. Factum of death of the deceased due to injuries is established. The post 

mortem report clearly indicates that it is homicidal.  

18.  Hence, the only question to be decided in the present case is whether 

the accused is the author of the crime. 

19.  Here in the case, the deceased is the father of the accused. The 

informant (PW 3) is the nephew of the deceased and cousin brother of the 

accused. PW 4 is cousin sister of the accused. It is not in dispute that the 

informant with his wife and PW 4 with her husband resided in separate houses in 

the same compound where the accused and the deceased resided in another 

house over the same plot of the land owned by the deceased.  

20.  The alleged incident took place in the premises of the deceased. The 

evidence of PW 2 is that on the day at around 6/7 p.m., on being informed by 

Munu Tanti (PW 4), the cousin sister of the accused that accused Gonesh Tanti 

has assaulted his father Raju Tanti, he rushed to the place of occurrence and 

seen the accused assaulting the deceased Raju Tanti by fist and blow and when 

they prevented the accused, he attempted to attack them also and then on arrival 
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of villagers, the accused fled away from the scene. During cross, it was brought 

on record that he had seen the accused with one bamboo in his hand. Though 

defence during cross of this witness took the plea that in inebriated condition 

when the deceased reached home, he fell down on the door and then again fell 

upon floor, as a result of which he sustained severe injuries which he denied but 

the Medical Officer during cross clearly negates possibility of receiving such 

injuries by falling. Rupture of right and left lung and liver, fracture of all ribs of 

the chest, clotted blood inside the peritoneum cavity and pleurae, haematoma 

over posterior aspect of occipital lobe, abrasion over face and abdomen etc. as 

sustained by the deceased clearly shows that he was inflicted several blows. 

Another eye witness PW 3 Dipak Tanti, the informant who with his wife resided in 

the same premises with the deceased over the land owned by the deceased, also 

stated that after coming from work, he again went towards centre and after 

about 20 minutes, his wife informed him that the accused had assaulted his 

father. Then he rushed there and had seen that the accused kicked over the chest 

of the deceased. His evidence shows that the incident continued till his arrival. As 

per post mortem report, all ribs of chest of the deceased were got fractured. So 

the oral evidence regarding kicking the deceased upon his chest is supported by 

medical evidence also. Further evidence of PW 3 is that at that time, accused’s 

cousin sister Munu Tanti and his wife Manjula Tanti also tried to intervene the 

quarrel between the father and the son and seeing the incident, he also 

prevented the accused and attempted to overpower the accused, but he fled 

away. Though defence suggested that this statement was not made in statement 

u/s 161 Cr.P.C. which he denied but on perusal of the statement u/s 161 Cr.P.C. it 

is found that he stated before the Investigating Officer that the accused 

committed murder of his father by fist and blow and by kick and when he tried to 

intervene, the accused chased him to attack. It is quite natural that by and large 

people cannot accurately recall a conversation and reproduce the very words used 

by them or heard by them. They can only recall the main purport of the 

conversation. It is unrealistic to expect a witness to be a tape recorder. Here in 

statement u/s 161 Cr.P.C. also, PW 3 alleged that accused committed murder of 

his father by fist and blow and by kick. So, it cannot be treated as contradiction. 

Moreover, the alleged contradiction has not been proved in the manner as 
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required under section 145 of the Evidence Act. PW 2 also corroborated that 

seeing the accused assaulting Raju Tanti, when they tried to resist, the accused 

attempted to attack them.    

21.  PW 4 Smti Munu Tanti, the cousin sister of the accused who with her 

husband Ajit Tanti also resided in the same compound stated that hearing sound 

of the accused who was abusing when she came out, she had seen the accused 

bringing the deceased on his arm and kept in their court-yard. She and Manjula, 

the wife of the informant, were in the compound at that time. Though this 

witness during cross examination stated that due to darkness she had not seen 

who and by what means assaulted the deceased but as per deposition of PW 3 

Dipak Tanti, she (PW 4) and Manjula Tanti (W/O Dipak Tanti) tried to intervene 

the accused while assaulting his father. Taking the evidence of PW 4, the learned 

legal aid counsel submitted that Dipak (PW 3) reached there after about half an 

hour and as such it is not possible for him to see the incident as claimed but PW 3 

in his evidence stated that after he was informed that the accused had assaulted 

his father, he rushed to the place of occurrence and saw kicking the deceased by 

the accused. So, till his arrival the incident continued and possibility of seeing the 

later part of the incident cannot be ruled out. In my opinion being a cousin sister 

who resides in the same premises may not depose against the accused and in 

absence of evidence wherefrom or for what reason or in what condition he 

brought the deceased on his arm to the court yard, it lends support to the 

prosecution case that occurred between father and son. The independent witness 

Babu Tanti though declared hostile, but he also corroborates that he heard that 

quarrel took place between the accused and the deceased and the accused 

Ganesh Tanti committed murder of his father.   

22.  Though the learned defence counsel vehemently argued that as per 

inquest report, except injuries over the face of the deceased, as no other injury 

was found but in my opinion fracture of ribs of chest, rupture of lung and liver, 

clotted blood in pleurae and inside peritoneum cavity, haematoma on posterior 

aspect of occipital lobe etc. as sustained by the deceased may not be visible 

externally. The inquest report cannot be termed to be a basic or substantive 

evidence being prepared by a non medical man at the earliest stage of the 
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proceeding. The said discrepancy can neither be termed to be fatal nor even a 

suspicious circumstance which would warrant a benefit to the accused. Learned 

defence counsel also pointed me that post mortem report reveals that the 

deceased sustained cut injury whereas there is no evidence that the accused 

inflicted injury on the deceased by sharp weapon and as per evidence of the 

Investigating Officer, he had not seen any cut injury. On perusal of the post 

mortem report, it reveals that except the cut injury on the right eye brow, the 

deceased sustained no cut injury. Hostile witness also noticed injury near eye. 

When there are multiple abrasions over the face, one may not notice minutely 

every injury, particularly when a person found dead. It is in the evidence of PW 3 

that the accused assaulted his father even by dragging and as per evidence of PW 

2 he had seen one bamboo in the hand of the accused. In the assault, he 

somehow might have received said cut injury but the said injury near eye brow is 

not fatal to cause death of a person. Existence of multiple injuries on the dead 

body, do not belie the evidence of the PW 2 and PW 3 or shaken the credibility of 

their evidence.   

23.  In statement u/s 313 Cr.P.C. the accused taking the plea of enmity 

stated that his deceased father had land dispute with PW 3 Dipak Tanti, Ajit Tanti, 

husband of PW 4 Munu Tanti, Raju Thapa and Dhan Samah (PW 2) who were 

residing in the land of the deceased and they claimed to hand over his father’s  

land to them but as his father refused, hence once they had beaten his father and 

also ousted his (accused) wife and on the day of incident in the evening when he 

returned home, he had seen a person lying upon road near his house but due to 

darkness as he could not identify the person, he returned home and after some 

time when he again went to the place where the person was lying, found that the 

person is his father. Then he brought his father home and at that time his cousin 

elder sister Munu Tanti (PW 4) and Manjula were at home but thereafter, Dipak 

Tanti, Dhan Sarmah and Ajit Tanti assaulting him lodged the FIR against him. But 

the accused examined none to substantiate the plea of land dispute or that he 

was assaulted by them. Rather the accused remained silent as to in what 

condition he found his father. It is also not believable that even in darkness a 

person could not identify his father. In statement u/s 313 Cr.P.C., he failed to 

explain how his father died. Though PW 4 Munu Tanti stated that the accused 
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brought Raju Tanti on his arm and kept in the court yard but she also did not 

state about the physical condition of the deceased when she had seen him. It is 

also in evidence that after the incident the accused fled away and thereafter 

public apprehended the accused and handed over to police. The hostile witness 

PW 5 also corroborated that the village boys caught the accused from a vehicle. 

Fleeing away from the scene is a strong circumstance against the accused when 

there is other corroborative evidence regarding inflicting blows on the deceased.   

24.  Though in the case in hand, there is evidence that the accused and 

the deceased used to consume liquor and often quarrel took place between them. 

It is in the evidence of PW 2 that Raju Tanti moderately consumed liquor in 

almost every day and on the day of incident also he moderately drinks liquor and 

as per evidence of PW 4 at the time of incident accused consumed liquor. But 

there is no clear evidence as to whether quarrel took place between father and 

son just prior to the incident or whether the accused was in inebriated condition 

at that time. There is also no material on record as to whether there was 

provocation immediately preceeding the occurrence. It is only in evidence that 

often quarrel took place between the deceased and the accused. The materials 

brought on record is grossly inadequate to come to the conclusion that there was 

grave and sudden provocation, because of which, the accused might have lost 

temper and inflicted injuries. There is evidence that often quarrel took place 

between the deceased and the accused, It is, therefore, evident that the accused 

with the intention to eliminate his father struck the fatal blows mercilessly. The 

evidence of the witnesses are found to be cogent, convincing and nothing was 

elicited by the defence in cross to discard their testimony. There is no material 

discrepancy in the evidence of the PWs as discussed above.  

25.  In the present case, the totality of the evidence and the 

circumstances placed on record undoubtedly finger towards the accused as 

author of the crime which is apparent from the nature and number of injuries 

inflicted by the accused and location of injury (chest, lung, liver, skull) indicates 

that the accused had the intention to cause death of the deceased. He knew well 

that the injuries inflicted by him are sufficient to cause the death of a person in 

the ordinary course of nature. He inspite of being prevented, did not stop from 
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attacking the deceased and also attempted to attack PW 3 when they tried to 

resist him from assaulting the deceased. The conduct of the accused clearly 

shows his motive to commit the crime. FIR was also lodged on the same day of 

occurrence.  

26.  Though in the case no weapon of offence was seized but it, in no way 

weakens the evidence of PW 2 and PW 3 who had seen the accused assaulting 

his father by fist and blow and by kick. Considered from every angle, I am of the 

view that the prosecution has proved its case against the accused beyond all 

reasonable doubt in as much as the accused gave multiple blows and kicked on 

vital parts of the body such as chest, lung, liver, skull etc. The parts of the body 

which were selected to cause assault and the force with which the blows were 

dealt are all proof of the fact that the accused intended to end the life of his 

father and the accused succeeded in what he had intended.  

27.  In the light of above discussions, I am of the view that the evidence 

of the prosecution unerringly lead to the conclusion, unaffected by reasonable 

doubt that established by satisfactory and clinching evidence that it was the 

accused Ganesh Tanti and none else, who committed murder of his deceased 

father Raju Tanti and he is found guilty for the offence punishable u/s 302 of the 

IPC and convicted accordingly.   

28.   Convict Ganesh Tanti is heard on the point of sentence u/s 235(2) of 

Cr.P.C. His statement is recorded where he stated that he is a daily wage earner 

and prayed for leniency.   

29.        I gave my anxious consideration on the point of quantum of sentence. 

Considering the entire facts and circumstances of the case, in my considered view 

the case in hand does not fall in the category of rarest of rare cases.   

30.       Considering all aspects of the case, I sentence the convict Ganesh 

Tanti to undergo Rigorous Imprisonment for life and also to pay a fine of Rs. 

5,000/- (Rupees five thousand), in default to undergo Rigorous Imprisonment for 

another 2 (two) months for the offence punishable u/s 302 of the IPC.   
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31.      Convict Ganesh Tanti is in Jail. Convict be sent to the Central Jail, 

Sonitpur, Tezpur to serve the sentence.  

32.  In statement u/s 235(2) Cr.P.C. convict stated that his wife resides 

separately in her parental house and his mother already died and he is alone. So, 

in my opinion victim’s compensation is not required in the present case.  

33.  Let a free copy of the Judgment be furnished to the convict.   

34.  Also send a copy of the Judgment to the District Magistrate, Sonitpur, 

Tezpur as per provision of section 365 Cr.P.C. 

 

35.    Given under my Hand and Seal of this Court on this the 1st day of 

April, 2019.  

 

 

 

 

                 ( I. Barman ) 
SESSIONS JUDGE 

       SONITPUR : TEZPUR 
  Dictated and corrected by me 

 

 

 

   (I. Barman) 
SESSIONS JUDGE, 
SONITPUR :: TEZPUR. 
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APPENDIX 

 
Prosecution Witness 

 
1.  Prosecution Witness No.1 :- Dr. Ranjan Kr. Das, M.O. 

 

2.  Prosecution Witness No.2 :- Sri Dhan Sarma 
 

3.  Prosecution Witness No.3 :- Sri Dipak Tanti 
 

4.  Prosecution Witness No.4 :- Smti Munu Tanti 
 

5.  Prosecution Witness No.5 :- Sri Baku Tanti @ Babu @ Debo Tanti 
 

6.  Prosecution Witness No.6 :- Mainul Haque Choudhury, I.O. 
 

7.  Prosecution Witness No.7 :- Sri Sabyasahi Kashyap, Executive 
Magistrate. 

    

    

 
EXHIBITS 

 
1.  Exhibit No.1 :- Medical report. 

2.  Exhibit No.2 :- FIR 

3.  Exhibit No.3 :- Inquest report 

4.  Exhibit No.4 :- Sketch map 

5.  Exhibit No. 5 :- Chargesheet. 

 

 

 

(I.Barman) 

SESSIONS JUDGE 
SONITPUR: TEZPUR 

 


