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IN THE COURT OF ADDL. CHIEF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE, TEZPUR 

  PRESENT: SRI KAUSHIK KUMAR SHARMA,  

ADDL. CJM, TEZPUR 

                                    G.R. Case No: 803/14 

                             u/s 294/323 of IPC  

State 

v. 

              Sri Baikuntha Kalita and another ….……Accused 

Ld. Advocates:  

For Prosecution……… Sri M. Das, Ld. Addl. P.P.  

For Defence…… Sri Pulin Biswas. Ld. Advocate.  

Evidence Recorded on: 7.10.15, 9.2.16, 30.3.16, 11.5.17, 17.7.17 

Argument heard on: 18.8.17 

Judgment delivered on: 7.9.17 

 

                                                    J U D G M E N T 

1. The prosecution’s case, in brief, is that, on 30.03.14 at about 11 PM at 

night, the accused persons, namely, Sri Baikuntha Kalita and Sri Rinku 

Kalita had come to the house of the informant Smti Damayanti Kalita which 

is located on Kuhiar Bari and uttered obscene words to her annoyance and 

had knocked her right hand on pucca by holding her hand over the issue of 

mere money of Sanchay Got(Self Help Group). As a result, she sustained 

injury on her hand. The accused persons had uttered obscene words to her 

annoyance. Hence, the case.       

2. The informant, Smti Domayanti Kalita, had filed an FIR on 09.04.14, at 

Lalmati outpost. Accordingly, Tezpur PS case no. 415/14, u/s 

341/394/323/354/34 of IPC has been registered. After investigation, the 

charge sheet was filed u/s 294/323/354/34 of IPC against the accused 

persons, namely, Sri Baikuntha Kalita and Sri Rinku Kalita. However, in the 

court, particulars of offences u/s 294/323 of IPC only, have been read over 
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and explained to the accused persons, namely, Sri Baikuntha Kalita and Sri 

Rinku Kalita, to which they pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried.    

3. The prosecution has examined eight (8) witnesses including the I/O and 

thereafter, closed its evidence. Accused persons are examined u/s 313 of 

CrPC. Defence has led no evidence. Heard arguments.            

 

4. POINTS FOR DETERMINATION: 

a. Whether the accused persons, on 09.04.14 at about 11 PM at night, had 

uttered obscene words, at or near any public place, to the annoyance of 

the informant Smti Damayanti Kalita ? 

b. Whether the accused persons, on the said date and time had voluntarily 

caused hurt to the informant Smti Damayanti Kalita by causing injury on 

her hand? 

 

DISCUSSION AND DECISION BASED ON REASON: 

5. PW1, Smti Domayanti Kalita, has stated in her examination in chief that she 

is the informant of this case and she recognizes the accused persons. She 

stated that accused persons are her relatives. The incident took place one 

year back at about 10 PM at Chandamari. She stated that she is to get 

money from the Sanchay. She stated that there was a group and she was a 

member of the said group. She has 10 nos. of shares of that group and she 

used to deposit a sum of Rs. 1,000/- per month. She stated that she had 

taken a loan of Rs. 25,000/- from that group and she had deposited Rs. 

28,000/-  in that group to repay the loan amount. She stated that at the 

time of dissolution of the Sanchay group, she asked Rinku Kalita to bring 

the books but she did not give her the books. Thereafter, the sanchay was 

dissolved, but the accused did not give her any money. She stated that the 

accused persons were the members of that said sanchay group and they 

opened the group and money was taken from her. She stated that she 

visited the house of the accused persons after informing them over phone 

and asked her money. Thereafter, on 28th March in the night, accused 

Rinku Kalita had called her and verbally abused her using obscene words 

and told her that she would get no money and threatened her that he 
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would destroy the service of her husband. She state that on the same 

night, both the accused had come to her house and told her that she would 

get no money and scolded her and thereby inflicted fist blows by holding 

her hands and her gold bangle was lost. She also stated that her hand got 

swollen. Thereafter, she went to the police station and police provided her 

treatment. Ext. 1 is the ejahar and Ext. 1(1) is her signature.  

6. In her cross- examination, she stated that she cannot say who has written 

the ejahar. She stated that the ejahar was written as told by her husband. 

Thereafter, she had put her signature on it. The ejahar was written on 

9.4.14. She stated that since after the incident, she had done her medical 

treatment. She stated that she had gone to police station in the night on 

the day of occurrence and she was being provided medical treatment on 

the said day. She stated that she had deposited money in that group for 28 

months. She stated that the books were available with her and her 

husband. She stated that she and her husband used to deposit money of 

Rs. 500/- each. She stated that for the loan of Rs. 25,000/-, she deposited 

Rs. 750/- as interest and Rs. 1,000/- as capital. She stated that she does 

not remember after how many months of depositing the money in that 

group, she had taken the loan from the group. She denied the suggestion 

that she did not deposit any membership amount and only she borrowed 

an amount of Rs. 25,000/- and in exchange she paid Rs. 750/- as interest 

and Rs. 1000/- as capital. She stated that after two (2) days of the 

occurrence, police visited their house and recorded their statements. She 

denied the suggestion that she did not state before police that she used to 

deposit a sum of Rs. 1000/- per month in the Sanchay. She denied the 

suggestion that she did not state before police that she had taken loan of 

Rs. 25,000/- and she deposited Rs. 28,000/- to repay the loan amount and 

when the Sanchay Goot was dissolved, she did not get any money. She 

denied the suggestion that she did not state before police that she called 

the accused for money and asked them to bring the books. She denied the 

suggestion that she did not state before that in the night of 28th March, 

Rinku Kalita called her and told her that she would get no money. She 

denied the suggestion that she did not state before police that accused 

threatened her that the serviced of her husband would be destroyed. She 
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denied the suggestion that she did not state before police that accused 

Rinku Kalita inflicted three (3) fist blows on the wall by holding her hand; 

one of his gold bangles was lost. She denied the suggestion that she did 

not state before police that her hands got swollen. She denied the 

suggestion that she had lodged false case without depositing money in the 

Sanchay Group.  

7. PW2, Sri Dhiren Kalita has stated in his examination in chief that informant 

Smti Domayanti Kalita is his wife and he recognizes the accused persons, 

namely, Sri Baikuntha Kalita and Sri Rinku Kalita. The incident took place 

about two (2) years back in the month of March. He stated that the quarrel 

started at 10 PM and it was continued till 2 o’ clock in the night. He stated 

that he is to get money from the Sanchay. He stated that he opened a 

Sanchay with Rinku Kalita and Rinku Kalita was the treasurer as well as the 

secretary of the Sanchay group. He stated that he opened an account in 

that group and he used to deposit a sum of Rs. 1000/- per month in that 

group. After depositing money for one (1) years, he had taken a loan of Rs. 

25,000/- from that group and after deducting his deposit money and 

interest money, he had to get Rs. 5,000/- from that group. He stated that 

on the day of occurrence, the accused persons had come to their house to 

quarrel for the amount of Rs. 5,000/- and they were arguing with him and 

his wife. At that time, accused Rinku Kalita had inflicted three (3) fist blows 

on the person of his wife, Smti Domayanti Kalita. He stated that the fist 

blows were fell on the hands of his wife and the bangles of the hands 

which his wife was putting on. As a result, the bangle had fell down and 

thereby lost. He stated that on the same night of the incident, they went to 

the police station, but no conciliation was taken place and his wife lodged 

the case.  

8. In his cross-examination, he stated that one of the accused persons is the 

uncle of his wife and another is her nephew. He stated that the ejahar was 

written with the help of some other person. There was a man who writes 

the applications, but he was not a police personnel. He stated that the 

ejahar was submitted in the police station on the next of the incident. He 

stated that police (I/O) had come to his house within one week of the 

incident. He stated that the time when the incident took place was the 
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election time. He stated that he had stated about the incident before the 

police which is deposed in the court. He denied the suggestion that he did 

not state before police that he used to deposit a sum of Rs. 1000/- per 

month in the group and had taken 10 nos. of shares and after completing 

of one (1) year, he had taken a loan of Rs. 25,000/-. He denied  that he did 

not state before police that after deducting the loan amount as well as the 

interest amount  out of the money which he used to deposit, he had to get 

Rs. 5000/- from the group. He denied the suggestion that he did not state 

before police that  on the day of occurrence the accused went to his house 

for asking Rs. 5000/- which was  borrowed from the accused person.  He 

denied the suggestion that he did not state before police that accused Sri 

Rinku Kalita, inflicted three (3) fist blows on the person of his wife. He 

denied the suggestion that he did not state before police that accused Sri 

Rinku Kalita inflicted fist blows in the hands of his wife and the bangle 

which his wife was putting on was fell down and thereby lost. He stated 

that the papers of 10 nos. of shares were not submitted in the court , 

which were purchased by him and his wife and the said papers are with the 

accused persons. He denied the suggestion that the quarrel took place as 

they did not give the money which the accused persons had to get. He 

denied the suggestion that his wife sustained injury due to fall by slipping. 

He denied the suggestion that his wife pushed Sri Baikuntha Kalita on the 

ground. He stated that prior to the incident, there was good relation 

between the accused and them and they used to visit each other house. He 

stated that there are 5 to 6 houses of people near to his house. He stated 

that he lives along with his children and there are tenants too. He denied 

the suggestion that the accused persons did not commit any offence and 

he lodged the false case.  

9. PW 3, Sri Siven Kalita has stated in his examination, the informant is his 

sister and he also knows the accused persons. The incident took place 

about one (1) year ago at about 11-30 PM. The incident took place over 

the issue money of Sanchay. He stated that quarrel took place between the 

accused persons and his sister.  During the time of quarrel, his nephew 

Himashri Kalita had called him over phone. He along with his brother went 

to the house of the informant. He stated that after reaching there, he saw 
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the incident of inflicting blows by the accused Rinku Kalita on the informant 

and thereafter, he pulled Rinku Kalita apart.  

10.  In his cross-examination, he stated that his house might be situated at a 

distance of 1 km away from the house of his sister, but he does not know 

properly, how much distance it would be. He stated that at the time of the 

occurrence, he was sleeping. He stated that he does not know at which 

time the accused persons had reached the house of his sister. He stated 

that later on he came to know that on which topic the quarrel took place 

between both sides. He stated that he reached the place of occurrence at 

11-30 PM. At that time, Ganga Kalita and other people were present at the 

place of occurrence and at that time he saw the incident of quarrel. He 

stated that after 11-30 PM, Ganga Kalita and other people were talking 

about the quarrel.  He stated that he had seen the incident of inflicting 

blow by Rinku Kalita. He denied the suggestion that he deposed false 

evidence in the interest of his sister. He denied the suggestion that the fact 

of inflicting blow upon his sister is false. He stated that he came along with 

his brother Prakash Kalita to the place of occurrence.   

11.  PW 4, Sri Prakash Kalita has stated in his examination in chief that he 

knows both the informant as well as the accused persons. The incident 

took place about one and half years back at about 11-30 PM at night. At 

that time, there was quarrel going on between the informant along with 

her husband and accused persons. At that time, the daughter of the 

informant Miss Himashri Kalita informed them about the quarrel over phone 

and called them otherwise the quarrel might be hiked. Thereafter, he along 

with his brother Suren Kalita had gone to the house of the informant. At 

that time, there was altercation going on between Dhiren Kalita and 

Baikuntha Kalita. He stated that they stopped the quarrel as the 

neighbourer would dislike. At that time, accused Rinku Kalita inflicted blow 

on the informant. Thereafter, his brother Suren Kalita told Rinku Kalita that 

why did he inflict blow on a female. Thereafter, the case has been lodged.  

12.  In his cross-examination, he stated that the distance between his house 

and the house of informant would be about 4 KM. He stated that he and his 

brother does not share the same house. He stated that he got a call at 

about 11-30 PM. He stated that when he along with elder brother reached 
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the house of the informant it might be around 12-15 and he also stated 

that he did not watch the time. He stated that when they reached, Ganga 

Kalita was present and neighbouring people were seeing the incident from 

their own houses, but they did not come near to the place of occurrence. 

Ganga Kalita was present there. He stated that when they came to the 

place of occurrence, the altercation was going on and they pull them apart 

and after sometime they returned. He denied the suggestion that the fact 

of inflicting blow upon his sister is false. He denied the suggestion that he 

deposed false evidence in the interest of his sister.  

13.  PW5, Smti. Hemi Prasad Barman has stated in her examination in chief 

that she knows the informant as she is her neighbour. She stated that she 

does not recognize the accused persons. The incident took place about 

three years back after 10.00 o’clock in the night, but, she does not 

remember the date. At the time of the occurrence, she was sleeping 

thereafter she came to know that there was hue and cry outside. She 

heard that there was some quarrel but they did not get up. She stated that 

the next morning when she asked the informant about the incident, she got 

to know that there was some quarrel and the informant had sustained 

injury. She saw bandage in the hands of the informant. She stated that a 

quarrel took place in between the uncle and nephew.    

14.  In her cross-examination, she stated that she did not state before police 

that the informant had sustained injury. She denied the suggestion that she 

did not state before police that informant had told her that there was 

quarrel between the uncle and nephew. She stated that she did not see the 

quarrel.  

15.  PW6, Nibha Patowari has stated in her examination in chief that she knows 

the informant and she is her neighbour, but she does not know the accused 

persons. The incident took place about three (3) years back after 10 o’clock 

at night. At the time of the incident, she was sleeping. Thereafter, she 

heard noise of quarrel outside, but she does not know in whose house the 

quarrel took place. She stated that she did not come out of her house and 

slept. She stated that in the morning she came to know that there was 

quarrel between the informant and Baikuntha Kalita. She stated that she 
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saw bandage in the hand of informant. She stated that she was being 

informed that the injury was sustained due to quarrel.  

16.  In her cross-examination, she stated that she did not see the incident of 

quarrel. She stated that she did not see between whom the quarrel took 

place. She heard that there was quarrel. She stated that she did not state 

before police that the quarrel took place between uncle and nephew and 

she saw bandage in the hand of informant. She denied the suggestion that 

the informant did not tell her that quarrel took place between the informant 

and Baikuntha Kalita and as a result of which, the informant sustained 

injury.  

17.  PW 7, Dr. Sanjib Kr. Medhi, M/O, has stated in his examination in chief 

that on 11.04.14, he was serving at Kanaklata Civil Hospital, as M&HO-1. 

He stated that as per Lalmati OP, GD entry no. Nil, he  examined Smti 

Domayanti Kalita, 35 years, female, W/o- Sri Dhiren Kalita and found 

swelling over her right forearm. The injury was simple in nature caused by 

blunt object. Ext. 2 is his report and Ext. 2(1) is his signature with seal.  

18.  In his cross-examination, he stated that he has not mentioned GD entry 

number in his report and history of examination is not mentioned in his 

report. He has also not mentioned the police requisition number and date 

of examination in his report. He stated that such injury may also take place 

due to insect bite.  

19.  PW 8, Abdul Mutalib Choudhury, I/O of this case, has stated that in his 

examination in chief that on 10.04.14, he was serving as I/C of Lalmati 

outpost under Tezpur PS. On the said day at about 9-10, Smti Domayanti 

Kalita, W/o- Sri Dhiren Kalita had filed a written ejahar in the said outpost. 

After making of GD entry no. 185 dated 10.04.14, he sent the said FIR to 

the Tezpur Police Station for registration. He stated that he recorded the 

statement of the informant and the husband of the informant in the police 

station. He stated that on 31.03.14 the informant informed him verbally 

that regarding the incident of assault committed upon her and on the said 

day, he provided the medical examination of the informant. Ext. 1(2) is his 

signature on the ejahar. He stated that on 10.04.14, he visited the place of 

occurrence and recorded the statements of the witnesses. Thereafter, he 

drew the sketch map of the place of occurrence. He stated that he 
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conducted the search of the accused, but he did not find him. On 12.04.14 

when the accused persons appeared in the police station, the statements of 

the accused persons had been recorded and arrested them and after 

finding the offences bailable, they have been enlarged on bail. He stated 

that he collected the medical report from Civil Hospital, Tezpur. After 

completion of the investigation, on finding sufficient evidence against the 

accused persons, charge sheet has been filed u/s 294/323/354/34 of IPC 

against the accused persons. Ext. 3 is the charge sheet and Ext. 3(1) is his 

signature.  

20.  In his cross-examination, he stated that the incident took place on 

30.03.14. He stated that it is not mentioned in the case diary that on 

31.03.14, at what time the informant was sent for medical examination. He 

stated that on 31.04.14 he had not conducted any investigation as on the 

said day the informant did not file any ejahar and told that there was 

possibility of conciliation. He stated that it is not mention in the case diary 

regarding why did he not conduct investigation. He stated that he collected 

the injury report on 19.05.14 and he also stated that he received the ejahar 

on 10.09.14, but the date mentioned in the ejahar is 09.04.14. He stated 

that he visited the place of occurrence on 10.04.14 and he arrested the 

accused persons on 12.04.14. He stated that he recorded the statements of 

four (4) witnesses. He stated that PW Domayanti Kailita did not state 

before him in her statement that she used to deposit  Rs. 1000/- per month 

in the goot and she took 50 nos. of shares from the goot and after one (1) 

year, she took a loan amount of Rs. 25,000/- (Rupees fifty thousand) only. 

He stated that the said PW did not state before him that after deducting 

the loan amount as well as the interest, she had to get a sum of Rs. 

5,000/- (Rupees five thousand) only from the got (group). He stated that 

the said PW did not state before him that the quarrel took place over the 

repayment of Rs. 5,000/- (Rupees five thousand) only. He stated that the 

said PW did not state before him that Rintu Kalita called her and told her 

that she would get no money. He stated that the said PW Damayanti Kalita 

did not state before him in her statement that the service of her husband 

would be destroyed. He stated that the said PW did not state before him 

that Rintu Kalita inflicted three (3) fist blows on her hand. He stated that 
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PW Dhiren Kalita did not state before him that he used to deposit a sum of 

Rs. 1000/- (Rupees one thousand) only per month and she had taken 50 

nos. of shares and after one (1) year, he took a loan amount of Rs. 

25,000/- . He stated that the said PW Dhiren Kalita did not state before him 

that after deducting the loan amount as well as the interest, he had to get 

a sum of Rs. 5,000/- from the goot; on the day of occurrence, accused 

persons went to quarrel their home over the issue of Rs. 5,000/-; Rintu 

Kalita inflicted three (3) fist blows upon his wife; the bangles of his wife’s 

got lost. He denied the suggestion that he filed the charge sheet against 

the accused persons without conducting the investigation properly and as 

per law. He stated that he recorded the statements of the witnesses who 

were shown as witnesses in the sketch map. He stated that after ten (10) 

of the occurrence, he recorded the statement of the witnesses on the place 

of occurrence.           

 

 

Appreciation of Evidence  

21.  The prosecution has brought charge u/s 294/323 of IPC against the 

accused. In relation to the charge u/s 294 of IPC, PW1, in her evidence has 

stated that the accused, Sri Rinku Kalita, had called her over phone and 

uttered obscene words. But she did not mention what words were being 

uttered by the accused. Moreover, none of the other PWs has stated that 

the accused persons had uttered obscene words. Further, even if it is 

assumed that obscene words were used, but the fact that those were 

uttered over telephonic conversation, the same cannot be said to have 

been uttered at any public place. Hence, in my view, the prosecution could 

not prove the offence u/s 294 of IPC, beyond reasonable doubt. 

22. Hence, it is to be seen , whether the accused persons had voluntarily 

caused hurt to PW1 or not.  

23. PW1, Smti Damayanti Kalita, has stated, clearly, in her evidence that the 

accused, Sri Rinku Kalita, had punched her on her hand, and as the result 

of that her hand got swollen. PW2, who is the husband of PW1, has 

supported the version of PW1. He has stated in his evidence that on the 

day of the occurrence, the accused persons had come to their house and 
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there was a verbal altercation between them and his wife. At that time, the 

accused, Rinku Kalita, had gave three fist blows on the hand of his wife, 

Smti Damayanti Kalita, and her bangles fell down.  

24. The evidences of PW1 and PW2 have been corroborated by PW3 and PW4. 

It is in the evidence of PW3, Sri Suren Kalita, that he had seen Rinku Kalita, 

assaulting the informant. I find nothing in his cross examination, to 

disbelieve that he had seen the fact of assault. He has stated that the 

informant is her sister by relation and her daughter, Miss Himashri Kalita, 

had called him over phone, and told him about the quarrel. When he had 

reached the house of the informant along with his brother, he saw the 

incident of assault. Hence, considering the relationship and the fact that he 

was being called by the daughter of informant, I find his presence at the 

place of occurrence, believable. Likewise, PW4, Sri Prakash Kalita, who is 

the brother of PW3, has also supported the narration of PW3. He also 

stated that Himashri Kalita had called him and his brother, otherwise the 

quarrel might get amplified. He also stated that they saw that there was 

wordy altercation between Dhiren Kalita and Baikuntha Kalita,and at that 

moment, the accused Rinku Kalita had assaulted the informant.  

25. If the cross examination of PW3 and PW4 is analyzed, there is nothing to 

disbelieve the veracity of PW3 and PW4. PW2, in his evidence has stated 

that the quarrel started at about 10 PM and lasted till 2 AM. PW3 and PW4, 

have stated that they had reached the place of occurrence at about 

11:30PM to 12:15 AM. Hence, they had reached the place when the quarrel 

was still ensuing. Therefore, it is believable that they could witness the 

crime.  

26. The fact that quarrel had taken place in or near the house of the informant, 

has been supported by the evidence of PW5 and PW6, who are neighbours 

of the informant. They have stated, in their respective, testimonies that 

they had heard commotion and noise outside. It is believable that they did 

not come out to see what was happening , as they were in their bed at that 

time. PW5, ha sclearly stated, that on the next day, the informat had told 

her that quarrel had taken place in the nightm and she saw bandage on the 

hand of the informant. The fact that bandage was wrapped on the hand of 

the informant, supports the prosecution’s case about the assault on the 
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hand. PW6 has also stated that she saw bandage in the hands of the 

informant.  

27. In addition to the above, the medical evidence of PW7, the M.O. proves the 

fact that the informant had sustained injury on her hand and that there 

was  swelling in her hand. The incident had taken place on 10.4.14 at night 

and she was examined by the M.O. on 11.4.14, goes to show that the 

medical examination was done in time and there is reasonable proximity of 

time, in relation to the causation of the injury and the medical examination. 

28. Therefore, the assertions of PW1 and PW2 have been corroborated by PW3 

and PW4, who are other eye witnesses and supported by PW5 and PW6. 

The medical evidence lends further credence to the assertions. It is clear 

from the evidence on record that alleged financial irregularity in connection 

to savings made in a self help group, was the reason for the quarrel, which 

shows the motive for the offence. Nothing could be elicited in the cross 

examination of PW1 and PW2 to cast doubt as to their veracity.  The 

omissions, which were proved by the defense, through the I.O, are not 

material ones so as to strike at the root of the prosecution’s case. 

29. In the light of the evidence on record, I come to the conclusion that the 

prosecution has been able to prove that the accused Sri Rinku Kalita, had 

voluntarily caused hurt to PW1, and hence, committed the offence u/s 323 

of IPC, beyond reasonable doubt. However, the evidence is not sufficient to 

prove the guilt of the accused u/s 323 IPC. None of the PWs has alleged 

that the accused, Sri Baikuntha Kalita had assaulted PW1 or that he had 

participated in the commission of the said offence in any manner. It is true 

that he was also involved in wordy altercation with PW1 and PW2, but it 

was Sri Rinku Kalita, who had suddenly, assaulted PW1. There is no 

evidence to show that both the accused had shared common intention to 

assault PW1 or that accused Baikuntha Kalita had abetted the offence. 

Hence, the offence u/s 323 IPC is not proved against accused, Sri 

Baikuntha Kalita. 

30. In the light of the above, I am of the view that prosecution has been able 

to prove the guilt of the accused, Sri Rinku Kalita u/s 323 of IPC, beyond 

reasonable doubt. Hence, the said accused is convicted u/s 323 of IPC. 

However, both the accused persons are acquitted of the charge u/s 294 of 
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IPC, as the offence u/s 294 of IPC is not proved. Further, the accused, Sri 

Baikuntha Kalita is also acquitted of the charge u/s 323 of IPC, as 

prosecution could not prove the charge u/s 323 IPC against him. 

31. Considering the nature of the offence and the circumstances of the case 

and the fact that the accused had assaulted a woman, who is her relative, I 

am not inclined to extend the benefit of Probation of Offenders Act, to the 

accused. 

32. Heard on the point of sentence. Considering the fact that the injury was 

simple in nature and not inflicted upon any vital part of the body, the 

accused, Sri Rinku Kalita, is sentenced to pay a fine of Rs.1000/- u/s 323 

IPC i/d R.I. for 2(two) months.  

33. The judgment is pronounced in the open court on this  7th    of September, 

2017. The judgment is prepared under my hand and seal of this Court  

34.  The case is, accordingly, disposed of. 

 

(K.K. Sharma) 

                                             Addl. CJM, Sonitpur, Tezpur 
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LIST OF DOCUMENTS EXHIBITED BY THE PROSECUTION: 

Ext 1: FIR. 

Ext 2: Medical Report.  

Ext 3: Charge Sheet.  

                

 

(K.K. Sharma) 

                                            Addl. CJM, Sonitpur, Tezpur 

 

 

 

 


