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 IN THE COURT OF THE JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE FIRST CLASS  

                                  Tezpur, Sonitpur  

              PRESENT:  Ms. Sparsita Garg, M.A., LL.M, AJS  

                        Judicial Magistrate First Class, Tezpur, Sonitpur  

                                                    G.R. Case No. 1542 of 2012 

                                      State 

      Versus 

   Indrajit Basu and another  

                     (Under Section u/s 420/406/506/294/34 IPC) 

                                                

          Charge framed on: 10.09.2015 

Evidence recorded on: 06.02.2017, 23.03.2017, 29.04.2017, 23.10.2017  

Statements recorded on: 27.11.2017 

 Arguments heard on: 26.12.2017 

            Judgment delivered on:  11.01.2018      

         Advocate for the Prosecution: Mr. Niranjan Saikia, Learned. APP 

Advocate for the Accused:  Mr. J.K.Baishya, Mr. Rajib Majumdar 

                                       

      J U D G E M E N T 

           Prosecution case in brief: 

1. Prosecution case in brief is that the accused persons had induced the complainant to 

purchase a plot of land measuring 49.5 feet covered by Myadi Patta no. 2652 

situated at Tezpur, under Mahabhairab Mouza in the district of Sonitpur amounting 

to Rs 50,000/- (Rupees Fifty Thousand Only). The accused persons through the 

said agreement induced the complainant to pay an advance amount of Rs. 25,000/- 

(Rupees Twenty Five Thousand Only) for the said plot of land. Accordingly the 

complainant paid the advance amount and it was agreed that the remaining 

Rs.25,000/- (Rupees Twenty Five Thousand Only) is to be paid at the time of the 

registration of the said plot of land. Thereafter, the accused persons showing 

various problems and forced the informant to pay Rs 20,000/- (Rupees Twenty 

Thousand Only) by stating that the same is required for registration purpose. 
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Accordingly on 15.08.2011 and 03.09.2011 the informant handed an amount of Rs 

20,000/- (Rupees Twenty Thousand Only) and Rs 2000/- (Rupees Two Thousand 

Only) to the accused persons. But thereafter the accused persons did not comply 

with the terms of the agreement and failed to transfer the said plot of land by way 

of registration in the name of the complainant. The complainant on various 

occasions requested the accused persons to hand over the plot of land by way of 

registration but the accused persons showed various excuses by giving false hope 

to the complainant that they would very soon comply with the terms and conditions  

of the agreement. On 10.06.2012 at about 3:00 pm in the evening the accused 

persons called the informant to their house to discuss about matters relating to the 

said plot of land. However, when the informant along with his family members were 

on their way to the house of the accused, the accused person Indrajit along with 

some other persons were found waiting near the road which is a little far ahead of 

their house and started to restrain and assaulted the informant and also scolded 

the informant by uttering filthy obscene words stating that no further discussion 

with regards to the said plot of land will take place. Further the accused person 

named Indrajit Basu has also stated that he will not sell the plot of land to the 

informant since they are getting a higher price from some other customer. At the 

same time the accused person Indrajit threatened the informant that he will kill the 

informant if ever he came to discuss any issue regarding the said plot of land. 

When the informant refused to listen to the accused person, he slapped him, gave 

him blows and caused injury in various parts of his body. Further the accused 

persons have stated that they will only return half of the amount taken from the 

informant with regards to the plot of land and not the full amount. It is also stated 

by the informant that the accused persons cheated him by inducing him to believe 

that they will sell the plot of land to him and has committed fraud by taking Rs 

47,000/- (Rupees Forty Seven Thousand Only) from the informant. Hence this 

instant case arose because of the non execution of registered sale deed of the said 

plot of land, despite receipt of advanced money towards its consideration and 

repeated request by the informant. 

 

2. On receipt of the ejahar, officer in charge of Tezpur Police Station has registered a 

case as Tezpur P.S. Case no 878/2012, U/S 420/406/506/323/294/34 of the Indian 

Penal Code. Thereafter, I/O has launched the investigation of this case. After 

completion of investigation, I/O has finally submitted charge sheet U/S 

420/406/506/294/34 of the IPC against the accused.  

 

3. Thereafter, cognizance has been taken and summon have been issued to the 

accused persons. On appearance of accused persons, necessary documents 

required u/s 207 Cr. PC have been furnished to him. On perusal of the materials on 

record formal charges were framed by my Learned Predecessor u/s 

420/406/506/294/34 IPC. Charges so framed was read over and explained to the 

accused persons to which they pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried. 
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4. Prosecution, in support of its case has examined only six (6) witnesses and also 

exhibited many documents. 

 

5. The accused person named Indrajit Basu was examined u/s 313 Cr. PC. However 

examination of accused person named Dipali Basu u/s 313 Cr.P.C. is dispensed 

with since no incriminating materials was found against her. Accused persons 

denied leading evidence. 

 

6. I have heard the arguments advanced by the Learned A.P.P and the Learned 

Counsel for the defence, also perused the materials available in the case record.  

 

7. Upon hearing and after perusal of the records the following points for determination 

are framed for proper adjudication of the case: 

  

 

8. POINTS FOR DETERMINATION: 

 

Point no 1: Whether the accused persons on 09.08.2011, 15.08.2011 and 

03.09.2011 at Tezpur, Sonitpur district, in furtherance of common intension, 

cheated the complainant Sri. Rajkumar Barman by dishonestly inducing him to 

deliver an amount of Rs 25,000/- (Rupees Twenty Five Thousand Only), Rs 

20,000/- (Rupees Twenty Thousand Only) and Rs 2000/- (Rupees Two Thousand 

Only) in total Rs 47000/- (Rupees Forty Seven Thousand Only) for sale of a plot of 

land under the Myadi Patta no. 2652 situated at Tezpur, under Mahabhairab Mouza 

and thereby committed the offence punishable U/S 420 read with section 34 of the 

IPC? 

  

Point no 2: Whether the accused persons on 09.08.2011, 15.08.2011 and 

03.09.2011, being entrusted with an amount of Rs 25,000/- (Twenty Five 

Thousand Only), Rs 20,000/- (Twenty Thousand Only) and Rs 2000/- (Two 

Thousand Only) in total Rs. 47,000/- (Forty Seven Thousand Only) dishonestly 

misappropriated the same in furtherance of common intension and thereby 

committed the offence punishable U/S 406 read with section 34 of the IPC? 

 

Point no 3: Whether the accused persons on 10.06.2012 at about 3:00 p.m. in 

furtherance of common intension, threatened the informant for causing him alarm 

and thereby committed the offence punishable U/S 506 read with section 34 of the 

IPC? 

 

Point no. 4: Whether the accused persons on 10.06.2012 at about 3:00 pm in 

furtherance of common intension, had uttered obscene language to the informant 

as alleged and thereby committed the offence punishable U/S 294 read with 

section 34 of the IPC? 
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DISCUSSION DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF- 

 

9. Now let me try to decide the above points on the basis of evidences on record. In 

order to make a clear and convenient discussion, I deem it fit to reproduce the 

relevant testimonies of complainant witness. P.W-1 Sri Benudhar Das in his 

examination in chief has deposed that the informant is his son in law and the 

accused person is known to him. The informant entered into an agreement with 

the accused persons for purchasing a plot of land in the year 2011 and it was 

agreed that the said plot of land would amount to Rs 50,000/- (Rupees Fifty 

Thousand Only) out of which Rs 25,000/-(Rupees Twenty Five Thousand Only) is 

to be handed over to accused Indrajit Basu as first installment. Thereafter showing 

certain problems the accused persons asked the informant to pay Rs 20,000/-

(Rupees Twenty Thousand Only) and Rs 2000/-(Rupees Two Thousand Only) 

respectively and in total Rs 47,000/-(Rupees Forty Seven Thousand Only) was 

handed by the informant to the accused persons. Further P.W-1 has also deposed 

in his testimony that the said plot of land was supposed to be handed over to the 

informant before the Durga Puja. In the month of June, 2012, the day being 

Sunday the accused persons called over the informant to discuss some matters 

relating to the said plot of land. Accordingly P.W-1, the informant and Kulajit Das 

headed towards the house of the accused persons and it was at that point of time 

accused Indrajit Basu along with some other person restrained them on their way 

and also scolded them. It is also deposed by P.W-1 that the accused person 

Indrajit denied handing over the said plot of land to the informant and vehemently 

stated that he will sell the said plot of land to some other customer. P.W-1 has also 

stated in his testimony that he saw the accused person named Indrajit assaulting 

the informant from a pan shop. 

 

10. During cross-examination, P.W-1 has deposed that he does not know the dag no. 

and patta no. of the said plot of land. Further has no knowledge with regards to the 

boundary of the said plot of land. However, he denied the suggestions put forward 

to him by defence counsel. 

 

11. P.W-2 Sri Rajkumar Barman has deposed that he is the informant of this case. The 

accused persons entered into an agreement with him to sell a plot of land 

amounting to Rs 50,000/-(Rupees Fifty Thousand Only). Initially  Rs 25,000/-( 

Rupees Twenty Five Thousand Only) was handed to the accused persons and later 

on  Rs 20,000/-(Rupees Twenty Thousand Only) and  Rs 2000/-(Rupees Two 

Thousand Only) respectively in total Rs 47,000/-(Rupees Forty Seven Thousand 

Only) but the accused persons failed to hand over the said plot of land to the 

informant. The informant has further deposed that the accused persons called him 

to discuss about the said plot of land and accordingly the brother of the informant 

named Kulajit Das and the father in law of the informant named Benudhar Das also 

went with him to the house of the accused persons. When the informant along with 

Kulajit Das and Benudhar Das were heading towards the house of the accused 
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persons, the accused person Indrajit Basu restrained them and further assaulted 

the informant by slapping him, hitting him in his head and at his back and further 

uttered obscene filthy languages to him. Accordingly the informant and his family 

members left from the place of occurrence of the incident. Further P.W-2 has 

deposed in his testimony that the accused person named Indrajit Basu told him that 

he will not hand over the land to the informant as he has found some other 

customer who is willing to pay a higher amount for the said plot of land and also 

threatened the informant to kill him if he ever discussed any matter relating to the 

said plot of land and further stated that he will not returned the money to the 

informant. P.W-2 has also stated that the said plot of land is registered in the name 

of Indrajit Basu and Dipali Basu. The said agreement was executed in the year 

2011 and the occurrence of this incident took place on 12.06.2012 at about 3:00 

pm. Further P.W-2 has deposed that in this regard a civil case was filed and the 

decree was passed in favour of the informant. 

 

12. During cross examination P.W-2 has stated that he does not remember as to when 

he lodged the FIR. Further he has not reflected in the FIR as to why there was a 

delay of eight (8) days in lodging the FIR. Further he has not reflected in the FIR 

that a civil case was filed by him against the accused person before a competent 

civil court. It is also deposed by the informant that he has not mentioned in the FIR 

that his father-in-law Benudhar Das and his brother-in-law Kulajit Das accompanied 

him to the house of the accused persons.  The informant has also stated he did not 

mention that the entire incident took place near Kamrupia Namghar. Further, he 

does not remember as to when the money receipt was seized by the police. This 

instant case was lodged after four (4) months of receiving the reply of the notice 

from the accused persons. Further he does not remember as to when the money 

receipt i.e., Exhibit-2 was seized by the police. It is pertinent to mention here that 

the informant during his cross examination has stated that he did not gave the 

name of one Paresh Saha to be included in the seizure lists as a witness. P.W-2 has 

also deposed that he issued a notice to the accused persons prior to filing of the 

civil case through his legal counsel and the accused persons has replied stating that 

they will return half the amount i.e., Rs 25,000/-(Rupees Twenty Five Thousand 

Only). However, he denied the suggestions put forward to him by defence counsel. 

 

 

13. P.W-3, Sri Kulajit Das has deposed in his testimony that the complainant entered 

into an agreement with the accused person amounting to Rs. 50,000/-(Rupees Fifty 

Thousand Only) for purchasing a plot of land for opening up a shop. The informant 

paid Rs.25, 000/- (Rupees Twenty Five Thousand Only), 20,000/-(Rupees Twenty 

Thousand Only) and 2,000/- (Rupees Two Thousand Only) in total Rs. 47,000/- 

(Rupees Forty Seven Thousand Only) to the accused person. Further it is deposed 

by P.W-2 that the informant informed him over the phone that the accused person 

called the informant to discuss some matter relating to the said plot of land and 

asked him whether he would accompanied the informant to the house of the 

accused persons. The informant along with P.W-3 came in a bike and the accused 
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person named Indrajit Basu called the informant to one side of the road and an 

altercation took place between the informant and the accused person. The accused 

person scolded the informant using filthy languages and also assaulted him and it 

was then P.W-3 dragged the informant in order to stop the fight that took place 

between the parties. Accordingly the informant lodged this case. P.W-3 has also 

stated that he along with the informant went to the house of the accused and his 

father has gone to the house of the accused persons from the market. 

 

14. During cross-examination P.W-3 has stated that he was not a witness to the said 

sale agreement that took place between the parties. Further he has no knowledge 

as to when the agreement took place and who wrote the agreement and he has 

also not seen the agreement. Further it is also admitted by P.W-3 that he has not 

informed the police that the informant telephoned him to accompany to the house 

of the accused person and that a fight took place between the informant and the 

accused person because of which P.W-3 had to drag the informant  in order to stop 

the heated fight. Further P.W-3 has also stated that he has informed the police that 

some other person who accompanied the accused person also scolded the 

informant. 

 

15. P.W-4, Samiran Paul has deposed that he knows the complainant as well as the 

accused person and this incident took place seven to eight months ago. He has 

deposed in his testimony that the accused person named Indrajit Basu took 

advance money of Rs. 25,000/-(Twenty Five Thousand Only) from the informant for 

selling a plot of land. However P.W-4 has stated that he was not present at the 

time when the transaction took place between the informant and the accused 

persons. The informant went to the house of Indrajit Basu since the said plot of 

land was not handed over to him and accordingly a quarrel took place between the 

parties which resulted in assault. He also heard that accused Indrajit slapped the 

informant and entire incident took place near the house of the accused persons.  

  

16. During cross examination P.W-4 has stated that he has no knowledge with regards 

to the „Dag‟ no. and „Patta‟ no of the said plot of land. He also does not remember 

on which date the said Rs. 25,000/-(Rupees Twenty Five Thousand Only) was 

handed to the accused persons by the informant. P.W-4 has stated that he heard 

that some amount of money is being handed over to the accused persons but he 

was not present when the transaction took place and he do not remember on which 

date he heard about the transaction of money that took place between the parties. 

 

17. P.W-5, Kamal Pathak has deposed that he knows the complainant as well as the 

accused persons. This incident took place in the year 2012 and he has no 

knowledge about the entire incident.  

 

18. During cross-examination P.W-5 deposed that Indrajit Basu and Dipali Basu 

belongs to one of the reputed family of Tezpur. 
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19. P.W-6, Tarun Kumar Medhi has deposed that on 20.06.2012 when he was posted 

as attached officer in Tezpur Sadar Police Station S.I Mukul Kakati endorsed him 

with the investigation of this case. On 20.06.2012 informant came to the police 

station and handed over two (2) sale deed agreement and two money receipts 

respectively amounting to Rs. 2,000/-(Rupees Two Thousand Only) and Rs. 

20,000/- (Rupees Twenty Thousand Only) which was seized by him as M.R. no. 

231/12. Exhibit-2 and Exhibit-3 are the seizure list and his signature.  

 

20. During cross-examination P.W-6 has stated that Material Exhibit No-2 and 3 was 

seized by him but he do not know whether there is signature of the witness or not 

nor was it send to FSL to test the veracity of truth. He has also deposed during his 

cross examination that he does not know whether the handwriting or signature 

belongs to the accused or not. He further deposed that the witness did not state 

that in the month of June 2012 in one Sunday they were called by the accused 

persons at their residence to discuss some matter relating to the said plot of land 

and it was then the accused named Indrajit fought with them and stated that they 

will sell the land to some other person. Further P.W-6 has stated that he does not 

know whether a civil suit was file between the parties. 

 

21. Both the points are taken together since both involve same facts, point for 

discussion. 

 

22. Section 420 and Section 406 of the IPC are first required to be stated for 

convenient discussion. Section 420 of the IPC reads as follows: 

 

Section 420: Cheating and dishonestly inducing delivery of property: 

Whoever cheats and thereby dishonestly induces the person deceived to 

deliver an property to any person, or to make, alter or destroy the whole 

or any part of a valuable security, or anything which is signed or sealed 

and which is capable of being converted into a valuable security, shall be 

punished with imprisonment of either description for a term which may 

extend to seven years and shall also be liable to fine.  

 

23. Section 420 of the IPC speaks about cheating for which the term cheating as 

defined U/S 415 of the IPC is required to be looked into. Section 415 of the IPC 

speaks as follows: 

 

Cheating: 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. 
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24. From the joint reading of the above sections of law, it appears to me that 

dishonest inducement on the part of the accused and delivery of property out of 

such inducement are essential components in order to held a person guilty U/S 

420 of the IPC.  

 

25. Section 405 describes the term “criminal breach of trust” as follows: 

 

Section 405-Whoever, being in any manner entrusted with property, or 

with any dominion over property, dishonestly misappropriates or 

converts to his own use that property, or dishonestly uses or disposes 

of that property in violation of any direction of law prescribing the 

mode in which such trust is to be discharged, or of any legal contract, 

express or implied, which he has made touching the discharge of such 

trust, or willfully suffers any other person so to do, commits ‘criminal 

breach of trust.” Section 406 of the IPC prescribes punishment for the offender 

who commits the offence of criminal breach of trust.  On reading of the above 

definition, it becomes clear that in order to convict the accused U/S 406 IPC, the 

following ingredients must be proved: 

 

 There must be entrustment of property (movable or immovable). 

 Dishonest misappropriation of property by the accused. 

 Dishonest use or disposal of property violating the terms of entustment.  

26. Now on perusal of the complaint petition reveals that this instant case has 

been filed against two accused persons. But the evidences on record do not show 

any material against accused Dipali Basu. The complainant along with other 

witnesses during their evidences has not deposed a single incriminating word 

against said accused in the instant case. Hence, apparently accused Smti. Dipali 

Basu deserves acquittal from this case.  

27. Further from the evidence of P.W-1, P.W-2 and P.W-3 it appears to me that 

although they have corroborated the prosecution story to a certain extent but they 

have altogether rendered different story during their cross examination which has 

led to the fatality of this instant case. Hence in my opinion they are the interested 

witnesses to this case who have supported the prosecution story. P.W-3 has stated 

in his evidence that he has no knowledge as to when the agreement took place and 

who wrote the agreement. This implies that he has no knowledge regarding the 

agreement of sale and is also not aware the terms and conditions of the said 

agreement between the parties. Further P.W-1 has stated that he has no 

knowledge with regards to the Dag No and Patta No. of the said plot of land 

wherein he himself was a witness to the said sale deed agreement that took place 

between the parties on 09.08.2011. Furthermore, I would like to point out that the 

informant has failed to reflect all the allegations leveled against the accused 

persons in the FIR lodged by him but on the contrary certain facts were deposed by 

him during his testimony from which it can be inferred that he has brought new 

facts before the court. 
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    Hence, a doubt arises as to how a person who has been victimized has failed to pen 

down his grievances in the FIR lodged by him. If we go through the evidence 

deposed by P.W-4 and P.W-5 it appears to me that they are merely hearsay 

witnesses. PW-4 has stated that he heard that some amount of money is being 

handed over to the accused persons but he was not present at the time when the 

transaction took place between the parties. Further, the said witness also does not 

remember on which date he heard about that the transaction of money took place 

between the parties. Now if we consider the testimony of P.W-5 we find that he has 

deposed that he has no knowledge about the entire incident. Hence, in such a case 

the testimony of P.W-4 and P.W-5 cannot be taken into consideration to hold the 

accused person guilty. Furthermore, P.W-6 (I/O) has stated that Material Exhibit 

No-2 and 3 i.e the money receipt dated 03.09.2011 was seized by him but he does 

not know whether there is signature of the witnesses in the said money receipt. 

The Investigating Officer has also deposed in his evidence that he does not know 

whether the handwriting or signature belongs to the accused or not. The 

agreement of sale executed between the parties wherein  the accused persons has 

also put in their signature is one of the vital document which was not sent to the 

FSL for obtaining the opinion of handwriting expert as to whether the signature of 

the accused persons in the said agreement were signed by them. PW-1 and P.W-3 

in my opinion are interested witnesses and they have not stated before the I/O that 

in the month of June 2012 in one Sunday they were called by the accused persons 

at their residence to discuss some matter relating to the said plot of land and it was 

then the accused named Indrajit fought with them and stated that they will sell the 

land to some other person from which it can be inferred that the said PW‟s have 

introduced new facts in the court and deposed testimony in favour of the 

informant. Mere exaggeration of prosecution story does not amount to conviction of 

the accused persons. I have arrived at the considered opinion that the complainant 

has miserably failed to prove the payment or entrustment of Rs. 25,000/- (Rupees 

Twenty Five Thousand Only), on being induced by the accused persons. Since there 

is no proof of entrustment of the money, hence question of misappropriation does 

not arise. Accordingly accused (s) are found not guilty U/S 420/406 of the IPC. 

 

28.Section 503 of the IPC defines the offence of criminal intimidation as follows: 

 

Criminal intimidation: Whoever threatens another with any injury to his 

person, reputation or property, or to the person, or reputation of any one 

in whom that person is interested, with intent to cause alarm to that 

person, or to cause that person to do any act which he is not legally 

bound to do, or to omit to do any act which that person is legally entitled 

to do, as the means of avoiding the execution of such threat, commits 

criminal intimidation. Section 506 of the IPC prescribes punishment for criminal 

intimidation. From the definition of criminal intimidation; it appears to me that the 

threat must be made to cause alarm to the person to whom the threat is made. 
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29.Regarding this point, P.W-2 has deposed in his testimony that the accused person 

named Indrajit Basu told him that he will not hand over the land to the informant 

as he has found some other customer who is willing to pay a higher amount for the 

said plot of land and also threatened the informant to kill him if he ever discussed 

any matter relating to the said plot of land and further stated that he will not 

returned the money to the informant. But the testimony of P.W-2 in my opinion 

lacks corroboration and as such I am unable to believe him. Further the mere 

words that accused persons will see the complainant do not amounts to criminal 

intimidation as defined u/s 503 of the IPC. As such, I have arrived at the considered 

opinion that complainant has failed to prove the charge leveled against the accused 

u/s 506 of the IPC.  

 

30.Section 294 of the Indian Penal Code states that whoever, to the annoyance of 
others—does any obscene act in any public place, sings, recites or utters any 
obscene song, ballad or words, in or near any public place, shall be punished with 
imprisonment of either description for a term which may extend to three months, or 
with fine, or with both. 
 

31.Regarding this point, except the informant himself and P.W-3 none of the PW‟s has 

deposed a single word stating that the accused person has uttered obscene 

language to him. Further the informant has failed to depose as to what were the 

obscene words that were uttered to him by the accused person name Indrajit Basu. 

Furthermore the other witnesses have not corroborated the same in this regard. As 

such, I have arrived at the considered opinion that complainant has failed to prove 

the charge leveled against the accused U/S 279 of the IPC.  

 

32.Hence I am of the considered opinion that prosecution has miserably failed to 

prove the charges u/s 420/406/506/294/34 IPC against the accused(s). 

 

33.Thus, the burden is upon the prosecution to prove that case against the accused 

persons and prosecution has not adduced any evidence which proves the 

ingredients of the above sections of law which holds the accused persons guilty. 

Hence, on careful examination of the evidences on record as discussed above, I 

have come to the conclusion that prosecution has failed to prove the charges 

leveled against the accused persons beyond all reasonable doubt and as such they 

deserves acquittal. 

 

34. Therefore, considering the above mentioned view, points for determination no (I), 

(II), (III) and (IV) is also decided in negative. 
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                                                     O R D E R  

 

35. In view of the above discussions, both the accused namely Indrajit Basu and Dipali 

Basu are acquitted of the charges u/s 420/406/506/294/34 IPC of the IPC. 

 

36. Set the accused at liberty forthwith. 

 

37. Bail bonds for the accused are extended for a further period of six (6) months. 

 

38. Case is accordingly disposed of on contest. 

 

Given under the hand and seal of this court on this 11th day of January, 2018 at 

Tezpur, Sonitpur 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                     (Ms. Sparsita Garg) 

                                                                           Judicial Magistrate First Class 

                                                                                      Tezpur, Sonitpur 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                           APPENDIX 

  

 WITNESS OF PROSECUTION: 

 

1 P.W.1: Sri Benudhar Das 

 

2 P.W.2: Sri Rajkumar Barman 

 

3 P.W.3: Sri Kulajit Das 

 

4 P.W.4: Sri. Samiran Paul 
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5 P.W.5: Sri. Kamal Pathak 

 

6 P.W.6: Sri. Tarun Kumar Medhi (I/O) 

 

 EXHIBITS OF PROSECUTION:  

 

1 Exhibit.1: Ejahar 

 

2 Exhibit.1 (1), 1 (2), 1 (3): Signature of the informant Sri. Raj Kumar  

Barman 

 

3 Exhibit 2: Seizure List 

 

4 Exhibit 2 (1): Signature of Raj Kumar Barman 

 

5 Exhibit 2 (2): Signature of Kulajit Das 

 

6  Exhibit2 (3): Signature of Sri Tarun Kumar Medhi 

 

7 Exhibit 3: Sketch Map 

 

8 Exhibit 3 (1): Signature of the Sri Tarun Kumar Medhi 

 

9 Exhibit 4: Chargesheet 

 

10 Exhibit 4 (1): Signature of the Sri Tarun Kumar Medhi 

                

 WITNESS OF DEFENSE: NIL 

 

 EXHIBITS OF DEFENSE: NIL                                                                                                         

                                            

 

                                                              (Ms. Sparsita Garg) 
                                                    Judicial Magistrate First Class 
                                                                Tezpur, Sonitpur 

 

 

 

 

 

 


