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IN THE COURT OF CHIEF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE, SONITPUR:: TEZPUR 

G. R. Case No. 1604 of 2014 

Under section-448/352/506 of I.P.C 

 
Present:- Sri N. J. Hoque, AJS,  

           Chief Judicial Magistrate,  
                      Sonitpur, Tezpur 

 

       State of Assam   
     –Vs–  

Md. Hanib Uddin 
   S/O:- Late Absor Ali 

       R/O:- Satipukhuri  
   P/S:- Dhekiajuli 
   Dist:- Sonitpur, Assam  

….…...Accused Person  
Advocate appeared: 

 
Mr. N. K. Mishra, Addl. P.P…………………………… For the State 

Mrs. Anjali Kalita, Ld. Advocate…………………… For the accused person 

 
Evidence recorded on   :- 13.10.2015, 06.11.2017, 25.02.2019 
        28.06.2019, 23.09.2019, 07.02.2020 
        & 08.02.2021     
Date of Offence Explanation  :- 03.12.2014  

Argument heard on   :- 08.03.2021 & 30.03.2021 

Judgment delivered on  :- 08.04.2021     

 
 

J U D G M E N T 

History of Prosecution’s Case 

1. Prosecution case appears to be in a nutshell is that one Md. Habibulla lodged 

an ejahar before the O/C of Dhekiajuli P.S on 09.07.2014 alleging inter alia that 

on the said date at about 3 PM, the accused person, named Hanibuddin along 

with others criminally trespassed into his Rice Mill and demanded Rs.1,00,000/-  

from him by showing deadly weapon. It is also stated that thereafter, he with 

the help of local people of the concerned area apprehended the accused person 

named Hanibuddin and handed him over to the police.    
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“INVESTIGATION” 

2. On receipt of the ejahar, Dhekiajuli P.S Case No-406 of 2014 under sections-

448/384/506/34 of I.P.C was registered and investigation into. On completion 

of the investigation, the I.O. of this case submitted charge sheet under section-

448/352/506 of I.P.C against the accused person named Md. Hanib Uddin.   

CHARGE & TRIAL 

3. In pursuant to the court’s process, the accused person appeared before the 

court and he was allowed to go on bail vide Order dated-07.08.2014. Copies 

u/s-207 of CrPC was furnished to the above named accused. After hearing both 

side, particulars of offences u/s-448/352/506 of I.P.C was read over and 

explained to the accused person by my Ld. Predecessor in office, to which he 

pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried.  

STATEMENT OF DEFENCE 

4. The prosecution side to prove the guilty of the accused person examined as 

many as 08 (Seven) numbers of witnesses including the informant. Considering 

the testimonies of witnesses, prosecution side declined to adduce further 

evidence before this court. Hence, the evidence of prosecution side is closed. 

Accused person is examined u/s-313 Cr.P.C and his pleas of denial are recorded 

in separate sheet and the same kept with the case record. Accused declined to 

adduce evidence on his defence. 

ARGUMENT 

5. I have heard arguments of both sides, gone through the case record in the 

backdrop of evidences offered before this court by prosecution side. 

6. The points for determination in this case are:- 

(i.) Whether on 09.07.2014 at about 3 PM at a place called 

Palash Pathar Bokuamari under Dhekiajuli PS, the accused 

entered into the Rice Mill of informant named Md. Habibulla 

Ahmed with intent to commit an offence and thereby 

committed an offence punishable under section-448 of IPC? 

 
(ii.) Whether on the same date, time and place, the accused 

person used criminal force upon the informant-cum-victim, 
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named, Md. Habibulla Ahmed and thereby committed an 

offence punishable u/s-352 IPC?  

 
(iii.) Whether on the same date, time and place, the accused 

person threatened the victim with dear consequences of his 

life by showing fear with weapon and thereby committed an 

offence punishable u/s-506 of IPC?  

 
EVIDENCES OF PROSECUTION SIDE 

7. In this case prosecution side to prove the contentions of the ejahar examined 

as many as eight numbers of witnesses including the informant in support of 

this case. Let us reproduce the relevant part of the evidences adduced by each 

witness for the sake of proper appreciation.  

8. PW-1, Md. Samar Uddin deposed before the court that he knows the informant 

as well as the accused person of this case. He also deposed that the incident 

took place more than one year back, one day at about 12:30 PM to 1 PM. He 

further deposed that on the date of alleged incident, he was at the garage of 

one Khalil situated at Alisinga for repairing his tractor and in the meantime, the 

accused and the informant went there and thereafter, both of them entered 

into a physical tussle. He also deposed that except him many boys were 

present there at the time of occurrence and separated both of them. 

Thereafter, the informant along with some other boys took the accused inside 

the mill. He does not know what happened thereafter. Later, police came at the 

place of occurrence. PW-1 in his cross examination deposed that he had not 

given any statement before the I/O and he had not stated before the court 

what was being attributed to him by the Ld. Public Prosecutor.  

9. PW-1 in his cross-examination testified that his house is about 5-6 KMs away 

from the house of accused person. He deposed that the accused is his relative 

in relation. He further deposed that prior to the incident he knew the informant. 

He also deposed that he had been repairing his tractor since last 3 years in the 

said garage and so that, he is having good relationship with the owner of the 

said garage and the informant named Habibulla. He also deposed that on the 
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date of the alleged incident, the repairing of many tractors were going on in the 

said garage and many people were there at that time. He did not know the 

name of the owner of the tractor. He also deposed that one grill shop and one 

tire repairing shop were there in front of the said garage. He further deposed 

that the Rice Mill of the informant was situated in the South-Eastern side, which 

was about 250 meters away from the garage and one petrol pump was also 

there in the Western side. He also deposed that all those shops were open on 

the date of the incident. He deposed that the place of occurrence is near to the 

National Highway-52 and many people and buses were passing through the 

said way. He further deposed that the owner of the tractor-garage is one Khalil, 

the owner of the grill shop is Babar Ali and Habibulla is the owner of the rice 

mill and those shops were situated in the land of Habibulla. He also deposed 

that as his knowledge, on the date of the incident accused went to the shop of 

said Babar Ali for taking grill and for that purpose he was sitting in that said 

shop. He further deposed that on the date of the incident, he returned to his 

home at about 7 PM from the place of occurrence. He deposed that there were 

10-15 peoples with Habibulla. He also deposed that no incident of assault took 

place between the accused and Babar Ali. He deposed that police interrogated 

many people including the shop keepers at the place of occurrence. He further 

deposed that police arrived at the place of occurrence after 10-15 minutes of 

the incident and returned after 30 minutes. He deposed that police interrogated 

the other people in front of him. He also deposed that apart from that incident 

what he deposed before the court, no other incident was heard by him.  

10. PW-2, Md. Habibullah Ahmed being the informant of this case deposed before 

the court that he knows the accused person of this case and the incident took 

place on 09.07.2014 near Palas Pathar Bokuamari Gaon where he has a Rice 

Mill. He also deposed that on the date of alleged incident, one day at about 

2:30-3 PM, the accused person along with 4-5 people entered into his rice mill 

and demanded a sum of Rs. 1,00,000/- from him. However, he did not listen to 

them and denied to pay the said money to them to which accused took out a 
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sharp knife about 1 hand in length. Thereafter, he made hue and cry and 

thereby the people working in his mill and the nearby people came to that 

place. He also deposed that the other persons who accompanied with the 

accused person named Hanid Uddin fled away from the place of occurrence but 

the accused Hanid Uddin was caught by the nearby people. Thereafter, they 

informed the police and later, police came and took accused Hanibuddin to the 

police station. Thereafter, he lodged the ejahar. He identified his ejahar as Ext-

1 wherein he put his signature as Ext-1(1). 

11. PW-2 in his cross-examination testified that the ejahar was written by a person 

who was there in the police station but he does not know the name of the said 

person. He also deposed that he lodged the ejahar that day itself but he does 

not remember the time. He deposed that the rice mill is situated by the side of 

NH-15 and is about 10 meter away from the main road. He further deposed 

that near to his shop there were a tire shop, welding shop, tractor garage and 

there is a pacca wall behind and a tin wall in front of the shops. He further 

deposed that on the day of incident, he was there in his mill from the morning 

itself along with 3-4 labours but he could not remember their names. He also 

deposed that the shops that he had mentioned belong to him and he had given 

it for rent to the other persons and at that time, all three shops were already 

on rent. He deposed that Nupur Ali was the tire shopkeeper, Babul Ali was the 

welding shopkeeper and Alal Ali has the tractor garage. He further deposed that 

he does not know whether those persons were there in their shop on the day of 

the incident. He also does not know whether people were present there or not 

in those shops at that time. He further deposed that he does not know whether 

the welding shop make any door windows in their shop. He does not remember 

if police enquired him anything regarding the matter. He deposed that no 

residence of people is there nearby the shop. He also deposed that at about 6-

7 people came along with the accused person. He deposed that at that time he 

was there in his office room and sitting in the chair alone and the workers were 

in the mill room. He further deposed that he did not know the accused persons 
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except accused Hanibuddin that too he knows him from that day only. He 

deposed that he does not know where said Hanibuddin lives but after he was 

arrested he came to know that his house situated at Satipukhuri. He deposed 

that the said mill is in the name of his father. He resides at Rahmanpur Gaon 

but he does not know the distance between his mill and Rahmanpur gaon. He 

further deposed that he does not know the family of the accused. He denied 

that he knows the sister of accused Hanibuddin named Noorjahan Begum and 

she works at his father's house at Rahmanpur Gaon and that since Hanibuddin 

and they were close friends. He denied that he deposed falsely that he does not 

know him and his family member. He also denied the fact that the accused 

Hanibuddin came to the shop of Babul Ali for making doors and other things 

and on that day accused came there for payment and he informed him about 

Hanibuddin's presence in his shop, he caught him and lodged this false case. 

He also deposed that the sharp knife was taken out by one of the persons who 

came with Hanibuddin, he does not know his name. He also deposed that he 

does not know whether other persons brought any other weapons along with 

them. He deposed that they did not inform earlier about their arrival into his 

shop. He further deposed that he does not remember whether he has stated 

about the sharp weapon infront of the police or not. He also does not know 

who caught hold the accused. He denied the suggestion that he did not depose 

before police that the workers of his shop caught the accused.  

12. PW-3, Md. Khalil Sheikh deposed before the court that he knows the informant 

and the accused person of this case. He also deposed that almost 1-1½ years 

back accused along with three other persons came to the garage where he 

works and when the owner of rice mill named Habibulla Ahmed came to his rice 

mill the accused and the other persons entered inside the mill and thereafter, 

he heard hue and cry inside the said rice mill and when he went there he found 

that accused was beating the informant. Then they caught the accused person 

and the other persons fled away from the place of occurrence. Later, police 
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went to the place of occurrence and thereafter, they handed over the accused 

to the police. 

13. PW-3 in his cross-examination testified that he does not know the reason as to 

why the physical tussle took place between them. He also deposed that he 

even does not know if the informant physically assaulted the accused regarding 

some financial transaction or not. 

14. PW-4, Md. Babul Ali deposed before the court that he knows the informant as 

well as the accused person of this case. He deposed that the incident took 

place around 4-5 years back. He also deposed that the accused along with the 

informant had ordered him to make an iron grill to which he agreed to make 

the same. Thereafter, one day both of them went to his shop and after some a 

verbal altercations took place between the accused and the informant and 

further entered into physical tussle. He also deposed that Habibulla told him not 

to hand over the grill to the accused person if he came. He further deposed 

that the incident took place near A.K. Rice Mill. 

15. PW-4 in his cross-examination testified that he does not know as to why the 

quarrel took place between them and he even does not know the reason of 

physical tussle. He also deposed that the accused and the informant had given 

him money. He further deposed that he runs his grill shop in the land of the 

informant's father named Kadir. He deposed that with the help of police the 

said grill was taken from his shop. He also deposed that there was some 

previous grudge between the father of accused and the father of informant. 

16. PW-5, Md. Abdul Barek deposed before the court that he knows the accused as 

well as the informant of this case and the incident took place in the year 2014. 

He also deposed that accused had informed him and one Mamtaz Ahmed that 

he had ordered to make a grill in the shop of one Babul but he did not take any 

cash memo. Thereafter, he along with accused and Mamtaz went to the shop 

of said Babul and asked him as why he did not deliver the said grill within the 

time to which Babul replied that he had talked with Kadir and thereafter, he 

would deliver the same. Thereafter, Babul gave a time of delivery of the said 
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grill. He stated that later on he came to know that Kadir had alleged against the 

accused as dacoit and handed him over to the police on the date in which the 

delivery of the grill was fixed. He stated that he does not know as to why the 

informant lodged the instant case against the accused. The cross-examination 

PW-5 was declined by the defence side.  

17. PW-6, Md. Dulal Ali deposed before the court that he knows the informant of 

this case but he does not know the accused person. He deposed that the 

incident took place on 09.07.2014 at about 2 PM to 3:00 PM. He also deposed 

that there is a garage near the mill of the informant. He further deposed that 

on the date of the alleged incident, he had gone to the particular garage to 

repair his vehicle and there he saw 2-3 persons had come to the said garage 

and asked one Babul Ali as to where the owner of the rice mill was. Thereafter, 

Babul Ali stated that he does not know about the whereabouts of the owner of 

the mill. He also deposed that after that those persons went into the mill and 

after sometime he heard hue and cry coming from the mill and saw that some 

persons ran out of the said mill. He came to know that those persons had come 

to extort money from the owner of the rice mill named Habibulla Ahmed. After 

sometime police came to the place of occurrence and interrogated him.  

18. PW-6 in his cross-examination testified that he stated that he has not seen the 

occurrence himself. He also deposed that he does not know between whom the 

incident took place. 

19. PW-7, Md. Saiful Islam deposed before the court that he knows the informant 

and the accused person of this case. He also deposed that the incident took 

place in the year 2014 within the time of 2:30 PM to 3 PM. He further deposed 

that at that time he had been at the petrol pump at Alisinga. He deposed that 

he saw the informant and the accused pushing each other. He further deposed 

that the petrol pump and the place of occurrence was nearby. He also deposed 

that when the push and shove was going on, police personnel came at the 

place of occurrence and took the accused away. He also deposed that he did 

not go to the place of occurrence. That police interrogated him. 
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20. PW-7 in his cross-examination testified that he does not know for whose fault 

the incident took place. But he knows the bone of contention was with regard 

to some payment of grill work being given by accused to the grill shop situated 

in informant's land. 

21. PW-8, Md. Mamtaz Uddin Ahmed deposed before the court that he knows the 

informant and the accused person of this case. He also deposed that the 

incident took place in the year 2014-2015 and at that time he was at his home. 

Subsequently, the accused came to his house and told him that father of the 

informant had not given him the grill which the informant had ordered to make 

to the grill shop situated at informant's land. He deposed that he does not 

know further. He stated that police interrogated him. The cross-examination 

PW-8 was declined by the defence side.  

    DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS FOR SUCH DECISION 

22. From the whole accusations it is palpable that prosecution against the accused 

sets in motion instantaneously on lodging on ejahar by the informant alleging 

that on 09.07.2014 at about 3 PM, accused named Md. Hanibuddin along with 

others criminally trespassed into his Rice Mill and demanded Rs.1,00,000/-  

from him by showing deadly weapon. Thereafter, he with the help of the local 

people of that area apprehended the accused person named Hanibuddin and 

handed him over to the police.     

23. Hence, from the aforesaid accusations it is quite comprehensible from the story 

prosecution side that prosecution would try to prove and establish the fact that 

on 09.07.2014 at about 3 PM, accused Md. Hanibuddin along with others 

criminally trespassed into his Rice Mill and demanded Rs.1,00,000/-  from him 

by showing deadly weapon.  

24. For the purpose of proper appreciation of the evidences on record, let us 

discussed all the points for determination together. I have carefully journeyed 

through the evidences on record and it finds that PW-1, Md. Samar Uddin and 

he in his evidence deposed that on the date of alleged incident one day at 

about 12:30 PM to 1, he was at the garage of one Khalil situated at Alisinga for 
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repairing his tractor and in the meantime, the accused and the informant went 

there and thereafter, both of them entered into a physical tussle with each 

other. He also deposed that except him many boys were present there at the 

time of occurrence and separated both of them. Thereafter, the informant 

along with some other boys took the accused inside the mill. He does not know 

what happened thereafter. PW-1 in his cross-examination testified that one grill 

shop was situated near the garage of tractor and those shops situated in the 

land of Habibullah. He also deposed that no incident of assault took place 

between the accused and Babar Ali. He deposed that police interrogated many 

people including the shop keepers. He further deposed that police arrived at 

the place of occurrence after 10-15 minutes of the incident and returned after 

30 minutes. He deposed that police interrogated the other people in front of 

him. He also deposed that apart from that incident what he deposed before the 

court, no other incident was heard by him.  

25. The evidence presented by PW-1 failed to disclose any circumstances to 

support the incident allegedly occurred on the date of alleged incident at about 

3 PM, accused Hanibuddin along with others criminally trespassed into his Rice 

Mill and demanded Rs.1,00,000/- from him by showing deadly weapon, rather 

he contradicted the version of informant by way of testifying that the informant 

and the accused entered into a physical tussle with each other and thereafter, 

the informant along with some other boys took the accused inside the mill 

which makes the version of PW-1 doubtful as the informant claimed that 

accused Hanibuddin along with others criminally trespassed into his Rice Mill 

and demanded Rs.1,00,000/- from him by showing deadly weapon. He even 

deposed a complete separate story in his evidence and nowhere pleaded in his 

evidence that accused along with others went to the rice mill of the informant 

and demanded Rs.1,00,000/- by showing fear with deadly weapon, whereas he 

in his evidence specifically pleaded that after entering into a physical tussle, the 

informant along with some boys took the accused inside the rice mill of the 

informant, such fact which makes his evidence to be contradictory in nature. 
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26. The informant named Md. Habibullah Ahmed as PW-2 in his evidence supported 

his version stating that on 09.07.2014 at about 2:30-3 PM, the accused person 

along with 4-5 persons entered into his rice mill and demanded Rs. 1,00,000/- 

from him and when he denied to give the said money to them accused took out 

a sharp knife about 1 hand in length. Thereafter, he made hue and cry and the 

people working in his mill and the nearby people came to that place and caught 

hold accused Hanid Uddin and the other persons who accompanied with 

accused fled away from the place of occurrence. Thereafter, they informed the 

police and later, police came and took accused named Hanibuddin to the police 

station. As such, it is seen that the informant has supported the fact that on the 

date of alleged incident accused person along with 4-5 persons entered into his 

rice mill and demanded Rs. 1,00,000/- and shown him with sharp weapon. 

Thereafter, hue and cry took place upon which the other persons fled away 

from there and accused Hanibuddin caught hold by some nearby people.  

27. To appreciate the evidence presented by PW-2 (Informant-cum-victim), let us 

appreciate the evidences of other witnesses. PW-3 Md. Khalil Sheikh testified 

that around 1-1½ years back accused along with some other persons came to 

the garage where he works and when the owner of rice mill named Habibulla 

Ahmed came to his rice mill the accused and the other persons entered inside 

the mill and thereafter, he heard hue and cry and when he went there he found 

that accused was beating the informant. Then they caught the accused person 

and the other persons fled away from the place of occurrence. The version of 

PW-3 appears to be contradictory with the version of PW-2 as PW-2 being the 

informant-cum-victim did not claim that he was physically assaulted by the 

accused on the date of alleged incident. PW-3 had claimed that he saw the 

accused was beating the informant inside the rice mill. PW-3 in his cross-

examination testified that he don’t know if the informant physically assaulted 

the accused regarding some financial transaction or not. As such, it is seen that 

the version of the informant-cum-victim not appears to be supportive and 

corroborative with the versions of PW-1 and PW-3.  
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28. Now, coming to the evidence presented by PW-4 Md. Babul Ali and as per his 

version there was a verbal altercation took place between the informant and 

the accused person and further entered into the physical tussle. PW-4 also 

claimed that there was a dispute between the accused and informant in respect 

of making an iron grill. Hence, it is seen that PW-4 also failed to corroborate 

the version of the informant-cum-victim. PW-5 contradicted the version of the 

informant-cum-victim by way of testifying that Kadir had alleged against the 

accused as dacoit and handed him over to the police and he don’t know as to 

why the informant lodged the instant case against the accused. PW-5 

categorically disputed the version of the informant-cum-victim by way of 

testifying that that accused informed him and one Mamtaz Ahmed that he had 

ordered to make a grill in the shop of one Babul but he did not take any cash 

memo. Thereafter, he along with accused and Mamtaz went to the shop of said 

Babul and asked him as why he did not deliver the said grill within the time to 

which Babul replied that he had talked with Kadir and thereafter, he would 

deliver the same. Thereafter, Babul gave a time of delivery of the said grill. 

Later on, he came to know that Kadir had alleged against the accused as dacoit 

and handed him over to the police on the date in which the delivery of the grill 

was fixed but he does not know as to why the informant lodged the instant 

case against the accused. 

29. PW-6, Md. Dulal Ali claimed that on the date of alleged incident he went to the  

garage situated nearby the mill for repairing his vehicle and he saw 2-3 persons 

came to the said garage and asked Babul Ali about the owner of the said mill, 

then Babul Ali informed that he don’t know whereabouts of the owner of the 

mill.  Thereafter, those persons went inside the mill and after sometime he 

heard hue and cry and saw some persons ran out of the mill. He came to know 

that those persons had come for extortion of money from the owner of the rice 

mill named Habibulla Ahmed and after sometime, police came to the place of 

occurrence and interrogated him. PW-6 in his cross-examination admitted that 

he had not seen the alleged incident. The evidence of PW-6 appears to be 
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hearsay in nature and further failed to support the fact in issue of the 

prosecution story and as such the same cannot be relied upon.   

30. PW-7, Saiful Islam appears to be an eye witness who had seen the informant 

and accused pushing each other and at that time, police personnel came and 

took away the accused person. He in his cross-examination admitted that the 

dispute took place in respect of payment of grill being paid by accused to the 

grill shop situated in informant’s land. PW-7 being an independent witness to 

the alleged incident who have witnessed the entire incident contradicted the 

version of the informant and the contradiction discloses from his version cannot 

be thrown away as those are being materials in nature makes the entire 

prosecution case weaker and doubtful in nature.  

31. PW-8, Md. Momtazuddin Ahmed also failed to support the version of PW-2 who 

is the informant-cum-victim of this case and PW-8 testified that on the date of 

alleged incident, accused came to his house and told him that father of the 

informant had not given him the grill which the informant had ordered to make 

to the grill shop situated in the informant's land. He deposed that he does not 

know further.  

32. To sum up the evidences on record it disclosed before this court that PW-1, 

PW-2, PW-3, PW-4, PW-5, PW-6, PW-7 and PW-8 are appears to be 

contradictory with each other and those contradictions are with regard to the 

materials fact in issue as disputed by the informant. The contradictions 

discloses from the evidences of the independent witnesses makes the entire 

prosecution story untrustworthy in nature and as such the court is unable to 

place its reliance upon the sole testimony of the informant-cum-victim (PW-2) 

where he pleaded that on the date of alleged incident the accused entered into 

his mill with intend to extort Rs.1,00,000/- shown and threatened him with 

knife. The witnesses who were present nearby to the place of occurrence or at 

the place of occurrence deposed about a dispute regarding monetary 

transaction between the accused and the informant over preparing grill at a 

shop situated in the land of the informant nearby to his rice mill. It is true that 
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on the date of alleged incident accused along with others went to the place of 

occurrence in respect of a monetary transaction between the informant and the 

accused but whether the accused attempted to extort Rs.1,00,000/- from the 

informant as claimed by the informant in his ejahar as well as in his evidence, 

such fact not appears to be supportive and corroborative from the versions of 

other remaining witnesses of the prosecution, rather the version of the 

remaining witnesses as evident from in the case record makes the version of 

the informant-cum-victim to be contradictory and those contradiction makes the 

entire case of the prosecution doubtful in nature. Undeniably, there was tussle 

between the informant and the accused but whether accused had threatened 

the informant showing knife, such fact not supported by any witnesses of 

prosecution side.  

33. Therefore, in the light of the aforesaid discussion, this court is constrained to 

opine that the evidences testified before this court by the witnesses are 

appears to be full with lot of shortcomings and further failed to establish the 

guilt of the accused person beyond any reasonable doubt. Hence, the accused 

person named Md. Hanibuddin is entitled to get the benefit of doubt and as 

such the accused is acquitted from the charges u/s-448/352/506 of IPC and 

sets at liberty. Surety is extended for six months in view of section-437A of Cr 

PC. 

34. Accordingly, the case is disposed of. Judgment is prepared and pronounced in 

open court. Given under my hand & seal of this court on this 08th day of April, 

2021 at Tezpur.   

 
 

         (Sri N. J. Hoque) 
 Chief Judicial Magistrate, 

                                   Sonitpur: Tezpur 
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ANNEXURE 

1. Witnesses for Prosecution:- 

PW-1:- Md. Samar Uddin,  

PW-2:- Md. Habibullah Ahmed, Informant  

PW-3:- Md. Khalil Sheikh,  

PW-4:- Md. Babul Ali,  

PW-5:- Md. Abdul Barek,  

PW-6:- Md. Dulal Ali,  

PW-7:- Md. Saiful Islam,  

PW-8:- Md. Mamtaz Uddin Ahmed 

2. Witnesses for Defence: NIL 

3. Court Witnesses:  NIL 

4. Prosecution Exhibits: 

Ext-1   :- FIR 

Ext-1(1) :- Signature of PW-2 

5. Defence Exhibits: NIL 

6. Material Exhibits: NIL  

 

 

Chief Judicial Magistrate  
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