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IN THE COURT OF THE ADDITIONAL SESSIONS JUDGE, 
SONITPUR AT TEZPUR 

 
 
PRESENT : Sri S. Das    
   Additional Sessions Judge  

Sonitpur, Tezpur 
 
 

 
JUDGMENT IN SESSIONS CASE NO. 173 OF 2011 

U/S 302/323 IPC 

 ( Arising out of G.R. Case No. 904of 2011) 
 
 

 
State of Assam 
 
 
– Versus – 
 
Sri Ramesh Tanti 
S/O- Late Iswar Tanti 
Resident of- Dhendai T.E., Praja line, 
P.S- Rangapara, 
District- Sonitpur, Assam. 

           
 

A  P  P  E  A  R  A  N  C  E 
 

 
For the State  :   Smt. R. Chakravarty  

        Addl. Public Prosecutor 
    Sonitpur District 

 
For the Accused :   Smti. Dulumoni Singha, Advocate. 

                 
 Date of Evidence : 20–09–2011, 20–09–2011, 
     20–09–2011, 22–11–2011, 

25-01-2012, 25-01-2012, 
14-03-2012, 14-03-2012,  
14-03-2012,26-11-2012, 
29-01-2013, 19-08-2013. 

 
 
 Date of Argument :  05-06-2015 and 15-07-2015 
     Heard both side on 15-07-2015 as the accused remained  
      absent on the date of Judgment fixed on 19-06-2015 

  
Date of Judgment :  15-07-2015 
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J U D G E M E N T 

 

BRIEF FACT : 

 

    Prosecution case as unfolded at the trial is that on 09-05-2011 

complainant Puitu Kalandi lodged an ejahar with Rangapara P.S. alleging inter alia that 

on 06-05-2011 at about 6.30 p.m. accused namely Ramesh Tanti assaulted his sons 

Siva Das and Dhiraj @ Jagu Kalandi causing grievous injuries on their person. They 

were admitted in hospital and on 09-05-2011 at about 5 am Siva Das Kalandi died in 

the hospital. 

     

    On receipt of complaint Rangapara Police registered a case being 

Rangapara PS case no 111/11, U/S 325/302 IPC and started investigation. On 

completion of investigation police submitted charge sheet against accused Ramesh 

Tanti to stand trial U/S 323/302 IPC.  

     

    The corresponding G.R case no. 904/11 came up before Ld. C.J.M 

Sonitpur. Accordingly process was issued and on appearance of the accused the Ld. 

C.J.M furnished necessary copies to the accused and committed the case to the court 

of Hon‟ble Sessions Judge and then the case was transferred to this court for trial.  

     

    On receipt of the case record and on appearance of the accused  this 

court considered the materials on record and upon hearing both the sides framed 

charge U/S 323/302 IPC and read over and explained to the accused to which he 

pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried.  

     

    Prosecution in order to bring home the charge against the accused 

examined 12 (twelve) witnesses in all. On conclusion of prosecution evidence the 

accused was examined u/s 313 Cr.P.C. The circumstances appearing in the evidence 

against the accused were put to him and necessary questions were also put to him. 

The accused totally denied the prosecution allegation. However, no defence evidence is 

adduced. 
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POINT FOR DETERMINATION : 

 

(1)  On last 06-05-2011 at about 6/6-30 p.m. (evening) at Prajaline of 

Dhandai Tea Estate under Rangapara P.S. you voluntarily caused 

hurt to Sri Dhiraj Kalandi and thereby committed an offence 

punishable U/S 323 of the Indian Penal Code. 

(2)  On the same date, time and place you assaulted Sibadas Kalandi, 

as a result of said assault on 09-05-2011 at 5 a.m. (morning) 

Sibadas Kalandi died and thus you committed murder by 

intentionally causing the death of Sibadas Kalandi and thereby 

committed an offence punishable U/S 302 of the Indian Penal Code. 

     

    I have gone through the evidence on record and heard argument of 

both sides. 

 

DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF : 

 

    PW 1 is Sri Poitu Kalandi, the complainant. His evidence is that accused 

Ramesh Tanti is known to him. Sibadas Kalandi was his son. The incident took place 

about 2 months ago. On the date of incident at about 7 p.m. his son was returning 

home from tuition. About that time he heard some hue and cry in their line and then 

he went to the place of occurrence and found that his son Sibadas was lying in 

senseless condition. His son Dhiraj went to the place of occurrence and asked Ramesh 

why he assaulted his younger brother. Then Ramesh gave a blow with „lathi‟ on the 

back side of the head of Dhiraj and he sustained injury on his head. Then both of his 

sons were taken to Rangapara PHC for treatment. He saw injury on the head of 

Sibadas. There was swelling on his head. He was not in a position to talk. Sibadas died 

at Rangapara Hospital on the next day morning. Then he informed the police. He put 

his thumb impression in the ejahar. The dead body was taken to Tezpur Civil Hospital 

for post-mortem examination. 

     

    Police came to the P.O and held inquest on the dead body of Sibadas 

Kalandi and he put his thumb impression on the inquest report. 

     

    PW 2 is Sri Dhiraj @ Jagu Kalandi. His evidence is that accused Ramesh 

Tanti is known to him. Sibadas Kalandi was his younger brother. He was about 13 



P a g e  | 4 

 

years of age at the time of his death. He was a student of class VIII. Incident took 

place in the court-yard of Ramesh Tanti. Accused Ramesh took his brother to his court-

yard and there he assaulted him.  He was at a distance of 200 meter from the place of 

occurrence. He was in his house and hearing commotion he went there. When he 

asked Ramesh why he assaulted his brother Sibadas Kalandi then Ramesh gave a blow 

on his head from the back side by means of a fire wood. Then he fell down, blood 

oozing out of his head.  He regained his sense in the Rangapara Hospital. Next day 

they returned from the hospital. One day after again the condition of his brother 

deteriorated and he was taken to Ragapara Hospital. On that day his brother Sibadas 

died. His father lodged the FIR. Police held inquest on the dead body of Sibadas 

Kalandi. 

     

    PW 3 is Sri Jabu Kalandi. His evidence is that accused Ramesh Tanti is 

known to him. Sibadas was his younger brother. He was about 13 years of age at the 

time of the incident. He was a student of class VIII. Incident took place about 5/6 

months ago. He did not see the incident. He came to the place of occurrence after the 

incident. The incident took place at about 6 p.m. His residence is adjacent to the 

Ramesh. When he arrived at the place of occurrence he saw from the road that his 

brother Sibadas Kalandi and Dhiraj were lying in the court-yard of Ramesh in injured 

condition. Dhiraj sustained injury on his head. Then they brought both of his brothers 

to Tea garden hospital and there from sent to Rangapara Hospital. On the same day 

they were released from hospital and took them to their residence. After one day they 

took Sibadas again to Rangapara hospital. 2 days after the incident at about 3 a.m. 

Sibadas Kalandi died. Police prepared inquest report on the dead body and he put his 

signature on the inquest report. 

     

    PW 4 is Dr. Tilak Bhattacharya. His evidence is that on 10-05-2011 he 

was at Kanaklata Civil Hospital, Tezpur as Medical and health officer-1 and on that day 

at about 12.50 p.m. He performed post-mortem examination on the dead body of one 

Shibdas Kalandi, male, aged about 13 years, S/O Sri Paitu Kalandi of Dhendai Tea 

Estate, Prajaline, in reference to Rangapara P.S. Case no. 111/11 U/S 325/302 of IPC 

being identified by UBC No. 294 Paresh Das accompanied by Paitu Kalandi, Dhiraj 

Kalandi and Ashik Bhowmik. On examination he found as follows : 

 

    An average built male young wearing black long pant, eye closed, upper 

lip oedematous. Rigor morits present. 
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    Abrasion of 2 cm x 1 cm on back of right elbow. 

    Fracture of left 7th rib in mid clavicular line. 

    Left pleural cavity is full of blood clot. 

    Lacerated injury of left lower lobe of lung, size 2 cm x 1 cm x 1 cm. 

    Other organs are healthy. 

    Injury described are antemortem in nature. 

 

OPINION : 

 

    In his opinion the cause of death is shock and haemothorax as a result 

of injuries sustained. 

 

    Lacerated injury of left lower lobe of lung, size 2 cm x 1 cm x 1 cm. is 

sufficient to cause the death of the deceased. 

 

    Ext- 1 is Post-mortem report and Ext – 1 (1) is his signature and Ext- 

1(2) is the signature of Joint Director of Health Services, Sonitpur, Tezpur which he 

know. 

     

    PW 5 Sumita Gore, PW 6 Rabin Kheria, PW 7 Bina Orang, PW 8 

Jogesh Joniya turned hostile. 

     

    PW 10 is Dr. Dilliram Adhikari. His evidence is that on 09-05-2011 he 

was posted at Rangapara PHC as Sr. Medical and Health Officer. On that day at about 

2.25 p.m. he examined Dhiraj @ Jagu Kalandi, aged about 30 years, S/O Sri Paitu 

Kalandi, Dhendai Tea Estate, Praja Line, Police Station Rangapara, on police 

requisition, in reference to Rangapara P.S Case No. 111 of 2011 U/s 325/302 of IPC 

being escorted by UBC Budhan Borah. On examination he found the following injury : 

 

1. One oblique about to heal stitched wound on the scalp over the frontal area 

of the skull measuring about 1” length. 

Time since injury : 3 to 5 days approximately. 

Weapon used could not be ascertained because the wound was about to 

heal stitched wound. 

The nature of injury is simple. 
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Ext- 3 is the medical report and Ext. 3(1) is his signature. 

     

    PW 11 is Sri Bipin Hazarika. His evidence is that on 09-05-2011 he was 

Organising Secretary of Village Defence Party at Rangapara. On that day Poitu Kalandi 

along with others had come to him and asked him to write an ejahar. So, as per the 

version of complainant Poitu Kalandi, he wrote the ejahar. He took the thumb 

impression of the complainant and endorsed the same. Ext- 4 is the ejahar and Ext- 

4(1) is his signature. 

 

    PW 12 is Lambit Gogoi. His evidence is that on 09-05-2011 he was 

posted as O.C., at Rangapara Police Station. On that day, he received an ejahar at 

11.30 a.m. from the complainant Sri Poitu Kalandi. As per the ejahar on 06-05-2011 

Sibadas Kalandi and Dhiraj Kalandi were seriously injured due to assault by the 

accused and they were sent for treatment and on 09-05-2011 at 5 a.m. Sibadas 

Kalandi died. On receipt of the ejahar, he registered a case being Rangapara P.S. Case 

No. 111 of 2011 u/s 325/302 IPC and started investigation. 

     

    He visited the place of occurrence i.e. courtyard of Ramesh Tanti‟s 

house at Proja Line of Dhedai Tea Estate. There he prepared the sketch map of the 

place of occurrence. Ext- 5 is the sketch map, where Ext- 5 (1) is his signature. He 

recorded the statements of witnesses and the complainant at the place of occurrence. 

Accused Ramesh Tanti was apprehended by the local people. Finding the dead body in 

the house of Jabu Kalandi, inquest was held on the dead body in presence of 

witnesses. Ext- 2 is the Inquest Report. Ext-2 (2) is his signature. Thereafter, he 

arrested the accused and forwarded him to custody. Later on during the investigation, 

he collected the Post Mortem report and also Injury Report of Dhiraj Kalandi. 

     

    After Inquest he sent the dead body along with the dead body challan 

to Kanaklata Civil Hospital, Tezpur for post mortem examination. Ext- 6 is the dead 

body challan. Ext- 6(1) is his signature. 

     

    He recorded the statement of witness Smt. Sumitra Gore (PW 5). This 

witness stated before him she had seen and heard that two sons of Poitu Kalandi, 

namely Dhiraj Kalandi and Sibadas Kalandi had been assaulted by the accused and also 

they had created some hue and cry. Ext- 8 is the case diary. Ext- 8(1) is the signature 

of witness Sumitra Gore. Ext- 8(2) is his signature. 
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    He also deposed that witness Rabin Kheria (PW 6) stated before him 

that on the day of incident he had seen that two sons of Poitu Kalandi, namely Dhiraj 

Kalandi and Sibadas Kalandi were assaulted by the accused in the courtyard of Ramesh 

Tanti. Ext- 8(3) is the signature of witness Robin Kheria. Ext- 8(4) is his signature. 

     

    He also deposed that witness Smt. Mina Orang (PW7) stated before 

him that she had seen and heard that two sons of Poitu Kalandi, namely Dhiraj Kalandi 

and Sibadas Kalandi has been assaulted by the accused. This witness also did not state 

before him that thereafter the accused Ramesh Tanti took them to Rangapara Hospital 

in a vehicle of the Garden and that on the next day in the morning , at about 5 a.m. 

Sibadas Kalandi died and dead body was brought and kept in the house of Jabu and 

the accused was apprehended by the people of the Garden. This witness also stated 

before him that he had seen the assault by the accused from his house but did not go 

near the incident. He also stated before him that for what the accused had assaulted 

the deceased, he cannot say. Ext- 8(5) is the statement of witness Mina Orang. Ext- 

8(6) is his signature. 

 

    He also deposed that, PW 8, Sri Jogesh Juria stated before him that he 

had seen and heard that two sons of Poitu Kalandi, namely Dhiraj Kalandi and Sibadas 

Kalandi had been assaulted by the accused Ramesh Tanti in his courtyard. This witness 

also stated before him that thereafter the accused Ramesh Tanti took them to 

Rangapara Hospital in a vehicle of the Garden and that on the next day in the morning, 

at about 5 a.m. Sibadas Kalandi died and dead body was brought and kept in the 

house of Jabu Kalandi and thereafter, the accused was kept confined by the people of 

the Garden. This witness also stated before him that he had seen the assault by the 

accused from his house but did not go near the incident. He also stated before him 

that why the accused had assaulted the deceased, he cannot say. Ext- 8 (5) is the 

signature of witness Mina Orang. Ext- 8(6) is his signature. Ext- 8(7) is the statement 

of witness Jogesh Juria. Ext- 8(8) is his signature. 

     

    It may be mentioned here that in the deposition of the I.O there is 

mention of recording of confessional statement of the accused but in fact no 

confessional statement of accused recorded as it appears from the order dated 19-05-

2011 passed by Ld. S.D.J.M, Tezpur in related GR Case No. 904/2011.  
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Appreciation of evidence : 

 

    In this case prosecution has examined all together 12 witnesses, 

including M.O. and I.O. out of which four PWs turned hostile. Prosecution cross 

examined all the 12 witnesses including the hostile witnesses.  

     

    PW 1 Poitu Kalandi, father of the deceased, PW 2 Dhiraj Kalandi and 

PW 3 Jabu Kalani are brothers of the deceased. On perusal of the evidence of PW 1, 2 

and 3 it is found that these PWs have categorically stated that the occurrence took 

place in the house of the accused Ramesh Tanti. According to PW 1 on the date of 

occurrence at about 6/7 P.M his son was returning home from Tuition and he heard 

hue and cry in the line of the Tea garden where he resided. He along with his son PW 

2 went to the P.O and found the deceased lying in senseless condition in the court 

yard of accused Ramesh Tanti. Both PW 1 and PW 2 also testified that on being 

asked as to why the deceased was being assaulted, the accused gave „lathi‟ blow on 

the head of PW 2 causing injuries. It is also in the evidence of PW 1, 2 and 3 that PW 

2 and the deceased Sibadas Kalandi were taken to Rangapara PHC where Sibadas 

Kalandi died. PW 1 informed police and lodged complaint with Rangapara P.S. The 

dead body was taken to Tezpur Civil Hospital for post mortem.  

     

    On perusal of evidence of M.O PW 4 it is found that he conducted post 

mortem on the dead body of Sibadas Kalandi. On examination he found abrasion on 

the back of right elbow, fracture of rib in mid clavicular line and lacerated injury of left 

lower lobe of lung. According to PW 4 the injuries were anti mortem and the cause of 

death is shock and haemo thorax as a result injuries sustained. He also opined that the 

injuries are sufficient to cause the death of the deceased. PW 10 (M.O.) examined 

Dhiraj (PW2) and he found simple injury on his head.  

 

    I have also perused the statements of PW 1, 2, 3, 4 and PW 10 in 

their cross part. It is found that except some minor discrepancies nothing useful has 

been elicited to demolish their evidence. 

 

     

    In cross examination vital witness PW 2 stated that on hearing noise he 

went to the place of occurrence. He also stated that about 20/25 persons were 

standing in front of the house of accused Ramesh Tanti. He also stated that he saw his 
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brother lying in the courtyard of Ramesh Tanti. He also saw that Ramesh Tanti was 

armed with piece of “wood” and when he asked Ramesh why he assaulted his 

brother a quarrel ensued between them. He denied defence suggestion that his 

brother did not sustain injury due to assault by the accused.  

     

    It reveals from the evidence of PW 1, 2 and 3 that they reached the 

P.O. just after the alleged assault on the deceased by accused Ramesh, so, it is quite 

clear that all the three PWs have arrived at the P.O and saw the deceased lying in the 

courtyard of the accused. 

     

    On careful analysis of the evidence of PW 1, PW 2 and PW 3 it is 

found that they have corroborated each other with respect to the following : 

 

1. The occurrence took place in the courtyard of accused‟s house. 

2. The deceased was lying in the courtyard of accused in injured/senseless 

condition. 

3. The accused was present at the P.O. and the PWs on arrival at the P.O when 

asked the accused as to why he assaulted deceased, the accused assaulted 

PW2 with a piece of “wood”. 

 

    The Medical Officers (PW 4 and 10) fully corroborated the above 

evidence of the PWs. PW 4 in his report found injuries, among others, fracture just 

below head, that is on the neck(clavicular) of the deceased. 

     

    I find that the PW 1, 2 and 3 have deposed in a consistent and 

convincing manner to the extent as mentioned above.  

     

    The Ld. Counsel for the defence while arguing the case submitted that 

the prosecution evidence is not sufficient to prove the guilt of the accused in this case. 

It is submitted that four witnesses have turned hostile and they have not supported 

the prosecution case at all. It is also contended that the weapon of offence has not 

been recovered in this case and as there is no eye witness to the occurrence the case 

of the prosecution is not established.  

     

    In regard to the question of credibility and quality of evidence of PW I 

may refer to the observation in Namdeo v. State of Maharashtra 
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MANU/SC/7215/2007 : (2007) 14 SCC 150 Hon‟ble Supreme Court held as 

follows : 

 

     “It is the quality and not the quantity of evidence which is necessary for 

proving or disproving a fact. The legal system has laid emphasis on value, weight and 

quality of evidence rather than on quality, multiplicity or plurality of witnesses. It is, 

therefore, open to a competent court to fully and completely rely on a solitary witness 

and record conviction. Conversely, it may acquit the accused in spite of testimony of 

several witnesses if it is not satisfied about the quality of evidence.” 

 

    It is true that there is no direct evidence to the occurrence but as 

discussed above the circumstances brought on record by the PWs and the medical 

evidence in my opinion are sufficient point to the guilt of the accused.  

 

    So far as evidence of hostile witnesses is concerned it may be noted 

that the witnesses were confronted by their statement before police. I find that PW 5, 

and PW 6, PW 7 and PW 8 (hostile witnesses) spoke about the death of the 

deceased. From the cross examination of the hostile witnesses I also find that they had 

knowledge about the occurrence.    

 

    Regarding hostile witnesses I may refer to decision the following 

observation In Rameshbhai Mohanbhai Koli and Others v. State of Gujrat [1], 

where is has been held : 

 

    „It is settled legal proposition that the evidence of a prosecution witness 

cannot be rejected in toto merely because the prosecution chose to treat him as hostile 

and cross-examined him. The evidence of such witnesses cannot be treated as effaced 

or washed off the record altogether but the same can be accepted to the extent that 

their version is found to be dependable on a careful scrutiny thereof.‟ 

 

    In Lahu Kumar Patil Vs. State of Maharashtra (Crl. Appeal 

114/2008, S.C) Hon‟ble S.C referred the decision in Bhajju alias Karan Singh v. 

State of Madhya Pradesh where it has been held as follows : 

 

     „Normally , when a witness deposes contrary to the stand of the 

prosecution and his own statement recorded under section 161 Cr.P.C., the prosecutor, 
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with the permission of the court, can pray to the court for declaring that witness 

hostile and for granted leave to cross examine the said witness. If such a permission is 

granted by the court then the witness is subjected to cross examination by the 

prosecutor as well as an opportunity is provided to the defence to cross-examine such 

witnesses, if he so desires. In other words, there is a limited examination in chief, 

cross examination by the prosecutor and cross examination by the counsel for the 

accused. It is admissible to use the examination in chief as well as the cross 

examination.‟ 

 

    I also find that in facts and circumstances of the case the non recovery 

of the weapon cannot adversely affect prosecution case. 

  

The law regarding circumstances has been laid down by Hon‟ble Supreme Court as 

follows : 

 

(i) The circumstances from which the conclusion of guilt is to be drawn should be 

fully established. The circumstances concerned „must‟ or „should‟ and not „may 

be‟ established; 

(ii) The facts so established should be consistent only with the hypothesis of the 

guilt of the accused, that is to say , they should not be explainable on any 

other hypothesis expect that the accused is guilty; 

(iii) The circumstances should be of a conclusive nature and tendency; 

(iv) They should exclude every possible hypothesis except the one to be proved; 

and 

(v) There must be a chain of evidence so complete as not to leave any reasonable 

ground for the conclusion consistent with the innocence of the accused must 

show that in all human probability the act must have been done by the 

accused. 

 

    In my considered opinion the circumstances brought on record are well 

established and consistent with the hypothesis of the guilt of the accused. We also find 

that the circumstances are of conclusive nature consistent with the hypothesis of the 

guilt of the accused and chain of event of complete to show in all probability the 

accused committed the crime. 

 

     Now I proceed to examine the relevant provisions of Sec. 300 IPC. 

 

300 IPC, Murder : Except in the cases hereinafter excepted, culpable homicide is murder, if 

the act by which the death is caused is done with the intention of causing death, or 
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2ndly – If it is done with the intention of causing such bodily injury as the offender knows to be 

likely to cause the death of the person to whom the harm is caused, or 

3rdly – If it is done with the intention of causing bodily injury to any person and the bodily 

injury intended to be inflicted is sufficient in the ordinary course of nature to cause death, or 

4rthly – If the person committing the act knows that it is imminently dangerous that it must, in 

all probability, because death or such bodily injury as is likely to cause death, and commits such 

act without any excuse for incurring the risk of causing death or such injury as aforesaid. 

 

    However, there are five exceptions to Sec. 300 IPC. 

 

    So far as definition of murder is concerned it begins with the words/phrase 

culpable homicide. Then we find that „each of the four clauses requires that the act which 

causes death should be done intentionally or with knowledge or means of knowing that death is 

a natural consequence of the act. 

 

    The Hon‟ble Supreme Court in catena of Judgements has held as follows : 

 

    „To render culpable homicide is murder the case must come within the 

provisions of clause 1,2,3, or 4 of S. 300 and must not fall within any one of the five Exceptions 

attached thereto. An offence under section 302, I.P.C. presupposes an offence under section 

299, I.P.C. But an offence under section 299, I.P.C. becomes an offence under section 302, 

I.P.C., if it is committed with the intention or knowledge described in the four clauses or either 

of the four clauses of section 300, I.P.C. If the requisite intention or knowledge under the 

several clauses of section 300, I.P.C. is not proved, then the offence is one under section 299, 

I.P.C. provided, of course, the intention or the knowledge mentioned in clauses (a) to (c) of 

that section are proved.‟ 

 

    From the materials on record it is crystal clear that the accused caused death 

of a minor boy, Sibadas Kalandi aged about 13 years and he did the act with the 

intention of causing bodily injury and the bodily injury is sufficient in the 

ordinary course of nature to cause death. In my considered opinion the offence 

falls within four clauses of Sec. 300 IPC whish is punishable u/s 302 IPC.  

     

    As regards charge u/s 323 IPC there is ample evidence on record that 

on the date of occurrence at relevant time the accused also assaulted PW 2 Dhiraj @ 

Jagu Kalandi causing bodily injury. So, a case u/s 323 IPC is made out.  

 

MOTIVE : 
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    So far as motive is concerned in this case we find that in this case the 

circumstances are clear to prove the guilt of the accused. 

     

    “ It is well settled that the motive may be considered as a circumstance which is 

relevant for assessing the evidence but if the evidence is clear and unambiguous and the circumstances 

prove the guilt of the accused, the same is not weakened even the motive is not a very strong one.” 

Bipin Kumar Mondal Vs. State of West Bengal – (S.C. Crl. Appeal No. 1247 / 2008) 

      

    In view of my discussion and reasons above I find that prosecution has 

been able to prove offence u/s 323 IPC and 302 IPC against the accused beyond all 

reasonable doubt. 

     

O R D E R 

 

  

    In the result, I find accused Ramesh Tanti guilty u/s 302/323 IPC. 

Accordingly, he is convicted there under. 

     

    Heard the accused on the point of sentence. The accused pleaded for 

mercy. 

     

    The accused is convicted u/s 302 IPC along with Sec. 323 IPC. So far as 

Sec. 302 IPC is concerned the minimum sentence is imprisonment for life. 

     

    Accordingly, accused Ramesh Tanti is sentenced to undergo rigorous 

imprisonment for life and to pay a fine of Rs. 1000/- in default R/I for 2 (two) months 

u/s 302 IPC. The accused is also sentenced to undergo R.I for 1(one) month u/s 323 

IPC. The substantive sentence shall run concurrently. 

     

    Furnish a copy of Judgement and order to convict/ accused free of cost. 

 

    Given under my hand and seal this 14th day of July 2015.  

     

 

 
( S. DAS ) 

Additional Sessions Judge, 
Sonitpur :: Tezpur 

 


