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J  U  D  G  M  E  N  T 

 

  The victim was abducted by some unknown miscreants. He was 

released from captivity of the miscreants after about 2 ½ months. The 

accused was arrested and recovered cash amount following his alleged 

disclosure statement made to police, which accused denied. There is no 

evidence that any amount was demanded by the accused either from the 

victim or his family members and that accused was a member of any banned 

militant organization.   

 

PROSECUTION CASE :  

 

2.   Briefly stated, the prosecution case is that, one Shri Mahabir 

Chandak, son of Late Ram Chandra Chandak of Ward No.3 of Dhekiajuli PS, 

Sonitpur lodged an ejahar, on 06-09-1998, alleging that on that day, at about  

7 -15 p.m., three unknown armed miscreants abducted his elder brother Sri 

Bajranglal Chandak, aged about 45 years, from his shop, situated at Ward 

No.3 of Dhekiajuli town, by an Ambassador Car, bearing registration No.      

AS-12 – 5590.  

 

INVESTIGATION :  

 

3.   Based on the above ejahar, Dhekiajuli Police Station Case No. 

159/1998, u/s 365 IPC, dated 06-09-1998, was registered and the Officer In-

charge, SI Rahul Amin himself took up investigation. It may be mentioned 

that prior to registration of the case, on receipt of information about the 

occurrence, from one Sri Naba Kalita, he made GD Entry No.151, at 7-15 p.m., 

dated 06-09-1998 and thereupon, the Officer in-charge SI Rahul Amin himself 

rushed to the place of occurrence and launched investigation.  

 

In course of investigation, the IO recovered the abducted 

person, on 18-12-1998, on being released by the miscreants, seized the 

Ambassadar car used in the alleged offence, arrested the accused, and 

recorded the alleged disclosure statement of the accused and recovered and 

seized Rs. 7 (seven) lakhs. Further, the IO recovered and seized Rs.10,000/-       

( rupees ten thousand) only out of the possession of the accused and recorded 

the statements of the witnesses. In the meantime, in the month of January, 

1999, on being transferred, SI Rahul Amin, the IO, handed over the case diary 

to his successor officer-in-charge SI Manoj Kumar Baruah, who endorsed the 

case to SI Bimal Deka, who eventually submitted the charge-sheet u/s 121 / 

121 A/ 365 IPC read with Section 10/13 of Unlawful Activities ( Prevention) 

Act, 1967 against the present accused, namely, Sri Ranga Boro @ Rangjali and 
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Ashim Daimary (since dead). The accused Ashim Daimary reported dead and 

accordingly, the case abated against him, vide order, dated 19-02-2011 passed 

by the learned committal Court in GR Case No. 1016/98.  

 

TRIAL :  

 

4.   Since the charge-sheeted offence, inter-alia, u/s 121/121 A of 

IPC is exclusively triable by the Court of Sessions, learned Court of Sub-

Divisional Judicial Magistrate, (Sadar), Tezpur, after observing necessary 

formalities, u/s 209 CrPC, committed the case to this Court of Sessions for 

trial, vide order, dated 18-04-2011, passed, in GR Case No. 1016/98. 

 

5.   On consideration of the materials, on record, and hearing the 

learned counsel for both the sides, my learned predecessor, framed charges 

u/s 364 A of IPC r/w Section 10/13 of UA(P) Act against the accused, vide 

order, dated 30-06-2011. The particulars of the charges, aforementioned, were 

read over and explained to the accused, to which he pleaded not guilty and 

claimed to be tried.  

   

6.   In order to prove the charges, aforementioned, the prosecution 

has examined 9 (nine) witnesses, including the victim and the IO, while the 

defence cross-examined 6 (six) of them. 

  

7.  On closing the case of the prosecution, the statement of the 

accused was recorded u/s 313 CrPC, on 13-02-2014. The accused pleaded 

innocent and declined to examine witnesses in defence.  

 

8.  I have heard the argument advanced by Sri H. P. Sedai, learned 

Public Prosecutor and Sri B. Borthakur, learned defence counsel. I have gone 

through the entire evidence proffered by the prosecution and the statement of 

the accused, recorded u/s 313 CrPC.   

 

POINTS FOR DETERMINATION :  

 

9.  My learned predecessor, upon perusal of the materials collected 

during investigation and hearing the learned counsel of both sides, having 

framed the charges, as above, the following points have emerged for 

determinations in this case :   

(1) Whether the accused, on 06-09-1998, at about 7-15 p.m., at Ward 

No.3 of Dhekiajuli town, under Dhekiajuli PS, abducted Sri 

Bajranglal Chandak with intent to compel to pay ransom  ? 
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(2) Whether the accused, on the same day, time and place, being 

member of a banned militant outfit abducted Sri Bajranglal 

Chandak  ? 

(3) Whether the accused, on the same day, place and time, assisted a 

banned militant outfit by indulging in unlawful activities  ? 

 

THE DECISION AND THE REASONS THEREOF 

POINT NO.1 

   

10.  So far the above point No.1, that is, whether the accused 

abducted Sri Bajranglal Chandak is concerned, and in the fact situation of the 

instant case, the prosecution must prove (i) that the accused abducted him or 

(ii) that the accused kept him under his detention ; (iii) that the accused 

threatened to cause death or hurt to him ; (iv) that the accused did commit so 

to compel any person and (v) that the accused compelled to pay a ransom. 

This Section creates a specific offence for kidnapping or abduction for 

ransom and keeping such person in detention to give the threat of murder 

and / or actual hurt or murder. In this context, let us look at the evidence, on 

record : - 

 

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE :  

   

11.  PW-1 Sri Bajranglal Chandak has deposed that he has a grocery 

shop. The incident was occurred in the month of September, 1998. Exact date 

is not remembered at this stage. At that time, he was in his shop. It was about 

6/ 6-30 p.m., while he was dealing with his business, in his shop, 4/5 people 

entered into his shop covering their faces by black coloured cloths and they 

forcefully took away him and dashed into a car. They covered his entire face 

including eyes by means of a piece of cloth. They proceeded to an unknown 

destination by the vehicle and after sometime, when cloth was removed from 

his face, he found himself inside a thick jungle and some people were also 

found around him with their faces covered with cloths. Then, he was directed 

to proceed towards an unknown destination on foot and they started walking 

continuously more than 2 hours. They kept him inside the jungle for about 20 

days. Then, he fell ill inside the jungle and after about 20/22 days, they 

brought him again and left inside a ‘basti’. It was an unknown place to him. 

Then, he managed to inform his family members through other people of the 

aforesaid ‘basti’ and thereafter, some of the ‘basti’ people brought him to 

Dhekiajuli town and left him there. After returning home from the captivity, 

he got information that his younger brother Mahavir Chandak lodged the 

ejahar before the O/C, Dhekiajuli Police Station. He knows his signature. Ext.1 

is the ejahar and Ext.1(1) is the signature of his brother. Why they brought 
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him is not known to him. They did not demand anything from him or even 

they did not place any demand to his family members. He does not know 

whether his family members had given ransom of huge amount for his 

release.  

 

  In cross-examination, he has stated that he has a grocery shop 

both retail and wholesale. The shop is situated at Ward No.3 of Dhekiajuli 

town. It is a commercial place. His shop is situated about 250 meters away 

from Dhekiajuli Police Station. He was maintaining about 10 employees in his 

establishment. It was a partnership business with his elder brother. His elder 

brother is Mahavir Chandak. After returning to house, he enquired whether 

any ransom amount was given to the miscreants but none of the family 

members stated before him that no any amount was given. They also stated 

before him that no money was demanded by the miscreants.  

 

12.  PW-2 Md. Hasen Ali. His evidence is that he knows the victim. He 

does not know his name. He is running a grocery shop at Dhekiajuli town, 

Ward No.3. On a day, about 5/6 years ago, while he was proceeding towards 

Dhekiajuli town by driving the Maruti Van belonging to Habibulla Seikh, the 

police detained him and asked him to go to Batasipur with the police 

personnel. Accordingly, the police personnel boarded his vehicle and he went 

to Batashipur. They went there to search some miscreants, but did not find 

any miscreant. That was why, they returned and then released him. Later on, 

it had come to his knowledge that the police went to Batashipur in search of 

the accused person and recovered the victim, as the victim was abducted by 

some miscreants. The victim was the person who deposed before this Court as 

PW-1. Some police and CRPF personnel went to the place of occurrence in his 

vehicle. In cross-examination, he has stated that they reached there before 

dusk. He has no knowledge about the incident.  

 

13.  PW-3 Sri Ajit Sen. His version is that he knows Sri Brajanglal 

Chandak, who is a businessman. His business establishment is situated at 

Dhekiajuli town. He was an employee under him. On the date of occurrence, 

he was not in the shop rather he was in his house. He heard from other 

people that Bajranglal was abducted by some people, whom he does not 

know. After few days, he returned.  

 

14.  PW-4 Sri Kunjalal Pator. According to him, on 28-11-1998, he was 

working as SI of Police, attached to Dhekiajuli Police Station. On that day, at 

12-20 p.m., at Dhekiajuli Police Station, the Officer-in-charge, SI Rahul Amin 

recovered and seized cash amount of Rs.10,000/- and one pocket radio from 

the possession of the accused Sri Ranga Boro, in connection with Dhekiajuli 
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PS Case No. 159/1998, under Section 365 IPC, in his presence. Ext.2 is the 

seizure memo, where Ext.2(1) is his signature.  

 

  In cross-examination, he has stated that he did not seize the 

seized property. Since the time of the occurrence that took place about 20 

years ago, and due to withering of memory, he cannot say exactly the 

description of the seized money. He has not seen the seized pocket radio, in 

the Court.  

 

15.  PW-5 Sri Babul Borah. He has deposed that on 28-11-1998, he 

was working as Nayak, attached to Dhekiajuli Police Station. SI Rahul Amin 

was the Officer-in-charge of Dhekiajuli Police Station. He knows the accused. 

On that day, SI Rahul Amin recovered and seized one Soni Tap Recorder and 

cash money, out of the possession of the accused Ranga Boro. He put his 

signature as a witness on the seizure memo. Ext.2 is the seizure memo, where 

Ext.2(2) is his signature. In cross-examination, he has stated that he forgot 

the amount of cash money recovered and seized out of the possession of the 

accused. He has not seen the seized Soni Tap Recorder, in the Court.  

 

16.  PW-6 Sri Mahabir Chandak. His evidence is that they have a 

grocery shop at Djekiajuli town. On a day, evening, in the year, 1998, some 

miscreants armed with firearms came to their shop and abducted his elder 

brother Bajrang Chandak. After about 25 days of the incident, under the 

pressure of police, his elder brother Bajrang Chandak was released and he 

returned home. He has not seen the incident. After returning home, his 

brother could not say as to the identity of the miscreants, who were on olive-

green dress. The miscreants moved him from place to place. He returned 

home with severe illness. The miscreants did not take any money from them 

for release of his brother. Ext. 1 is the ejahar lodged by him and Ext. 1(1) is his 

signature.  

 

17.  PW-7 Sri Dadul Medhi. His version is that the occurrence took 

place many years ago. During the relevant period of the incident,   he was 

working as a driver of a hired taxi at Dhekiajuli. He does not know the 

accused person, namely, Ranga Boro @ Rangjali. He has no idea about the 

persons, who hired his vehicle on the date of alleged occurrence. He has not 

seen the occurrence.  

 

18.  PW-8 SI Bimal Ch. Deka. His evidence is that on 20-07-2008, he 

was attached to Dhekiajuli PS, as its Officer-in-charge. On that day, the then 

Officer-in-charge, Dhekiajuli PS, SI Deben Ch. Nath took over the case diary of 

Dhekiajuli PS Case No.159/1998 u/s 121/121 A/365 IPC read with Section 



7  

10/13 of UA(P) Act. After going thorough the case diary, he found that the 

investigation was almost completed and only the prosecution sanction order 

was yet to be collected in the case. Accordingly, he obtained the prosecution 

sanction orders of the Govt. and the District Magistrate against the accused 

and then, he submitted the charge-sheet against the accused Ranga Boro and 

Ashim Daimari, u/s 121/121 A/365 IPC read with Section 10/13 of UA(P) Act. 

Ext. 3 is the charge-sheet, where Ext. 3(1) is his signature. Ext.4 is the 

prosecution sanction order, issued by the District Magistrate, Sonitpur, where 

Ext.4(1) is the signature of the then District Magistrate, Sonitpur.  Ext.5 is the 

prosecution sanction order, issued by the Deputy Secretary, Home, Govt. of 

Assam, Sri M.C. Deka, recognised through correspondence. Ext. 5(1) is the 

signature of Sri M.C. Deka. In cross-examination, he has stated that the 

charge-sheet bears mention of the Exts.4 and 5, the prosecution sanction 

orders, in original, but the same have been obtained from the case diary. 

There is no copy of the prosecution sanction orders on the case diary.  

 

19.    PW-9 Sri Rahul Amin, the IO, has deposed that on 06-09-1998, 

he was working as the Officer-in-charge of Dhekiajuli PS. On that day, on 

receipt of an information, at 7-15 p.m., from Sri Naba Kalita, who personally 

appeared at the police station, reported him that 4/5 unknown youths, who 

were in appearance tribal, came in an ambassador car and abducted away 

Bajranglal, a businessman of Dhekiajuli town. He entered the said 

information at Dhekiajuli PS, vide GD Entry No. 151, at 7-15 p.m. Ext.6 is the 

said GD Entry, where Ext.6(1) is his signature.  On receipt of the information, 

he rushed to the place of occurrence. He launched vigorous investigation, in 

and around the place of occurrence, but the abducted person could not be 

located. He continued to search to locate the abducted person, but could not 

be located, for many days. Ultimately, he was recovered on 18-12-1998 from 

his own house, as he was in the meantime released by the miscreants. The 

ambassador car was found abandoned near Batasipur Railway Station in the 

Reserve forest, where he recovered it on the very night of the occurrence. 

Ext.7 is the seizure memo, where Ext.7(1) is his signature. The driver of the 

ambassador car, however, could not be recovered. In connection with the 

occurrence, the brother of the victim Mahabir Chandak filed an ejahar which 

was registered as Dhekiajuli PS Case No.159/98, u/s 365 IPC, dated 06-09-1998. 

Ext. 1 is the said ejahar, where Ext. 1(2) is his signature. In course of 

investigation, he arrested the accused person and examined witnesses. On  

28-11-1998, the accused Ranga Boro, in course of interrogation, made a 

statement before him that he would be able to point out the place of 

concealment of the extorted money, amounting to Rs.7 lakhs, out of Rs.13 

lakhs, kept concealed at a place in the jungle of Batasipur area. Accordingly, 

the accused led him to the place and as he led and pointed out the place of 
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concealment of the extorted money, he recovered and seized the extorted 

amount of Rs.7 lakhs. The money was kept buried at Batasipur Beat Forest 

area. Ext.8 is the seizure memo, where Ext.8(1) is his signature. The seizure 

was made in presence of police and Army personnel. Ext. 9 is the statement 

made by the accused before the recovery was made. Ext.9 (1) is his signature. 

Another sum of Rs.10,000/- was recovered out of the possession of the 

accused Sri Ranga Boro @ Rangjalu, in presence of witnesses. Ext.2 is the 

seizure memo, where Ext. 2(3) is his signature. In the meantime, in the month 

of January, 1999, he was transferred from the Dhekiajuli PS and accordingly, 

he handed over the case diary to his successor Officer-in-charge Sri Manoj Kr. 

Baruah, who endorsed the case to SI Bimal Deka, who, in turn, submitted the 

charge-sheet in the case. Ext.10 is the Treasury Challan, whereby the seized 

money amounting to Rs.7,10,000/-, was credited to the Treasury at Tezpur. 

Ext. 10(1) is his signature.  

 

  In cross-examination, he has stated that no evidence could be 

collected in regard to the misappropriation of the remaining amount of Rs.6 

lakhs by the accused. There is no mention in the seizure memo, Ext.2, as to 

the place from which the amount of Rs.10,000/- was recovered from the 

accused. This seized sum of Rs.10,000/- was part of the extorted amount of 

money. There is no evidence that the seized amount was extorted from the 

informant. The investigation reveals that the accused was a member of a 

militant outfit banned by the Govt. and was involved in extortion cases. At 

the place of recovery of the seized money, there is no resident around the 

place as it was an uninhabited area. He has denied the defence suggestion 

that the accused Ranga Boro did not make any disclosure statement before 

him and pursuant to the said disclosure statement, he led him to the recovery 

of the seized money from the jungle area of Dhekiajuli. He did not record the 

statement of the informant Sri Naba Kalita. He has further denied the defence 

suggestion that no money was recovered at the instance of the accused Sri 

Ranga Boro.    

 

ANALYSIS OF EVIDENCE :  

 

20.  The evidence of PW-9 DSP Rahul Amin, who was the officer in-

charge of Dhekiajuli PS, reveals that on 06-09-1998, at about 7-15 p.m., one Sri 

Naba Kalita personally appeared at the Police Station and reported him that 

4/5 unknown youths, who were tribal in appearance, came in an ambassador 

car and kidnapped the alleged victim Bajranglal, a businessman of Dhekiajuli 

town. This information, he (PW-9), at once, entered in Dhekiajuli PS GD Entry 

No. 151 at 7-15 p.m., vide Ext.6. But the name of this informant Sri Naba Kalita 

neither appears in the list of witnesses cited in the charge-sheet, Ext.3 nor 
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examined by the prosecution. Hence, the significance of Ext.6, the GD Entry, 

as the first information report, in the case has been lost. However, the 

evidence of PW-6 Sri Mahabir Chandak, the brother of the victim, reveals that 

he lodged the ejahar, Ext.1, after the occurrence, which further reveals that 

his said brother was abducted in an ambassador car, being registration        

No.  AS – 12 / 5590, by unknown three armed miscreants at about 7-15 p.m., 

from his shop, situated at Ward No.3 of Dhekiajuli town. Thus, the contents of 

Ext.6, the aforementioned GD Entry and Ext.1, the ejahar are being similar in 

material particulars, Ext.6, the GD Entry, aforementioned, is accepted as the 

first information report in this case, despite the informant Sri Naba Kalita is 

not examined and thereby the defence is deprived of his cross-examination, 

who was cognizant of the offence. Be that as it may, apparently, the FIR, 

which was lodged immediately after the occurrence, does not disclose the 

identity of the culprits who abducted the victim PW-1 Sri Bajranglal Chandak.  

 

21.  In the instant case, the entire prosecution case has rested on 

circumstantial evidence. In Kusuma Ankama Rao –Vs- State of A.P. ( AIR 

2008 SC 2819), the Hon’ble Supreme Court held, as follows :  

 

 " 12 …..The conditions precedent in the words of this 

Court, before conviction could be based on circumstantial 

evidence, must be fully established. They are :-  

(1) 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 ;  

 

(2) 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 except that 

the accused is guilty ;  

 

(3) the circumstances should be of a conclusive nature and 

tendency ;  

 

(4) they should exclude every possible hypothesis except the 

one to be proved ; and  

 

(5) 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 and must show that in all human 

probability the act must have been done by the accused." 
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22.   Turning to the evidence of PW-1 Sri Bajranglal Chandak, the 

victim, it transpires that on a day, in the month of September, 1998, at about 

6 / 6-30 p.m., when he was at his grocery shop, situated at ward No.3 of 

Dhekiajuli town, 4/5 persons, whose faces were covered with cloths, all of a 

sudden, covered his face with cloth and whished him into a car and fled away 

from the place. It further transpires from his evidence that he was taken to 

an unknown place surrounded by thick jungle and then the miscreants 

moved him, on foot, for about 2 ( two) hours and detained in an unknown 

jungle area for about 20 ( twenty) days and thereafter, when he fell ill, he was 

released by the miscreants at a village, from which place, with the help of the 

villagers, reached back home. It is apparent from his evidence that he could 

not recognize any of his abductors and those unknown abductors did not 

demand anything from him nor from his family members.      

 

23.   From the evidence of PW-2 Md. Hasen Ali, the driver of Maruti 

Van belonging to one Habibullah Seikh, the police party travelled by his said 

vehicle to Batashipur, in search of the miscreants, before dusk, but did not 

find any miscreant. He has specifically stated that he has no personal 

knowledge about the incident. PW-3 Sri Ajit Sen has deposed that at the time 

of the occurrence, he was at his home and as such, he does not know who 

kidnapped Bajranglal. The evidence of PW-6 Sri Mahabir Chandak, the 

brother of the victim, reveals that he did not witness the occurrence, but 

lodged the ejahar, Ext.1, after the occurrence and after about 25 days of the 

incident, his victim brother PW-1 Sri Bajranglal Chandak was released from 

the captivity of the miscreants, without demand for ransom. Likewise, PW-7 

Sri Dadul Medhi, the driver, has also stated that he does not know the 

accused and that he has not seen the occurrence. Further, the evidence of 

PW-8 Inspector Bimal Chandra Deka, the IO, has deposed that he obtained the 

prosecution sanction orders, Exts. 4 and 5 from the competent authorities to 

prosecute the accused and on the basis of the evidence collected, he 

submitted the charge-sheet, Ext.3, against the accused.  Thus, from the 

evidence of PWs 1,2,3,6,7 and 8, it appears that none of them could identify 

the miscreants, who abducted PW-1 Bajranglal Chandak.  

 

24.   The evidence of PW-9 DSP Rahul Amin, the IO, further reveals 

that by Ext.2, the seizure memo, he seized Rs.10,000/- ( rupees ten thousand ) 

only and one pocket radio, out of the possession of the accused, in presence 

of the witnesses and by Ext.7, the seizure memo, he seized the Ambassadar 

car, being registration No. AS-12-5590, in presence of witnesses, near 

Batashipur railway station in the reserve forest area. In this regard PW-4 SI 

Kunjalal Pator and PW-5 Havildar Babul Borah have corroborated the 

evidence of PW-9. However, on perusal of Ext.2, it transpires that it does not 
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bear mention as to the place at which the cash sum and the pocket radio were 

recovered out of the possession of the accused. The evidence of PW-4, 

aforementioned, shows that the said seized material were seized at Dhekiajuli 

PS, out of the accused’s possession. The accused, on the other hand, in his 

statement, recorded u/s 313 CrPC, denied that no such money and pocket 

radio was recovered and seized out of his possession. It is seen from the 

evidence of PW-9, the IO, that he credited the seized amount of Rs.10,000/-      

( rupees ten thousand ) to the Treasury, by Ext.10, the Treasury Challan along 

with the other seized amount of Rs.7 ( seven) lakhs and that the said sum of 

seized money was part of the extorted money.  However, none of the PWs has 

deposed that any amount of money was paid to the accused, on his demand, 

as ransom, for release of the victim PW-1 Sri Bajranglal Chandak. Hence, in 

the absence of any evidence of non-official independent witness and payment 

of ransom, this Court finds it difficult to place reliance on Ext.2, the seizure 

memo, dated 28-11-1998, that is, after more than one month of the date of 

occurrence, as a piece of incriminating evidence against the accused, beyond 

reasonable doubt.                  

 

25.   With regard to Ext.9, the alleged disclosure statement made by 

the accused, while in police custody, it may pertinently be mentioned that 

Section 27 of the evidence Act makes it clear that such a statement even by 

way of confession made in police custody which distinctly relates to the fact 

discovered is admissible in evidence against the accused. The evidence of  

PW-9 DSP Rahul Amin, the IO, shows that on 28-11-1998, the present accused 

made the statement, Ext.9, before him that he would be able to point out the 

place of concealment of the extorted money, amounting to Rs.7 lakhs, out of 

Rs.13 lakhs, kept buried at Batasipur Beat area. Accordingly, he allegedly 

recovered and seized the aforesaid amount of money by Ext.8, the seizure 

memo, in presence of police and Army personnel and credited the amount 

along with Rs.10,000/- seized out of his possession to Tezpur Treasury by 

Ext.10, the Treasury challan. In cross-examination, PW-9, the IO, has further 

stated that at the place of recovery of the seized money, there is no resident 

around the place as it was an uninhabited area. None of the remaining PWs 

including the police officials has supported the contents of Exts. 8 and 9. It 

appears that PW-9, the IO, did not even draw the sketch map of the place of 

recovery of the seized money, following the disclosure statement, Ext.9. The 

accused, in his statement has denied to have made any disclosure 

statement and stated that the police obtained his signatures on a 

number of papers in police custody under hand-cuff. This Court finds it 

difficult to rely on the Ext.9, beyond doubt, for want of evidence that any 

demand was made by the accused to any person for release of PW-1 Sri 

Bajranlal Chandak from his captivity and that any amount of money was paid 
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to him to secure release of Bajranglal. On the other hand, the incident was 

occurred on 06-09-1998 and the accused was arrested after more than 2 ½ 

months therefrom, and further not even the identity of the accused showing 

even remotely to his complicity to the crime is established, beyond doubt.  

 

26.  On the other hand, the prosecution has not produced any 

documentary evidence to show that the militant outfit, of which the accused 

was allegedly a member, was banned by the Govt. and that he was a member 

thereof.  

 

27.   For the above stated basic reasons, this Court is of the 

considered opinion that the prosecution has miserably failed to lead any 

cogent and convincing evidence in support of the allegations that the accused 

abducted Sri Bajranglal Chandak with intent to extort ransom amount, and 

that he being a member of any banned militant organization and further, 

that he assisted in carrying out any unlawful activities of such banned 

militant outfit, beyond reasonable doubt.  

 

28.  Therefore, the accused Sri Ranga Boro @ Rang Jalu is acquitted 

of the charges u/s 364 A IPC read with Sections 10/13 of the Unlawful 

Activities ( Prevention ) Act, 1967 and set at liberty forthwith.  

 

29.  The seized money shall be confiscated to the State, in due course 

of law u/s 452 CrPC.  

 

    Given under my hand and seal of this Court, on this the 28th day 

of February, 2014. 

 

                ( A. BORTHAKUR )   

                   SESSIONS JUDGE, 

                                        SONITPUR :: TEZPUR 

Typed to my dictation and  

corrected by me, and each  

page bears my signature: 

 

 

(A. BORTHAKUR)   

SESSIONS JUDGE, 

SONITPUR :: TEZPUR 

 

Typed by me,  

on dictation : 

 

(J.K. Muru, Steno )  * * * * * * * 
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SESSIONS  CASE NO. 84 OF 2011 

ANNEXURE 

LIST OF PROSECUTION WITNESSES 

 

PW–1  : Sri Brajanglal Chandak 
PW–2  : Md. Hasen Ali 
PW–3  : Sri Ajit Sen 
PW–4  : Sri Kunjalal Pator, SI  
PW–5  : Sri Babul Borah 
PW–6  : Sri Mahabir Chandak 
PW–7  : Sri Dadul Medhi 
PW–8  : Sri Bimal Ch. Deka 
PW–9  : Sri Rahul Amin, the IO 
 

  LIST OF DEFENCE WITNESSES 

N  I  L 

LIST OF DOCUMENTS EXHIBITED  BY PROSECUTION 

 
Exhibit –1  :  Ejahar 
Exhibit –2  :  Seizure Memo 
Exhibit –3  :  Charge sheet 
Exhibit –4  :  copy of Prosecution sanction  

      order 
Exhibit –5  :  copy of Prosecution sanction  

      order 
Exhibit –6  :  GD Entry 
Exhibit –7  :  Seizure Memo 
Exhibit –8  :  Seizure Memo 
Exhibit –9  :  Disclosure statement made by  

      accused 
Exhibit –10  :  Treasury Challan 

 

     MATERIAL EXHIBIT 

N  I  L 

DEFENCE EXHIBIT 

 

N  I  L 

 

                  (A. BORTHAKUR)   

                  SESSIONS JUDGE, 

                                   SONITPUR :: TEZPUR 


