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IN THE COURT OF ADDL. SESSIONS JUDGE (FTC), SONITPUR AT TEZPUR 
 

SESSIONS CASE NO.  :-  69 of 2018 
             (Under Section 447/302 of IPC) 

 
 

Present     :-  R. Baruah 
      Addl. Sessions Judge (FTC),  

Sonitpur, Tezpur. 
 

Prosecutor     :- State of Assam 
 
       -Vs- 
 
Accused    :-  Suresh Baraik 
      S/O Sri Ranjit Baraik 

Resident of village Namgaon T.E. Line  
No. 22 
PS – Rangapara 

      Dist- Sonitpur, Assam 
 
Date of framing charge  :- 22.05.2018 
 
Date of Recording Evidence   :-  19-06-2018, 22-07-2018, 10-12-2018,  

02.03.19  & 21-06-2019 
 
Date of examination of accused u/s  :-  16-03-2019 
313 of Cr.P.C. 
 
Date of Argument    :-  05-07-2019 
 
Date of Judgment    :-  19-07-2019 
 
Counsel of the Prosecution  :-  A Baruah & J Baruah,  
      Addl. Public Prosecutors, 
      Tezpur. 
 
Counsel for Accused   :-  P. Bora, Ld. Legal Aid Counsel 
    

J U D G M E N T 

1.   In this case above accused are put for trial for the allegation of 

charge Under Section 447/302 of IPC. 

2.   The prosecution case in brief is that on 28.12.2017 informant Sri 

Bhabani Das, W/O Lt. Suraj Das of vill. Namgaon Tea Estate, Line No. 22 lodged 

FIR before the Officer In-Charge Rangapara Police Station stating that on 

previous evening at around 6:30 PM the accused entered into her house and 

called out her husband outside the house. As soon as her husband came out of 
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the house the accused with a “kolom Kotari/da” (sharp cutting weapon) cut on 

the stomach of her husband and tried to entered into the house but on noticing 

her brother-in-law namely Nirmal Das, the accused fled away. Her husband was 

taken to Tezpur Medical College and there he died.  

3.  On receipt of the FIR, the OC, Rangapara PS registered the same 

as Rangapara P.S case no. 189/2017 under sections 447/506 of IPC and endorsed 

the same for investigation.  

4.  Police after completion of investigation, submitted charge sheet 

against the accused under section 447/302 of IPC and laid the same before the 

learned CJM, Sonitpur, Tezpur for trial. Accordingly, the learned CJM, Sonitpur, 

Tezpur transferred the case to the Court of learned Judicial Magistrate First Class, 

Tezpur for trial. Since the offence is triable by the court of Sessions, the same 

was committed to the Court of Sessions after furnishing the relevant copies 

under the provisions of Cr.P.C. 

5.   On production of the accused and after hearing the learned 

advocate for both the sides, charges under Section 447/302 of Indian Penal Code 

framed against the accused. The above offenses read over and explained to the 

accused to which he pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried.  

6.   To substantiate the case, prosecution has examined nine witnesses 

namely 1. Smti. Bhabani Das (PW1), 2. Sri Nirmal Das (PW2), 3. Sri Monoj Das 

(PW3), 4. Sri Sachin Das (PW4), 5. Sri Ananda Das (PW5), 6. Sri Hari Das (PW6), 

7.   Sri Bipra Das (PW7), 8. SI Srikumar Neog (PW8) (IO) and 9. Dr. 

Mrs. Krishna Kemprai (PW9). 

8.   The accused is examined under section 313 Cr.P.C. The defence 

plea is of total denial and defence examined one witness namely Smti. Sarika 

Baraik. 

9.   I have carefully gone through the record of the case and heard the 

learned Counsel for both the sides.  

10.   The points for decision in this case are –  

 

(1) Whether the accused on 27.12.2017 at 
about 6:30 PM at Namgaon T.E. Line No. 
22 under Rangapara P.S. committed 
criminal trespass by entering into the 
house of the informant? 
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(2) Whether on same day, time and place the 
accused committed murder of Suraj Das? 

 

Discussion, Decisions and reasons for decision: 

 

11.   Before appreciating the evidence, I am of the opinion that the 

evidence so adduced by the prosecution witnesse needs to be reflected. 

  

12.   In examination chief the PW1 stated as follows: “I know the accused. 

I am the informant. Deceased Suroj Das was my husband. The occurrence took place 

about six months back at about 6:30 p.m. At that time my husband Suroj Das was 

busy in cooking food in our house and the accused came to our house and called my 

husband and my husband came out from the house. Nirmal Das, the brother of my 

husband also came out from our house and then the accused assaulted my husband 

by means of a knife (kolom kotari) on his stomach. Accused tried to enter in our 

house but seeing me and my brother in law Nirmal Das, the accused fled away. 

Somebody has called 108 ambulance and my husband was taken to Rangapara 

Hospital and thereafter to Tezpur Medical College Hospital and my husband died 

there. I lodged an FIR, the Ext. 1, wherein I put my thumb impression.”   

In cross examination the PW1 stated as follows: “There was no 

dispute between the accused and my husband. Accused is having his wife and grown 

up daughters. It is not a fact that the accused is a day labour. It is not a fact that the 

accused always goes out for day labour. It is not a fact that my husband used to stay 

in the house always. It is not a fact that there is a dispute between the accused and 

my husband on the allegation that my husband committed rape upon the daughter 

of the accused. I do not know that on the day of occurrence while the accused came 

to know about the said fact of rape from my husband the altercation occurred. It is 

not a fact that my husband came from our house by means of knife to attack the 

accused and during the incident my husband got some injury accidentally. It is not a 

fact that in the incident my husband got injured by means of his own knife. It is not 

a fact that we have concealed the fact that my husband committed rape upon the 

daughter of the accused. I do not know as to who write the FIR”. 

 

13.  In examination chief the PW2 stated as follows: “I know the accused. 

The informant is my sister in law and deceased Suroj Das was my brother. The 
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occurrence took place on 27-12-17 at about 6:30 p.m. At that time my brother Suroj 

Das was busy in cooking food in his house. I was present in his house at that time. 

The accused came to his house and called my brother Suroj and my brother Suroj 

came out from his house. Then the accused assaulted Suroj by means of a knife 

(kolom kotari) on his stomach. I saw the incident. Accused tried to enter in to the 

house but seeing me that accused flew away. Somebody called 108 ambulance and 

my brother was taken to Rangapara PS and thereafter to Tezpur Medical College 

Hospital and my brother died on the way.”      

In cross examination the PW2 stated as follows:  

“The accused is having grown up daughters. It is not fact that my 

brother had committed rape upon the daughter of the accused. It is not fact that 

while the accused came to the house of Suroj to know about the said incident of 

rape, my brother who was came out with a knife and attacked the accused and 

during the incident my brother got some injury by means of his own knife 

accidentally. My mother is not alive. I do not know Hareswar Das. There was no 

person namely Hareswar Das and Biswa Das at our neighbor. My father Kartik Das is 

alive. Sachin Das is alive now. My father does not know about the occurrence. It is 

not fact that my father knows the fact. It is not a fact that we concealed the real 

fact.” 

 

14.  In examination chief the PW3 stated as follows: “I know the accused. 

I also know the informant. I knew deceased Suroj Das who was the husband of 

informant Bhabani Das. The house of Suroj is adjacent to my house. The occurrence 

took place on 27-12-17 at about 6:30/7 p.m. Hulla occurred in the court yard of 

Suroj and then I rushed to the place of occurrence and saw accused Suresh with a 

knife in his hand. On being asked the accused himself said that he had cut Suroj. I 

saw Suroj in an injured condition with cut injury on his stomach. Then Suroj was 

taken to hospital. I have heard that while he was taken to Tezpur Medical College 

Hospital he died on the way.”      

            In cross examination the PW3 stated as follows: 

“I have not stated before police that on being asked the accused had 

confessed that he had cut Suroj. Suroj is my nephew. Accused is having grown up 

daughter. Accused is a day labour and he used to go out from his house during day 

time. I do not know about any incident of altercation and incident of pulling and 

pushing. I rushed to the spot only after hearing hulla that Suraj was cut. I do not 
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know that Surot got injury by means of his own knife while he tried to attack the 

accused. I have not seen the incident of assault made by the accused upon Suroj.” 

 

15.  In examination chief the PW4 stated as follows:  

“I know the accused. I also know the informant. I knew deceased 

Suroj Das who was the husband of informant Bhabani Das. The occurrence took 

place about six months back at about 6:30/7 p.m. Hulla occurred and at that time I 

was in my own shop when I came out came to Suroj was injured and taken to 

hospital. I came to know that Suroj died. The family members of Suroj told that the 

accused cut Suroj by means of knife (kalam kotari)”  

In cross examination the PW4 stated as follows:              

“I have not seen the occurrence. I have got no personal knowledge as 

to how Suroj got injured.” 

 

16.  In examination chief the PW5 stated as follows:        

“I know the accused. I also know the informant. Deceased Suroj Das 

was my nephew. The occurrence took place on 27-12-17 at about 6:30/7 p.m. At 

that time I was in a meeting at Mamonigaon. Manoj Das had telephonically called me 

to the house. I could not come immediately due to the meeting. Later on, when I 

came I heard that Suroj was injured and taken to hospital. I had telephonically 

talked with Nirmal Das who told me that on the way to Tezpur Medical College 

Hospital, Suroj died. On the next day police came and the wife of the accused 

brought a dao and police seized the same. Ext. 2 is the seizure list wherein Ext. 2 (1) 

is my signature. Material Ext. 1 is the said seized dao which I have seen in the court 

today. Police had prepared inquest. Ext. 3 is the inquest wherein Ext. 3 (1) is my 

signature.”        

In cross examination the PW5 stated as follows: 

“The Material Ext. 1 was brought by the wife of the accused and 

police had seized the same. Police had seized the same in the veranda of Sachin Das. 

The inquest was prepared at Kanaklata Civil Hospital, Tezpur and I put my signature 

upon Ext. 3 at Kanaklata Civil Hospital, Tezpur” 

 

17.    In examination chief the PW6 stated as follows: 

“I know the accused. I know the informant. I also knew deceased 

Suroj  Das.  The occurrence took place about six months back in the evening. At that 
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time  I was in my house and there was hulla in the house of deceased Suroj Das. I 

was called and then I visited his house. The informant Bhabani told me that the 

accused came to their house and called her husband Suroj Das and when Suroj Das 

came out the accused assaulted her husband by means of a knife (kolom kotari).  In 

the mean time Suroj Das taken to hospital and I have not met him. On the next 

morning I have heard that Suroj Das died. “     

              In cross examination the PW6 stated as follows:  

“I have not seen the occurrence of assault. The accused is having 

several daughters.” 

 

18.  In examination chief the PW7 stated as follows:  

“I know the accused. I know the informant. I also knew deceased 

Suroj  Das.  The occurrence took place about 3/4  months back in the evening. At 

that time  when I returned from Army camp after completion of my days duty, Nirmal 

Das, the brother of the deceased told me that the accused assaulted his brother 

Suroj Das  by means of a knife (kolom kotari).    Suroj Das was first taken to Garden 

hospital and thereafter he was brought to Tezpur Medical College Hospital and he 

died on his way.”    

In cross examination the PW7 stated as follows:  

“I have not seen the occurrence of assault.”    

  

19.  In examination chief the PW8 stated as follows: 

“On 27-12-2017 I was posted as Attach Officer under Rangapara PS. 

On that day at around 6.40 PM an information received from VDP Secretary 

Namgaon TE over phone that one Sri Suresh Boraik stabbed to one Suraj Das. The 

OC, Rangapara PD deputed me to visit the place of occurrence. Accordingly, I along 

with the staff proceeded to the place of occurrence. Prior to our reaching the place, 

the villagers brought the injured to Rangapara PHC. I visited the place of occurrence, 

recorded the statement of witnesses, and drew the sketch map of the place of 

occurrence. On the next day, we received information that accused has surrendered 

at Chariduar PS and accordingly, I went to Chariduar PS and arrested the accused. 

The injured was immediately referred to TMCH and he died there. I could not meet 

the injured while he was alive. During interrogation, the accused disclosed that the 

weapon (Kalam Kotari, sharp weapon) by which he committed the crime is kept in 

his house and he over phone instructed his wife to hand over the same. Accordingly, 
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we with team went to the house of accused and seized the knife being produced by 

the wife of the accused. Ext.2 is the seizure list and Ext.2(2) is my signature. M.Ext.1 

is the said seized dao which I have seen today in the court. After completion of 

investigation, finding sufficient materials I have filed charge sheet against the 

accused under Section 447/302 of the IPC. Ext.6 is the charge sheet and Ext.6(1) is  

my signature. Ext.4 is the extract copy of the GD Entry No 498 dated 27-12-2017 

certified by OC, Rangapara PS Inspector Khurshed Ali. Ext.4(1) is the signature of 

Inspector Khurshed Ali. Ext.5 is sketch map and Ext. 5(1) is my signature. Ext.7 is 

the Post Mortem report collected by me during investigation.”  

In cross examination the PW8 stated as follows: 

“It is not a fact that on the day of occurrence, deceased raped the 

minor daughter of the accused. During investigation I have not come to know that 

Suraj Das raped the minor daughter of accused and for that reasons dispute arise 

between them.  I have not seized knife in connection with this case, but, seized a 

dao. During investigation, I have not come across the fact that accused went to the 

house of Suraj Das and Suraj Das came out with a knife. It is not a fact that during 

investigation, I came to know that during the scuffle between the accused and Suraj 

Das, Suraj Das fell down and received injury by his own knife. Accused is a day 

labourer. I have not recorded the statement of wife of accused or his daughter. I 

have seized the M.Ext.1 as produced by the wife of accused. The GD Entry in 

connection with surrender of accused at Chariduar PS is not submitted in the present 

case. I am not recorded the statement of police personnel present during inquest. It 

is not a fact that I have not investigated the case properly. It is not a fact that the 

investigation was not done properly to bring out the real fact of the present case.”  

 

20.  In examination chief the PW9 stated as follows:  

“On 08-01-2018 I was posted as Jt Direction of Health Service, 

Sonitpur, Tezpur. On that day I received the Post mortem report of Suraj Das, male, 

25 years of age, conducted by Dr Ankur Bikash Borah done on police requisition vide 

TMCH Out Post GD Entry No 433 date 27-12-2017 UBC/789 Rajendra Pd Mali, Sri 

Ananda Das and Mohan Das. On examination he has found the following:  

   A male dead body of average build of age 25 years with rigor mortis 

present.  

   A lacerated injury of size 10 x 2 cm dept upto peritoneum in the 

middle of abdomen with expose stomach and intestine. Lacerated injury is also seen 
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in the stomach of 5 x 1 cm. Laceration of spleen is also present. Abrasion of size 1 x 

2 cm is present in the Rt knee and abrasion of size 1 x 3 cm in left knee.     

  Stomach and its contents : Lacerated  semi digested food particles. 

  Other organs are healthy.  Injuries are ante-mortem in nature.  

 After post mortem report the doctor has opined that “ in  my opinion, 

cause of death is due to shock and haemorrhage as a result of injuries sustained as 

described and caused by sharp cutting weapon. Time since – 12 - 24 hours.”  

   The post mortem report was signed by the doctor on 28-12-2017.  

  After perusal of post mortem report I agreed with the opinion and 

signed the post mortem report on 08-01-2018.  

   Ext.7 is my Post Mortem Report and Ext.7(1) is the signature of Dr 

Ankur Bikash Borah and Ext. 7(2) is my signature.    

   Dr Ankur Bikash Borah has resigned from his service and his 

whereabouts is not available with our office.”  

In cross examination the PW9 stated as follows:  

“Our office has forwarded the post mortem report to me. Dr Ankur 

Bikash Borah has not placed the post mortem report before me personally. The Post 

mortem report placed before me on 08-01-2018. The copies of Ext.7 is available in 

our office. When conducting post mortem examination, doctor used to maintain 

some documents which are available in the record of the hospital. After going 

through the said documents doctor used to prepare the post mortem reports. 

Likewise,  the Ext.7 has been prepared. Today I have not brought with me the 

papers so maintain by the doctor while conducting the post mortem examination. I 

have not conducted the post mortem examination of the above named person”.  

 

21.  The DW1 is the wife of the accused. In her examination in-chief she 

stated as follows (translated from Assamese): 

  “Accused is my husband. Deceased Suraj Das often used to say that 

he will marry my daughter. He used to disturb her whenever he meet her. I was in 

my place of work at the time of occurrence. At 4:00 PM I came to home. Prior to that 

quarrel took place at about 6:00 PM I was cooking rice. Then I came to know that a 

quarrel took place between my husband and Suraj and heard that Suraj received cut 

injury, I ran and found my husband on the way, who was holding a kolom kotari. 

Apprehending more quarrel I snatch away the kolom kotari from my husband and 

returned to my home. My husband directly went to the police station. I came to the 
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police station and met my husband. Deceased Suraj often say bad things to my 

daughter and hence the quarrel took place. Police seized the kotari.” 

  In cross examination the DW1 said as follows: 

  “The wife of Suraj is available. I never inform the wife of Suraj that 

Suraj used to disturb my daughter. I know Nirmal Das. My house is at a little 

distance. One cannot hear from my house if there is hulla in the house of Suraj. I 

never lodged complaint with the police regarding disturbance caused to my daughter. 

I only asked Suraj Das thrice not to disturb my daughter. It is not a fact that I 

depose falsely to save my husband” 

 

22.  It is seen that PW4, PW6 and PW7 are hearsay witnesses. The PW3 

said that after hearing hue and cry he came to the spot and noticed the victim 

with injury on the stomach. The PW3 said that he also found the accused on the 

place of occurrence with a knife and accused admitted of causing the injury to 

the victim. The PW3 during cross examination admitted that he did not state the 

fact of meeting and confession by the accused just after the occurrence not 

stated during investigation/police.  

 

23.   Here the material witnesses are the PW1 and PW2. The PW1 is the 

informant and wife of the victim. She specifically mentioned that in the evening 

at around 6:30 PM victim was busy in cooking food in the house and then 

accused came and called the victim. When her husband Suraj Das came out of 

her house, her brother-in-law Nirmal Das also came out. Then the accused 

assaulted her husband with a knife (kolom Kotari). The accused tried to enter 

into the house but notice her brother-in-law the accused fled away. The PW1 

denied her husband came out of the house and tried to attack the accused and 

during the incident her husband received the injury accidentally. The PW1 also 

denied that her husband received injury by means of his own knife. The PW2 

also denied the suggestion that the victim came out with a knife and attacked the 

accused and received injury.  

  From the evidence of PW1 and PW2 it is proved that on the day of 

incident, the accused had been to the premise of the victim. The PW1 and PW2 

have corroborated regarding the accused calling the victim from the house and 

then attacked the victim and thereafter tried to enter into the house of the victim 
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and noticing them the accused fled away. The defense could not create any 

doubt regarding the presence of the PW1 and PW2 at the time of occurrence. 

The incident occurred during evening hour hence it is natural that all the inmates 

of the family will remain in the house. Both PW1 and PW2 mentioned that as 

called by the accused the victim came out of the house. The Ext. 5 also reflect 

that the incident occurred just outside the house. The accused and the victim 

were of the same village and the family members of the deceased know the 

accused well. 

 

24.  The prosecution has exhibited the seized knife as Material Ext. 1. 

Length of the seized dao with handle is 12 inch. In the seizure list (Ext. 2) it is 

mentioned that the same is seized from the possession of Sarika Baraik (DW1), 

wife of Suresh Baraik (accused). The PW5 also corroborated to the fact that on 

the next day police seized the dao from the wife of the accused. Kolom kotari is 

referred to a sharp cutting weapon used for cutting/trimming tea plants. The 

DW1 also supported the prosecution by saying that she snatched away the knife 

from the accused just after the incident. She has not denied seizing of the said 

knife/dao by the police from her.  

  Though it is argued by the defence that the dao belongs to the 

deceased, it is not supported by the prosecution witnesses and the defense 

witness, as well. 

 

25.  The residence of the accused is situated at a distance from the 

house of the deceased. It is proved that the accused had been to the house of 

the victim with the kolom kotari in his hand. The eye witnesses has mentioned in 

unison that it is the accused who inflicted the cut injury to the deceased with a 

sharp cutting weapon. No suggestion is there from the defense that the injuries 

such as injuries in the middle of the abdomen with expose stomach and intestine 

and laceration of spleen are not sufficient to cause death of the victim. The 

following injuries received by the victim; 

“A lacerated injury of size 10 x 2 cm depth up to peritoneum in the 

middle of abdomen with expose stomach and intestine. Lacerated injury is also seen 

in the stomach of 5 x 1 cm. Laceration of spleen is also present. Abrasion of size 1 x 
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2 cm is present in the Rt knee and abrasion of size 1 x 3 cm in left knee.     

  Stomach and its contents: Lacerated semi-digested food particles.  

  Other organs are healthy.  Injuries are ante-mortem in nature.  

   As per the doctor the cause of death is due to shock and hemorrhage 

as a result of injuries sustained as described and caused by sharp cutting weapon. 

Time since – 12 - 24 hours.”  

The DW1 snatched the weapon from the accused just after the 

incident and on the next day handed over to the police. The intention of the 

accused to kill the victim can be gathered from the chain of the events. Accused 

with a sharp cutting weapon entered into the premise of the victim, and 

thereafter inflicted the blow on the vital part of the body of the victim, resulting 

in the death of the victim before reaching the hospital.  

 

26.  The argument of the defense that it is the victim who came out 

with the knife in order to attack the accused, do not find support from the 

evidences. Eye witnesses denied that the weapon was of the victim. The DW1 

has not mentioned that the weapon do not belong to the accused. The accused 

said that in the process of pull and drag between the victim and him, the sharp 

side of the dao (weapon) touched the stomach of the victim and hence the victim 

received the injuries. It is unbelievable that in the process of scuffle between two 

persons with a sharp weapon, one of them would not receive any kind of injuries. 

The injury report of the accused mention that on examination no injury found on 

the person of the accused. If in fact the victim came out with the sharp weapon, 

there would have cut injury in the hands of the accused.  

27.  Argument of the learned defense counsel that the incident took 

place due to the activities of the victim himself, does not confirm with the 

evidence advanced by both the sides. There is motive on the part of the accused 

to go inside the premise of the victim and attack the victim. The accused though 

said that his daughter has been raped by the victim, the same statement does 

not find support from his wife. The impression of the accused regarding alleged 

rape of his daughter by the victim has been developed during the trial of the 

case.  

 

28. It is also argued for the defense that the seized weapon was not 
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examined by the expert.  

  There are eye witness to the occurrence, who corroborated to the 

fact that they noticed the accused inflicting the injury to the victim. The said 

weapon, as per the accused handed over to his wife just after the incident. The 

wife of the accused on the next day handed the weapon to the police. In such 

clear evidences regarding tracing out the weapon of offence after the incident, I 

am of the opinion that it will be of little relevance to question why the said 

weapon not sent to the expert for examination.  

29.  In view of the above discussions and reasons, it is held that the 

prosecution has proved the charges against the accused beyond all reasonable 

doubts. The accused is convicted accordingly. 

 

30.  The accused is heard on sentence. 

 

31.  The accused is sentenced to undergo rigorous imprisonment for life 

and pay a fine of Rs. 10,000/- (rupees ten thousand) u/s 302 of IPC. Indefault of 

payment of fine, the accused shall undergo further rigorous imprisonment for 2 

(two) months. The accused is sentenced to undergo rigorous imprisonment for a 

period of three months for offence under section 447 of IPC. 

 

32.  The period of sentence already undergone by the accused inside 

the jail shall stand set-off. 

 

33.  I am of the opinion that the next family members/ kith and kin of 

the victim are entitled for compensation. The District Legal Services Authority, 

Sonitpur, at Tezpur is requested to pay compensation to the next family 

members/ kith and kin of the victim as per entitlement as on date.  

  Copy of the judgment be forwarded to the DSLA, Sonitpur, at 

Tezpur. 

 

34.  The seized weapon be destroyed. 

  

35.   Free copy of judgment be furnished to the accused. 
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36.  Copy of judgment be forwarded to Ld. District Magistrate, Sonitpur in 

terms with the provisions of law.  

    

Given under my Hand and Seal of this Court on this the 19th day of July, 

2019.  

  
(R Baruah) 

Addl. Sessions  Judge (FTC), 
 Sonitpur,Tezpur. 

 
Dictated and corrected by me. 
 
  
    (R Baruah) 
 Addl. Sessions  Judge (FTC),                       
  Sonitpur,Tezpur. 
 
 
Dictation taken by me: 
 
 
Sri Jitumoni Boro, Computer typist. 



P a g e  | 14 

 

  
A P E N D I X 

 
Witnesses examined by the prosecution: 
 
 
1.   PW1-  Sri Bhabani Das (complainant) 

2.   PW2-  Sri Nirmal Das 
3. PW3- Sri Monoj Das 
4. PW4- Sri Sachin Das 
5.  PW5- Sri Ananda Das  
6.  PW6- Sri Hari Das  
7.  PW7- Sri Bipra Das  
8.  PW8- SI Srikumar Neog (IO)  
9.  PW9- Dr. Mrs. Krishna Kemprai (MO). 
   
Witnesses examined by the defence: 

 
DW1- Sarika Baraik (wife of accused) 
 
Documents exhibited by the prosecution: 
 
 

1. Ext. 1  :  Ejahar 
2. Ext. 2  :   Seizure List 
3. Ext. 3  : Inquest 
4. Ext. 4  : Extract copy of GDE No. 498 dtd. 27.12.2017 
5. Ext. 5  : Sketch map 
6. Ext. 6  : Charge sheet 
7. Ext. 7  : Post mortem report 

 
 
 
Material Ext.1 : Seized dao 

 
 

  
(R Baruah) 

Addl. Sessions  Judge (FTC), 
 Sonitpur,Tezpur. 

 

 

 

 


