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IN THE COURT OF THE JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE FIRST CLASS 

SONITPUR 

 
G. R. Case No. 3038 of 2012 

Under section 448/323/294/34 of I.P.C 

(Arising out of Sootea PS Case No. 158 of 2012) 

 

    State of Assam   

     –Vs–  

1. Sri Golap Sahu 

2. Sri Santosh Sahu 

3. Sri Ashok Kr Sahu 

 

All are R/O: Itakhola 

P/S: Sootea 

Dist: Sonitpur 

 
  ...Accused Persons 

 
 

Present:  

Smt. Neha Saikia, AJS, 

Judicial Magistrate First Class, Sonitpur, Tezpur  

 
 
For the State: Sri N. K. Mishra, Addl. Public Prosecutor 

For the Accused: Sri A. K. Sahu & Ors, Ld. Advocate 

 

Evidence recorded on: 20.05.2016, 18.11.2016, 20.05.2017 & 20.09.2017 

Argument heard on: 07.11.2017 & 04.12.2017 

Judgment delivered on: 07.12.2017 
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J   U   D   G  M  E  N  T 

 
1. BRIEF FACTS OF THE CASE: The case of the prosecution in brief is 

that the informant Smt. Bhanu Borah resident of Itakhola under Sootea P.S 

lodged an ejahar before the O/C, Sootea P.S stating inter-alia, that on 

24.12.2012 at about 5:10 PM, the accused persons, namely, Sri Santosh 

Sahu, Sri Golap Sahu and Sri Ashok Sahu along with 8-10 persons wrongfully 

entered into the house of the informant and started abusing her husband, 

namely, Sri Guna Kt. Borah and called him outside of his house by using 

abusive language. It has been further stated that the accused Santosh Sahu 

caught hold of the husband of the informant and started assaulting him by 

giving blows in different parts of his body because of which Sri Guna Kt. 

Borah sustained injuries. When the informant heard hue and cry and saw the 

incident, she came out of her house to rescue her husband, at that time all 

the three accused persons namely Sri Santosh Sahu, Sri Golap Sahu and 

Sri Ashok Sahu also caught hold of her hair and assaulted her. Thereby, 

she sustained injuries and when she started making hue and cry, the 

accused persons fled away from the place of occurrence. Hence, the 

informant lodged the ejahar against the accused persons.  

 

2. On received of the ejahar, I/C Itakhola OP made an entry of GDE 

vide GDE No. 384 dated 24.12.2012 and forwarded the same to the O/C, 

Sootea PS for registering a case in proper section of law and endorsed SI 

Uttam Tamang to take up the preliminary investigation. On receipt of the 

ejahar, O/C Sootea PS registered a case vide Sootea P.S. Case No. 158/12 

u/s 143/448/325/294/354 of IPC.   

 

3. The case was then investigated into and after completion of 

investigation, Police submitted charge-sheet against the accused persons 

namely, Sri Santosh Sahu, Sri Golap Sahu and Sri Ashok Sahu u/s 

448/323/294/34 of IPC. When the case came up for trial, cognizance was 
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taken against the said offences and summons were issued against the 

accused persons.  

 

4. When the aforesaid accused persons appeared before the court, copy 

of the relevant documents were furnished to them and particulars of the 

offences under section 448/323/294/34 of IPC was explained to them to 

which they pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried.   

 

POINTS FOR DETERMINATION 

 
(i.) Whether the accused persons on 24.12.2012 at 

about 5:10 PM, in furtherance of their common 

intention had committed house trespass by 

entering into the house of the informant Smt. 

Bhanu Borah and thereby committed offence under 

section 448/34 of IPC, as alleged?  

 

(ii.) Whether the accused persons in furtherance of 

their common intention on the same date, time 

and place had voluntarily cause hurt to the 

informant Smt. Bhanu Borah and her husband Sri 

Guna Kt. Borah and thereby committed offence 

under section 323/34 of IPC, as alleged? 

 

(iii.) Whether the accused persons in furtherance of 

their common intention on the same date, time 

and place had uttered obscene words to the 

informant Smt. Bhanu Borah and her husband Sri 

Guna Kt. Borah in public thereby creating 

annoyance and thereby committed offence under 

section 294/34 of IPC, as alleged? 

 



 

GR Case No. 3038/2012 Page 4 
 

ISSUE OF PROCESS 

 
5. Summons were issued to the witnesses. The prosecution side 

examined as many as six witnesses.  

 

STATEMENT OF DEFENCE 

6. The accused persons were examined under section 313 CRPC, the 

defence plea was of total denial, defence chose not to adduce any evidence 

in support of their case.   

 
A  R  G  U  M  E  N  T  S 

7. I have heard both the parties. I have heard the learned counsel for 

the accused persons who submitted that there is no material against the 

accused persons; as such the accused persons needs to be acquitted. On the 

other hand, Ld. Asst. Public Prosecutor submitted that there is sufficient 

materials found against the accused persons as such, accused persons are 

required to be convicted.  

 
EVIDENCE OF PROSECUTION WITNESSES 

 
8. PW 1, Sri Guna Kt. Borahstated thatthe informant ishis wife. He 

stated that the alleged incident took place about four years back. He stated 

that he is the owner of a bus and on the date of the alleged incident, the son 

of the accused person Golap Sahu was travelling in his bus. Since his bus 

stopped due to some mechanical problem, his conductor Akon Borah 

managed another bus for the said accused person’s son. However, the son 

of the accused person Golap Sahu misleads his father Golap Sahu that he 

was beaten and thrown out of the bus of the informant by the conductor. 

Then the accused persons along with 10-12 other people entered into his 

house and had beaten him badly. When the victim made hue and cry, his 

wife came out to save him, the accused persons misbehaved with her by 

beating her and pushing her. So, his wife lodged this case.  
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9. In his cross examination, he stated that he share his boundary 

with the Itakhula OP. He stated that the son of the accused Golap Sahu was 

coming back from school in his bus from Biswanath Chariali. He further 

stated that police had interrogated him in connection with this case. He 

denied the suggestion that he has not stated before police whatever he 

stated in his examination-in-chief. He further stated that the name of his 

driver is Akon Bora and he has forgotten the name of his conductor and 

handyman of his bus. It is not a fact that the staffs of the bus had asked the 

son of the accused Golap Sahu to get down from the bus in midway rather 

than dropping him in his destination. It is not a fact that his staffs did not 

arrange another bus for the accused person Golap Sahu’s son. It is not a fact 

that another person dropped the son of the accused person Golap Sahu in 

motor bike. The accused persons came in his house in between 5:30-6 pm. 

It is not a fact that the accused persons did not came along with 10-12 

people in his house. His neighbours had seen the accused persons when 

they entered in his house. His neighbours are still living. His driver, 

conductor and handyman are also living now. The neighbours who had seen 

the incident are Senai Devi, Pankaj Nath and the police personnel’s of 

Itakhula O.P. have witnessed the alleged occurrence. The victim Guna Kt. 

Borah sustained injuries on his legs and back and for medical examination. 

He denied the fact that he did not sustain any injuries on his legs and back. 

He denied the fact that the accused person Golap Sahu alone came to ask 

him about his driver and he explained that staffs of the bus should not leave 

a small boy mid away. He denied the fact that when the accused Golap Sahu 

threatened him that he will complain about the matter to DTO and DC, he 

lodged this case falsely against the accused persons to hide his guilt. He 

denied the fact that no incident. His wife had lodged this case immediately 

after the alleged incident may be at about 6 pm. 

  

10. PW 2, Smt Bhanu Bora, who is the informant of this case has 

stated that she knows the accused persons standing in the dock. She stated 
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that on 24.12.2012 in between 4:30 to 5 PM, the accused Ashok Kr Sahu 

came in her house and called the employees of her vehicle, who were 

washing their vehicle at that time. Thereafter, she requested the accused 

Ashok that she would sent the employees to him after some time. Then after 

5-10 minutes the accused Golab Sahu came along with 10-15 people 

including the other two accused persons to her house. When she inquired 

why he had come with so many people, he stated that he wanted to meet 

her husband Guna Kt. Bora. She further stated that she then called her 

husband from inside the house, thereafter the accused Santosh Sahu 

immediately gave a slap to her husband and threw him outside their house. 

She also stated that Santosh Sahu tried to assault her husband. When she 

tried to save her husband from the clutch of the accused Santosh, he pushed 

her by her neck, as a result of which she sustained injuries in her shoulder 

and back. Moreover, she stated that the accused along with the other 

accompanied persons tried to assault her husband. Seeing the situation, she 

raised hue and cry and the police personnel nearby her house came to their 

rescue. Further she stated that when the accused persons saw the police 

personnel’s coming, they fled away from the place of occurrence. Thereafter, 

she lodged this case. The prosecution side exhibited the ejahar as Ext 1 

wherein she put her signature as Ext 1 (1). 

   

11. In her cross examination, she stated that the incident took place 

in between 4:30- 5 PM. She also stated that the police station is adjacent to 

her house. She further stated that as soon as she raised hue and cry the 

police personnel from the adjacent police station came to their rescue. She 

then immediately lodged this case. She denied the suggestion that she has 

not lodged the case immediately after the incident. She stated that they 

have a bus which commutes between Tezpur and B. Chariali and the son of 

the accused Golap Sahu was a regular passenger in their bus since he used 

to go to school in their bus. She stated that on the date of alleged incident, 

when the son of the accused Golap Sahu was travelling in their bus like any 
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other day, their driver had dropped him in the midway. She denied the fact 

that the accused Golap Sahu came to their house to inform the matter that 

his minor son had to face difficulty because he was dropped midway by their 

driver and also told them that he would inform about this matter to the DTO. 

She denied the suggestion that she did not stated before Police that “On 

24.12.2012 in between 4:30 to 5 PM, the accused Ashok Kr Sahu came in 

her house and called the employees of her vehicle, who were washing their 

vehicle at that time. Thereafter, she requested the accused Ashok that she 

would sent the employees to him after some time. Then after 5-10 minutes 

the accused Golab Sahu came along with 10-15 people including the other 

two accused persons to her house. When she inquired why had he come 

with so many people, he stated that he wanted to meet her husband Guna 

Kt Bora. She further stated that she then called her husband from inside the 

house, thereafter the accused Santosh Sahu immediately gave a slap to her 

husband and threw him outside their house. She also stated that Santosh 

Sahu tried to assault her husband. When she tried to save her husband from 

the clutch of the accused Santosh, he pushed her by her neck, as a result of 

which she sustained injuries in her shoulder, back. Moreover, she stated that 

the accused along with the other accompanied persons tried to assault her 

husband. Seeing the situation, she raised hue and cry and the police 

personnel nearby her house came to their rescue. Further she stated that 

when the accused persons saw the police personnel’s coming, they fled away 

from the place of occurrence.She further denied the suggestion that 

whatever she has stated in the court is being stated by her for the first time 

and she has fabricated this case. She also denied the fact that the accused 

Golap Sahu did not came along with the other accused person and some 

other persons to assault her husband. She stated that there are houses of 

many people near her house and when she raised hue and cry, her 

neighbours and the other people of the road passing through the road near 

her house saw the occurrence. She further stated that her neighbours who 

have witnessed the incident are still living and her relationship with her 
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neighbours is Cordiant. She further denied the suggestion that she has 

concealed the truth and have deposed falsely in the Court regarding the 

incident on the instance of her husband and that in order to suppress the 

fault of her bus employees she has falsely lodged this case against the 

accused person and that the instant case is concocted once. 

 

12. PW 3, Munna Sarma has stated that he knows the informant as 

well as the accused persons of this case but he does not know anything 

about the alleged incident. He does not know why he is being summon as a 

witness. His cross examination was declined by the defence.  

 

13. PW 4, Sri Binod Mushahary has stated in his evidence-in-chief 

that he knows the informant as well as the accused persons of this case. He 

stated that he heard about the dispute that took place between the 

conductor and the informant regarding the son of the accused. Other than 

that, he does not know anything.  

 

14. In his cross examination, he stated that the quarrel took place 

because the conductor had dropped out the small boy from his bus and the 

fight took place because of that.  

 

15. PW 5, Dr. Thaneswar Dutta, who is the medical officer of this 

case has stated that on 24.12.2012 he was working as Medical Officer at 

Itakhola PHC and on that day he had examined one Guna kanta Bora and on 

examination he found one mark of abrasion with swelling on right cheek. He 

stated that the nature of injury was simple and caused by blunt object. The 

prosecution side exhibited the medical report as Ext 2 and the signature of 

medical officer as Ext 2 (1).  

 

16. In his cross examination, the M.O has stated that he has not 

mentioned the age and colour of the injury in his report. He further stated 

that the injury might also be caused by falling on any hard object.  
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17. PW 6, Sri Uttam Tamang, who is the investigation officer of this 

case appeared before this court after receiving summons had stated that on 

24.12.2012 he was posted as SI and on that day he was the in-charge of 

Itakhola OP. He stated that on that day at about 8 PM, one Bhanu Bora wife 

of Gunakanta Bora lodged an ejahar for the incident dated 24.12.2012 in the 

evening. On receipt of the said ejahar, he entered GD entry Itakhola OP vide 

GDE No. 384 dated 24.12.2012 and forwarded to O.C Sootea PS for 

registering a case and he took up the investigation of the case. Thereafter, 

he visited the place of occurrence on the same day but before going to the 

place of occurrence, he examined the informant Smt. Bhanu Bora. He stated 

that he first prepared the sketch map of the place of occurrence which is 

marked as Ext 3 wherein he put his signature as Ext 3 (1), recorded the 

statement of the witnesses u/s 161 CRPC and also send the injured person 

for medical examination. He stated that the informant as per her ejahar he 

also advised her to do medical examination but she refused to do the same. 

Moreover, he stated that among the three accused persons he arrested two 

accused persons and released them on bail. The third accused surrendered 

himself. He stated that he collected the medical report of injured Guna Kt. 

Borah and after completion of the investigation, he submitted charge sheet 

against the three accused persons u/s 448/323/294/34 of IPC. The 

prosecution side exhibited the charge sheet as Ext 4 wherein he put his 

signature as Ext 4 (1). 

  

18. In cross examination, the I/O stated that the occurrence took 

place on 24.12.2012 at about 5:10 PM and the FIR lodged before him at 8 

PM on the same day. He stated that Ext 1 is FIR and Ext 1(1) is the 

signature of O/C G. N. Bora of Sootea PS. He stated that he was in-charge of 

Itakhola OP. He further stated that the boundary of Itakhola OP and the 

house of the complainant is same. He admitted that witness Sri Guna Kt. 

Borah/PW 1 had not stated before him that “on the day of the alleged 

incident, the son of the accused person Golap Sahu was travelling in his bus 
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and since the bus stopped due to mechanical problem, his conductor Akon 

Borah alighted him from the bus in the middle of the journey and managed 

him another bus. However, the son of the accused person misleads his 

father that he was beaten and thrown out of the bus by the conductor. Then 

the accused persons along with 10-12 persons came to his house and had 

beaten him badly”. He stated that he also examined Bhanu Bora/ PW 2, the 

informant, who did not stated before him whatever she had stated in her 

evidence-in-chief before the court. He denied the suggestion that he has not 

done the investigation properly and filed the charge sheet. 

 

DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF 

19. For the purpose of convenience, the first two points for determination 

are discussed together.  

Discussion on Point (i.) and (ii.) 

20. From the evidence on record by examining the deposition recorded 

both of the informant and the victim as PW 1 and PW 2 it is seen, that the 

accused persons had wrongly entered into their dwelling house and 

committed house trespass with an intention to annoy as well as to cause 

hurt tothem. Though there are no independent witnesses to corroborate the 

statement of both the informant and the victim, PW 3 however, had a 

glimpse of the fact that there was a heated altercation between the 

informant’s family and the accused persons over their son who was travelling 

in the bus of the Informant Guna Kt. Borah and the conductor of the said 

bus got him alighted in the middle of the journey. To make the point clear in 

regard to an offence punishable u/s 448 IPC, the ingredients are to be 

understand clearly as to how and where the offence under the alleged 

provision could be established. To establish the offence u/s 448 IPC, it 

should contain the following ingredients: 
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Ingredients of house trespass: 

a. Criminal trespass  

House trespass is a criminal trespass. All the essentials of 

criminal trespass must be present to constitute, the offence of house 

trespass. 

 
b. By entering into or remaining in any building 

House trespass should be by entering into or remaining in any 

building, tent, or vessel, in the possession of, another and used as 

human dwelling or as a place of worship or as a place for custody of 

property. 

i. entering into 

The introduction of any part of the trespasser's body is 

entering sufficient to constitute house trespass. 

  
ii. Building 

The ordinary and usual meaning of building is an enclosure of 

brick or stone work covered by a roof. 

  
c. Intention 

There must have been an intention is commit an offence or 

an intention to intimidate, insult or annoy and person in possession of 

property. If such intention does not exist then the accused cannot be 

held guilty under this section. 

 

21. PW 1 and PW 2 both stated that theaccused Golab Sahu came along 

with 10-15 people including the other two accused persons to their house 

and assaulted both of them. This indicates that the accused with an intention 

entered into the house of the informant to commit some evil motive and 

assaulted both of them. The injuries sustained by the victim PW 1 is also 

proved by the medical report and evidence of the Medical Practitioner as PW 

5. 
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22. PW 1 and PW 2 though are husband and wife, their evidence against 

the accused persons corroborate with each other regarding the incident that 

took place in their house. Therefore, what PW-1, the victim stated in his 

evidence before the Court is materially corroborated by the contents of the 

FIR lodged by his wife after the incident. Moreover, the defence could not 

bring out any material omission or contradiction in the evidence of PW-1, 

vis-à-vis, his previous statement before the IO. The MO/PW 6, has proved 

that he found one mark of abrasion with swelling on right cheek of the 

victim/PW-1. He stated that the nature of injury was simple and caused by 

blunt object. 

 

23. Under the above circumstances, the PW 1 and PW 2 must be 

regarded as wholly reliable witness whose sole testimony can be held 

sufficient to bring home the guilt of the accused. The Hon’ble Supreme Court 

in Govindaraju @ Govinda vs. State by Srirampuram PS and 

another, (2012) 4 SCC 722 observed that-   

  

“The evidence of a sole witness should be cogent, reliable and must 

essentially fit in to the chain of events that have been stated by the 

prosecution. When the prosecution relies up on the testimony of a sole eye - 

witness, then such evidence has to be wholly reliable and trustworthy. 

Presence of such witness at the occurrence should not be doubtful. If the 

evidence of the sole witness is in conflict with the other witnesses, it may 

not be safe to make such a statement as a foundation of the conviction of 

the accused. There are the few principled which the Court has stated 

consistently and with certainty. Reference in this regard can be made to the 

cases of Joseph v. State of Kerala, (2003) 1 SCC 465 and Tika Ram v. 

State of Madhya Pradesh, (2007) 15 SCC 760. Even in the case of 

Jhapsa Kabari and others v. State of Bihar, (2001) 10 SCC 94, this 

Court took the view that if the presence of a witness is doubtful, it becomes 

a case of conviction based on the testimony of a solitary witness. There is, 



 

GR Case No. 3038/2012 Page 13 
 

however, no bar in basing the conviction on the testimony of a solitary 

witness so long as the said witness is reliable and trustworthy.” 

 

24. In this case, PW 2 Bhanu Bora stated in her evidence that the 

accused Golap Sahu trespassed into their house along with 10-12 persons 

and wanted to meet her husband Guna Kt Bora. She further stated that she 

then called her husband from inside the house, thereafter the accused 

Santosh Sahu immediately gave a slap to her husband and threw him 

outside their house. She also stated that Santosh Sahu tried to assault her 

husband. When she tried to save her husband from the clutch of the accused 

Santosh, he pushed her by her neck, as a result of which she sustained 

injuries in her shoulder, back. Moreover, PW 1 the informant also stated that 

the accused had beaten him and also pushed his wife Bhanu Bora when she 

came to rescue him from their clutches.  Here the victim stated about the 

alleged offence which was corroborated with the evidence of the other 

witness i.e., his wife as PW 2 who can be regarded as the sole witness of the 

case. 

 

25. There is no conflict in the evidence of the sole witness PW 2/Smt. 

Bhanu Borah with that of the other witnesses, so, it cannot be 

regardedunsafe to make such a statement a foundation of the conviction of 

the accused persons.  She had seen the occurrence herself and also is the 

eye-witness to the case. Hence, her evidence can be considered to be true 

and there arise no doubt that she is not trustworthy and cannot be relied 

upon. Upon perusal of the cross examination of the I/O of the case, it is 

found that according to him Smt. Bhanu Borah/PW 2 did not stated before 

him whatever she had stated in her evidence-in-chief. However after 

examining the statement recorded u/s 161 CRPC, it is seen that Smt. Bhanu 

Borah had actually deposed everything what she had deposed in her chief. 

Interestingly the I/O in this regard failed to bring out the true picture of the 

case while giving his evidence.  
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26. DECISION: Hence, this point is proved positive against the accused 

persons that they had committed house trespass and  caused hurt to the 

informant and the victim, offenceswhich are punishable u/s 448/323 IPC. 

 

Discussion on Point (iii.) 

27. So Far as point no.(iii.) is concerned, none of the witnesses stated 

anything in regard to this point. Neither the victim nor the informant of this 

case had stated as to what words were spoken to them to commit the 

offence under this point. Moreover, mere deposition of the informant that 

the accused abused them does not amount to an u/s 294 IPC unless and 

until it is proved that the same was uttered in public place and the words 

used are proved, whether obscene or not. Already the offence u/s 448 IPC is 

proved against the accused persons that they entered into the house of the 

Informant and committed the offence, so there is no point which proves sec 

294 against the accused persons because sec 294 of IPC specifically states 

that the offence should be committed in a public place. 

 

28. DECISION: Hence the ingredients of offence u/s 294 IPC have not 

been proved against the accused person due to which point no.(iii.) is 

decided in negative. 

 

29. Hence, from the evidence available on record, it is found that the 

prosecution has succeeded to prove the guilt of the accused persons u/s 

448/323 IPCbut failed to prove the guilt u/s 294 IPC beyond reasonable 

doubt.  

 

O  R  D  E  R 

30. In view of the discussions made above and the decisions reached in 

the foregoing points for determination, it is held that the prosecution has 

successfully proved beyond reasonable doubt that the accused persons 

namely, Sri Santosh Sahu, Sri Golap Sahu and Sri Ashok Sahu have 

committed the offence under section 448/323 of IPC as alleged and as 



 

GR Case No. 3038/2012 Page 15 
 

such the accused persons are CONVICTED of the charge under section 

448/323 of IPC. 

 

31. I have perused the case of the accused persons for extension of the 

benefit of the provisions of Probation of Offenders Act. In the instant case, it 

is true that the accused persons have committed a serious offence. 

However, the accused person Ashok Sahu being the father of a young child 

and other co-accused being the relatives, had done the offence out of anger 

since their child was travelling in the bus of the informant and the conductor 

of the bus alighted him from the bus in the middle of the road. The matter 

of safety of the child prompted them to commit the offence. They belongs to 

good family and if theybe released on probation being first time offender, 

their chances of rehabilitation is very high assuring not to engage 

themselves in bad elements. 

 

32. In my honest opinion, I believe that merely subjecting the accused 

persons who otherwise belongs to a respectable family in a society to 

imprisonment which would anyway be of a short duration given the offences 

proved against them, I do not feel that it would serve any purpose and 

would instead make it difficult for them to lead a normal life following such 

term of imprisonment. However, given them another chance considering that 

they are first time offenders, I am of the firm belief that this would be a 

lesson to so that they do not repeat such behaviour ever in future.  

 

33. Having regard to the circumstances of the instant case as unfolded 

during the trial and as transpired from the materials available on record and 

also considering the nature of the offences, the character of the convicted 

persons, I have admonished the accused and had explained to them that 

their conduct is not of a responsible citizen of this country and as such to 

refrain from such acts. I have also warned them that if they are found to 

commit such offence in the future they might not be advanced the benefits 

of the Probation of Offenders Act,1958 again; hence to conduct themselves 
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properly. Accordingly, the convicts Sri Santosh Sahu, Sri Golap Sahu and 

Sri Ashok Sahu are admonished under section 3 of the Probation of 

Offenders Act, 1958 and are released with a direction to maintain peace and 

good behaviour and shall not involve in any criminal activities. 

 

34. The bail bond shall remain in force for the next six months as per 

provision of sec-437-A Cr.P.C. 

 

35. Judgment is prepared in separate sheets, delivered in open court in 

presence of both the parties.  

 

36. Furnish a free copy of the judgment to the accused persons. 

 

37. The case is disposed of on contest without cost. 

 

Given under my Hand and Seal of this Court on this the 7thday of 

December, 2017 .  

 
 
(Smt. Neha Saikia) 

 
Judicial Magistrate First Class, 

Sonitpur: Tezpur 

 

 
 
Dictated and corrected by me:- 
 
 
      (Smt. Neha Saikia) 

Judicial Magistrate First Class,  

      Sonitpur: Tezpur 

 
 
Dictation taken and transcribed by me: 

           Sri Janmoni Deka (-Steno-) 
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A-N-N-E-X-U-R-E 

1. Witnesses for Prosecution  

PW 1: Sri Guna Kt. Borah 

PW 2: Smt. Bhanu Bora  

PW 3: Sri Munna Sarma 

PW 4: Sri Binod Mushahary 

PW 5: Dr. Thaneswar Dutta, M.O 

PW 6: Sri Uttam Tamang, I/O 

2. Witnesses for Defence  : NIL 

3. Court Witnesses :NIL 

   

4. Prosecution Exhibits: 

Ext 1  : FIR 

Ext 1(1) : Signature of the informant  

Ext 2  : Medical Report  

Ext 3  : Sketch Map 

Ext 4  : Charge Sheet 

 

5. Defence Exhibits: NIL 

6. Material Exhibits: NIL  

 

 

 

 

Judicial Magistrate First Class 
Sonitpur, Tezpur 

 

 


