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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. 207 OF 2011 
U/S   IPC 302/ 304 B IPC 

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

 

State of Assam 

 

– Versus – 

 

Binod Kumar Deka 

S/o Sri Kanak Ch. Deka 

Goroimari, PS Tezpur 

 

A  P  P  E  A  R  A  N  C  E 

 

For the State  :   Smt. R. Chakravarty, Addl.P.P.        

 

For the Accused :   Sri  B. Basumatary, Advocate.         

  

Date of Evidence :29-3-12,9-1-13,4-3-13,5-8-13,13-7-15, 

             27-8-15, 11-11-15. 

Date of Argument :  26-2-2016  

  

Date of Judgment :  11-3-2016.  
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BRIEF FACTS : 

 

    Prosecution case in brief is that on 7-11-2009 Sri Arun Das of 

village Goroimari lodged an ejahar with Salonibari police outpost under 

Tezpur PS alleging that  his daughter Momi Das was married to Sri Binod 

Deka about 2 years back, and out of the wedlock one child was born to them. 

It is alleged that after the marriage Binod Deka and his family members 

subjected her to mental and physical torture. On 7-11-2009 at about 9.30 am 

he came to know that his daughter had committed suicide by hanging in her 

matrimonial house. The complainant alleged that Binod Deka and his family 

members had committed murder of his  daughter. 

     

2.    On receipt of the complaint Salonibari O.P made G.D entry 

number 115 dated 7-11-09 and forwarded the complaint to Tezpur police 

station for registering a case. Accordingly a case being number 1081/09 

under section 302 IPC was registered at Tezpur police station. Police started 

investigation and on completion of investigation submitted charge sheet 

against the accused Binod Deka to stand trial under section 302/304 (B)  IPC. 

 

3.   The corresponding G.R case No. 2075/09 came up before               

Ld. C.J.M Sonitpur. Accordingly process was issued and on appearance of the 

accused the Ld. C.J.M., Sonitpur, Tezpur 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. 

    

4.   On receipt of the case record and on appearance of the accused 

persons  this court considered the materials on record and upon hearing both 

the sides framed charge U/S 302/304 B IPC and read over and explained to 

the accused to which he pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried.  
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5.   Prosecution in order to bring home the charge against the 

accused examined 11 (eleven) 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 prosecution 

allegation. Further he stated that on the date of occurrence he got ready to 

go to his place of work. He took his meal and while taking meal his wife Momi 

Das told him that she was going to her parent’s house. He permitted her to 

go and asked her to come back as early as possible. Then his wife Momi with 

her child went out. But after few moment, she came back to him and told 

him that she would never return back. When asked about the reason she did 

not give any reply. Then he got angry and came out. He entered into the 

bath room and came out to the front of his house and saw his sister 

Sangeeta with his son. Then he enquired about Momi. His sister told him that 

she had entered into her/his room to change her dress. Then he also went to 

his room to bring his shirt, but he found the door closed from inside. He 

called out  Momi but she did not open the door. He tried to open the door but 

could not succeed. Then he called some people from the neighbourhood. 

Then he along with Senaram Nath’s son tried to open the door.  At that 

moment Momi’s parents arrived and on being told by  Momi’s mother he 

broke open window of the room and entered into the room and found that 

Momi was hanging from the ceiling fan and struggling for life. He cut the rope 

and brought her down and then opened the door of the room. Momi’s 

parents and one Mamoni Gogoi came inside the room and they lifted and put 

her on the bed.  Then he arranged one ambulance and took her to hospital 

where doctor declared her dead. He stated that he did not murder of Momi 

Das. However, defence adduced no evidence what so ever.  

 

6.  POINT FOR DETERMINATION: 

    Firstly- You, on 07-11-09 in the morning at about 9.30 a.m. at 

village Niz-Goroimari under Tezpur P.S committed murder causing the death 
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of Momi Das by hanging and thereby committed an offence punishable U/s 

302 of the Indian Penal Code. 

    Secondly- You, on 07-11-09 in the morning at about 9.30 a.m 

at Nij-Goroimari under Tezpur P.S death of Moni Das caused by bodily injury 

or occurred otherwise that under normal circumstances within seven years of 

her marriage and soon before her death she was subjected to cruelty by you 

in connection with dowry demand and thereby committed an offence 

punishable under section 304 (B) of the Indian Penal Code. 

    

7.  I have gone through the evidence on record and heard 

argument of both sides. 

 

Discussion, Decision and Reasons thereof 

 

 8.   PW 1 is Sri Arun Das, the complainant as well as father of the 

deceased. He deposed that the occurrence took place about two years back 

in the house of accused Binod Deka. On the day of occurrence at about             

9.30 a.m his wife had gone to the house of her daughter and she came back 

home crying, and told him that her daughter had been confined inside her 

house and she suspected that she might have died. Then he immediately 

rushed to his daughter’s house, there he saw a huge gathering of people. He 

entered in to the house and found his daughter lying in a bed.  He saw injury 

on her back. Her husband Binod Deka and his mother were sitting near her 

bed. He could not feel her pulse. Then he went out to call the neibouring 

people. In the mean time his daughter had been taken to hospital. He further 

deposed that his daughter was married to accused about 1 ½ years back and 

one girl child was born to them. He also stated that his daughter told him 

that her husband used to torture her demanding money, and he gave him Rs. 

15,000/- at two different times. After the death of his daughter he lodged 

ejahar in the police station. Ext 1 is ejahar and ext 1(1) his signature. 
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9.    PW 2 is Smti Momi Gogoi. Her evidence is that  accused Binod 

Deka’s wife Momi died about 2 years back. Out of the wedlock a child was 

born to them. On the date of occurrence she heard noise in the house of 

accused Binod Deka and went there. She found the doors of Binod Deka’s 

house closed. Accused Binod Deka, his mother and Bina Deka and Sangeeta 

Deka were inside the house. Lot of people gathered outside the house. Then 

Binod Deka opened the door of his house but Binod’s room was locked. The 

male persons gathered at the P.O broke open the door and it was found that 

Momi was lying on the floor of the room. She was lifted and laid her on a 

bed. Momi was in a senseless condition. She was taken to hospital. On the 

same day Momi died. 

 

 10.   PW 3 is Sri Prabin Gogoi. His evidence is that about 2 years 

back one day at about 8.30 a.m while he was at home he heard noise in the 

house of accused Binod Deka. The elder sister of accused Binod Deka came 

and called her to the house of the accused. Then he along with his wife and 

Mamoni Gogoi went there. Lot of people gathered there and they were saying 

that the accused and his family members were inside the house with Momi 

Das. They were asked to open the door, but there was no response. Then the 

door was broken and it was found that Momi was lying on the floor inside the 

house. Then ambulance was called and Momi was taken to hospital. She 

heard that Momi died in the hospital. 

 

11.    PW 4 is Loknath Das. He deposed that the incident occurred on 

07-11 2009 at about 7 pm. His brother in law informed him that Binod Deka 

had killed his daughter. Momi was taken to hospital by her parents and 

husband. He went to hospital. In the mean time Police and magistrate arrived 

in hospital. He saw two injuries on her back. Police held inquest in presence 

of magistrate. Ext 2 inquest report and 2(1) his signature. 
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12.    PW 5 is Sri Madhab Das. His evidence is that he knows  

accused Binod Deka. His residence is at little distance from him. He also knew  

deceased Momi Das. The incident took place about 3 years back. One day 

police and CRP personnel came to the house to the house of Binod Deka and 

then he also went there. Police entered the house of the deceased and 

brought some materials and ask him to sign. Ext- 3 is the seizure list, where 

Ext- 3 (1) is his signature. 

 

13.    PW 6 is Smt. Sukuli Das, mother of deceased Momi Deka. Her 

evidence is that Momi Deka  was married to the accused Binod Deka about 7 

years back. Out of the wed lock a son was born to them.  The incident took 

place on 7-11-2009. On that day at about 8.30 am the accused along with his 

family members conspired and caused death of her daughter. They did not 

want to give her daughter in marriage with the accused and she also was not 

willing to marry her with him. But the accused by force had taken her and 

immediately after the marriage she was required to maintain her as well as 

her family. Her daughter was supposed to come to her house at about 7 a.m. 

but when she did not come, she( PW 6) went to her daughter’s house and 

saw a vehicle being loaded with house-hold articles. She was not sure 

whether daughter was dead/killed. She went into the house and saw her 

daughter in a room, she was in dying state.  The door of that room was 

locked, hence the grill of the window was broken. The in-laws of her 

deceased daughter brought her to the hospital.  Later, she heard that her 

daughter expired. 

14.    PW 7 is Sri Pradip Das. He identified the accused in the dock. 

He deposed that  knew the deceased Momi Das. The incident took place 

about 3 years back. He got  information that an incident had occurred in the 

house of deceased Momi Das. He went  to their house and heard that she 

was already taken to Mission Hospital. He also went  to hospital and saw  

that Momi had died. Police held inquest on the dead body. Ext- 2 is the 

Inquest Report, where Ext- 2(2) is his signature. 
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15.    PW 8 is Sri Ranjan Das. His evidence is that he identified 

accused Binod Deka in the dock. He stated that he also knew deceased Momi 

Das. He deposed that the incident took place about 3 / 4 years back. He 

heard that the wife of the accused had an accident. He signed the inquest 

report made at the Mission Hospital. Ext- 2(3) is his signature in the Inquest 

Report.  

  

16.   PW 9 is Smti Dipali Roy. Her evidence is that she heard about 

the death of Momi and coming Binod Deka’s house she knew that Momi had 

died.    

  

17.   PW 10 is Dr. Hiranjan Saikia. His evidence is that on 7-11-09 

he was at Kanaklata Civil Hospital and on that day he conducted post mortem 

on the dead body of Momi Das Deka,  23 years female, wife of Binod Deka in 

connection with Salonibari OP GDE No.115 dtd. 7-11-09 identified by UB 101 

Rituban Sarm a and Loknath Das and found the followings :  

 

  An average  built  female dead body  and rigor mortis present.  

3 cm x 2 cm size of bruise present in left side mandibular 

region. No marks ligature present in the neck.  No other injury in the 

body present. Viscera of lever, kidney and stomach and its contents 

preserved for forensic examination.  

 

The doctor opined that the cause of death could not be 

ascertained and viscera preserved for forensic examination for 

ascertaining the cause of death.  

 

Ext.3 is the postmortem report and Ext.3(1) is his signature.  
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 18.    PW 11 is Sri Kulendra Bharali. His evidence is that on 07-11-09 

he was posted at Salonibari O.P. as I.C. On that day he received one written 

ejahar from one Arun Das to the effect that his daughter Momi Das got 

married with One Binod das about 2 years back and said Binod Das subjected 

her to mental and physical torture. And on 07-11-09 at about 9.30 am his 

daughter was found hanging in her bedroom. She was taken to hospital 

where she was declared dead and it was suspected that Binod Das had killed 

Momi Das. He made GD Entry vide no. 115 dated 07-11-09 and forwarded 

the ejahar to Tezpur P.S. Accordingly, Tezpur P.S registered a case and he 

took up investigation. He visited the house of Binod Deka at  Nij Goroimari. 

He recorded the statement of witnesses. He also seized one white gamocha , 

one blue colored chunni, and one Iron rod about 3 ft in length. Ext-3 seizure 

list. 3(2) is his signature. ASI Tilak Saharia was entrusted to take steps for 

holding inquest on the dead body. Accordingly, Executive magistrate S. Borah 

held inquest, he prepared dead body challan. Ext- 4 Dead body challan, 4(1) 

signature of Tilak Saharia. Ext- 2 inquest report. 2(4) is the signature of the 

circle officer, which he knew. He arrested the accused Binod Deka, when he 

came to the P.O. and forwarded him to court. He also collected the post 

mortem report, he also submitted requisition for F.S.L examination. Ext- 5 is 

the authority letter issued by P. K. Nath, Addl. S.P., Sonitpur, authorizing me 

to send the viscera to F.S.L. He collected the F.S.L Report. He also drew 

sketch map of P.O. EXT- 6 is the sketch map. 6(1) is my signature. He 

recorded the statement of seizure witness namely Madhab Ch. Das. On 

completion of investigation he submitted C.S against the accused Binod Deka 

u/s 304 B IPC. Ext- 7 is C.S. and 7(1) my signature. Ext- 1 ejahar. 1(2) is the 

signature of him-self. 1(3) is the signature of Abul Hussain. M. Ext – 1 is one 

white gamocha, M. Ext- 2 Blue colored Chunni, M-Ext- 3-one iron rod about    

3 ft in length. He has seen these Exhibits in the court that day.  
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Cross examination: 

 

19.  PW1 in his cross stated that there was love marriage between 

the accused and his deceased daughter.  He also stated that he was not 

willing to give his daughter in marriage to the accused. Further he stated that 

his house is at a distance of about 50 meters from the house of the accused. 

He also stated that on the date of occurrence his wife went to the house  of 

the accused and came back within ten minutes. At that time one Prabin 

Gogoi, Sanatan Das , Ratan Gogoi, Mamoni Gogoi and Rupa Nath were 

present in the house of Binod. He also stated that Binod took his daughter to 

hospital. He denied defence suggestion that he did not state before police 

that the accused demanded money and he gave him Rs.5000.00  (Rupees 

five thousand) and Rs.10000.00 (Rupees ten thousand) on two different 

dates.  He also denied defence suggestion that he did not state before police 

that he saw injury mark on the back of his daughter. He also denied defece 

suggestion that his daughter had committed suicide by hanging. He also 

denied defence suggestion that Momi never told him that Binod very often 

had quarrel  with his daughter demanding money.  

 

20.   PW2 in her cross examination stated that she did not state 

before police that all the doors of Binod’s house were closed and people were 

not allowed into the house and Binod, his mother and Sangeeta were inside 

the house and when she asked Binod to open the door then the door was 

opened. She also denied defence suggestion that she told before police that 

she found the door of sleeping room of the house and she called Momi to 

open the door and when she did not open accused Binod broke the window 

and entered into the room and opened the door and then she entered into 

the room. She also stated that she called out and asked her to open the door 

but the deceased did not open the door and then her husband Binod broke 

the grill of the window and entered the room and open the door.  
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21.  PW 3 in cross stated that at the P.O. Ranjan Gogoi, Mrs. Roy 

and deceased’s parents were present along with the neighbouring people. 

The door was locked from inside. The grill was broken and then the door was 

opened.  

 

22.  PW 4 during cross stated that she did not state before police  

that she saw injury mark on the back of the deceased. However, she denied 

that she did not see injury mark.  

 

23.  PW 6 in cross stated that the accused had love affairs with her 

daughter and after the marriage the relation between them was cordial. She 

also stated that when she entered into the room there were about 10/15 

persons and she saw her daughter lying on the floor. She also stated that the 

accused and people gathered at the P.O. called ambulance and then took the 

deceased to hospital where she was declared dead. She denied defence 

suggestion that her daughter had committed suicide. She also denied defence 

suggestion that her daughter was not killed by accused Binod Deka.  She also 

stated that after the death of her daughter her son started living with her.  

 

24.  PW 7 in his cross stated that he did not see injury mark on the 

person of the deceased.  

 

25.  The IO in his cross stated that  PW1 did not state before him 

that the accused demanded money from him and he gave Rs.5000.00 

(Rupees five thousand) and Rs.10,000.00 (Rupees ten thousand) only  to him 

on two different dates. He also stated that PW1 did not state before him that 

he saw injury mark on the person of the deceased. He also stated that PW 4 

Loknath Das  did not state before police that he saw injury mark on the 

person of the deceased.  
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Appreciation of evidence  

 

26.  From the discussion of evidence on record it appears that 

prosecution has examined eleven witnesses including the father (PW 1) and 

mother (PW 6)  of the deceased Momi Das.  PW 2, PW 3, PW 4, PW 5, PW 7, 

PW 8 and PW 9 are independent witnesses. On scrutiny of the evidence of 

PW 1 and PW 6 it is found that PW 6 on the date of occurrence went to the 

house of Momi Das (since deceased) and she saw a truck being loaded with 

house-hold articles. She stated that she suspected that her daughter might          

have been killed.  She went inside the house and found that her daughter 

locked herself inside the room. Further she stated that grill of window of her 

room was broken and she found her daughter lying dead. PW1  husband of 

the PW 6 stated that PW 6 informed him about the state of affair in the 

house of the accused concerning her daughter. Then he went to the house of 

the accused and found that huge number of people gathered there and inside 

the house his daughter was lying on a bed and the accused and his mother  

were sitting near her.  This witness also spoke that his daughter was taken to 

hospital. Further this witness stated that after the marriage his daughter told 

him that accused Binod used to quarrel with her demanding money and paid 

Rs.5000.00 (Rupees five thousand)  and Rs.10,000.00 (Rupees ten thousand)  

on two different dates.  He also alleged that he saw injury mark on the back 

of his daughter.  Other independent witnesses testified that on hearing about 

the incident they went to the house of the accused and found that the 

deceased was lying in a dying condition inside a room.  Coming to the 

evidence of M.O. it is found that the doctor found bruise mark of size                    

3 cm x 2cm in the left side of mandibular region. The doctor could not 

ascertain the cause of death whether it was suicide or homicide. Viscera was   

preserved and sent to forensic laboratory. Forensic Laboratory report 

received by the IO but prosecution could not examine the Scientific Officer. 
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However, the result of forensic examination shows “No poison was found in 

the exhibit”.   

 

27.  In the instant case the prosecution relies upon the evidence of 

PW1 and PW 6 as well as other independent witnesses.  On careful 

examination of the evidence of PWs on record it transpires that  the PW1  

alleged that  the accused sometimes  quarreled with his daughter demanding 

money. The Other witnesses including PW6 are silent about torture on the 

deceased by the accused on any ground. It is to be noted that doctor could 

not ascertain the cause of death.  

   

28.          So, let me see whether  the evidence on record constitutes 

offence U/s.302/304(B) IPC. However, before examining the provisions of 

above two Sections I may record the submission made during argument  by 

the Ld. Counsel for defence. The Ld. Counsel vehemently submitted before 

me that  in this instant case the prosecution has totally failed to prove the 

charge U/s.302/304(B) IPC  in as much as there is absolutely nothing on 

record to show that the accused caused the death of victim Momi Das by 

subjecting her to harassment soon before the death. He also pointed out that 

the medical report has not supported the allegation made by PW1 and PW6 

that the accused had committed murder of his daughter. Further, it is 

submitted that  PW1 and PW6 have not found support from other 

independent witness regarding torture on the deceased by the accused.  

 

29.  On the other hand, Ld. Addl.P.P. submitted that it reveals from 

the evidence on record that the victim died in suspicious circumstances and 

there is clear statement of the PW1 that the accused demanded money from 

the deceased which clearly shows that the accused subjected the deceased to 

torture after the marriage. Further it is submitted that as per statement of 

the accused the deceased committed suicide by hanging inside the house,  

and this would show the conduct of the accused. 
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30.  I have thread-bare discussed the evidence in its entirety and I 

have also given my thoughtful consideration to every facts and circumstances 

brought on the record by the PWs.  

 

31.  Now coming to the charge U/s.302 IPC in this instant case, it is 

found that admittedly there is no eye witness  account available to show that 

the accused had hanged or physically assaulted  deceased causing her death. 

The doctor could not ascertain the cause of death. So, in my considered 

opinion the prosecution has failed to prove the offence of murder as defined 

U/s.300 IPC.  

 

32.  So far as offence U/s.304(B) IPC is concerned let me examine 

the  provisions of said Section to see whether the ingredients of the said 

Section has been established in this case.    

 

                    304-B IPC. Dowry death- (1) where death of a woman is 

caused by any burns or bodily injury or occurs otherwise than under normal 

circumstances within seven years of her marriage and it is shown that soon 

before her death she was subjected to cruelty or harassment by her husband 

or any relative of her husband for, or in connection with, any demand for 

dowry, such death shall be called “dowry death”, and such husband or 

relative shall be deemed to have caused her death. 

    “Dowry”- Meaning of – Some customary payments in 

connection with birth of a child or other ceremonies are prevalent in different 

societies. Such payments are not enveloped within the ambit of “dowry”. 

Hence, the dowry mentioned in section 304-B should be any property or 

valuable security given or agreed to be given in connection with the 

marriage. 

The essentials ingredients of Sec. 304 B IPC held as follows : 
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1. The death of a woman should be caused by burns or bodily injury or 

otherwise than under normal circumstances; 

2. Such death should have occurred within seven years of her marriage; 

3. She must have been subjected to cruelty or harassment by her 

husband or any relative of her husband; 

Such cruelty or harassment should be for or in connection with demand for 

dowry. 

 

33.  It is not in dispute that the death of the deceased occurred 

within seven years from the date of marriage in the house of her husband.  

But as discussed above  we find that though there is evidence of PW1 

regarding demand of money and quarrel between the accused and the 

deceased after marriage,  in my considered opinion in the absence of 

convincing evidence to the effect  that the accused subjected the deceased to 

torture soon before the marriage and in the absence of any clear opinion of 

doctor as to the cause of the death of the deceased I find it difficult to hold 

that the ingredients of sec.304(B)IPC has been proved in this case. So I feel 

no hesitation to conclude that prosecution has failed to prove the ingredients 

u/s  U/s.304(B) IPC against the accused.   

 

34.  However, in the instant case,  the evidence of PW1 that after 

the marriage the accused had frequent quarrel with the deceased ,and the 

evidence that PW1 gave money to the accused on two occasions  coupled 

with the suspicious circumstances in which the deceased died, point to the 

fact that the deceased could not live in a congenial atmosphere in the 

matrimonial house. 

 

35.  So, considering the evidence on the relevant circumstances I 

find that even if the cause of death is not ascertained, the evidence of PWs 

particularly of PW 1, in the facts and circumstances of the case it can be well 



P a g e  | 15 

 

inferred that the accused ill-treated the victim demanding money.  For better 

appreciation I may examine the provisions of Sec.498(A) IPC. 

 

               Sec.  498-A IPC  : Husband or relative of husband of a woman 

subjecting her to cruelty – 

    Whoever, being the husband or the relative of the husband of a 

woman, subjects such woman to cruelty shall be punished with imprisonment 

for a term which may extend to three years and shall also be liable to fine. 

Explanation – For the purpose of this section, “cruelty” means – 

(a) Any willful conduct which is of such a nature as is likely to drive the 

women to commit suicide or to cause grave injury or danger to life, 

limb or health (whether mental or physical) of the woman; or 

Harassment of the woman where such harassment is with a view to coercing 

her or any person related to her to meet any unlawful demand for any 

property or valuable security or is on account of failure by her or any person 

related to her to meet such demand. 

 

 36.   It is well settled that offences against married woman are 

being committed within four corners of a house and direct evidence regarding 

cruelty or harassment on the woman by her husband or relatives of the 

husband is not available. Section 498(A) IPC speaks not only of conduct of 

the accused/husband compelling his wife to commit suicide it also speaks of, 

harassment with view to coercing her to meet any unlawful demand 

constitutes  cruelty.   

 

37.  It may be noted that the accused has failed to give satisfactory 

explanation regarding the death of the deceased. The accused  pleaded that 

the deceased committed suicide by hanging whereas the doctor did not find 

any ligature mark on her neck. So, having regard to the facts and 
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circumstances  and keeping in mind the principles of law in the context of 

cruelty  as contemplated  U/s.498(A) IPC, I find that prosecution has been 

able to make out a case U/s.498(A) IPC beyond all reasonable doubt against 

the accused.      

 

38.  In view of what has been discussed above I find that 

prosecution has been able to prove offence U/s.498(A) of IPC against the 

accused beyond all reasonable doubt.  I find accused Binod Deka guilty 

U/s.498(A) of IPC. Accordingly he is convicted. 

 39  I find the accused not guilty u/s 302/304 (B)IPC. Accordingly, 

he is acquitted from the said charges.  

 

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

for mercy. However, considering the facts and circumstances I am not 

inclined to give the benefit of Sec.360 Cr..P.C. or under the provisions of 

Probation of Offenders Act. 

 

41.   Considering all the aspect the accused is sentenced to undergo 

R.I. for 2 (two) years and to pay a fine of Rs.10,000.00 (Rupees ten 

thousand) only, i/d R.I. for another 3 (three) months. The fine money, if 

realized, be paid to  Sri Indukalpa Deka, minor son of the deceased Momi Das 

u/s 357crpc.  Set off the period of detention. 

 

42.  A  copy of the judgment be given to the accused free of cost.  

 

43.  Given under my hand and seal of this court on this 11th day of 

March, 2016. 

 

              ( S. Das), 
Additional Sessions Judge, 
          Sonitpur, Tezpur 
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have been marked as Ext.8 by prosecution ). 

5. Ext.4 : Dead body challan. 

6. Ext.5 : Authority letter.  

7. Ext.6 : Sketch map. 

8. Ext.7 : Charge sheet.  

9. M. Ext.1 : One white gamocha 

10. M. Ext. 2: Blue colour chunni. 

11. M. Ext.3 : One iron rod.  

 ( S. Das ) 
Additional Sessions Judge, 
       Sonitpur, Tezpur.  

 


