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J   U  D  G    M   E  N   T

1. The factual background leading to the prosecution 

case  is  that,  the  informant  Smt.  Nomita  Baishya  lodged  an 

ejahar  before  the  Missamari  Police  Station  on  25-01-2008 

stating,  inter-alia,  that  on  23-01-2008  due  to  occurrence  of 

domestic  quarrel,  she left  the  house and boarded a bus  for 

coming  to  Dhekiajuli.  Originally  she  is  the  resident  of 

Murkaseleng, district – Dhemaji. When she was traveling in a 

bus, and when she reached Thelamara Centre,  then accused 

Ashek Sekh met her. Then accused Ashek Sekh brought her to 

the residence of one rickshaw puller at Dhanmara and she was 

kept  there.  In  the  night,  accused  Ashek  Sekh  forcibly 

committed  sexual  intercourse  with  her  and  after  getting 

information, by the personnel of VDP she was rescued by them 

and  handed  over  to  the  police.  The  accused  Ashek  Sekh 

absconded thereafter. 

 

 So,  the  informant  prayed  for  taking  necessary 

action by investigating the matter. 

2. After receiving the ejahar, the Officer-in-Charge of 

the  Missamari  Police  Station  registered  a  case  bearing 

Missamari Police Station Case No.4/08 u/s 376 of IPC and Sub-

Inspector K.U. Ahmed started to investigate the case. During 

the  course  of  investigation,  the  victim was  sent  for  medical 

examination.  She  was  also  produced  before  the  Court  for 

recording her statement by Magistrate and after completing the 

investigation,  the  Investigating  Officer  submitted  the  charge 

sheet  against  the  accused  Ashek  Sekh  along  with  another 

accused  Gautam  Dey  showing  the  accused  Gautam  Dey  as 

absconder u/s 376/34 IPC. 
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3. After appearance of the accused persons before the 

Court and the offence being triable exclusively by the Court of 

Sessions,  Learned  Judicial  Magistrate,  1st  Class,  Tezpur, 

Sonitpur committed the case to the Court  of  Sessions.  After 

perusing the case diary and case record and also considering 

the material available on the case record and case diary, the 

charge was framed u/s 419/342/376 of IPC against the accused 

Ashek  Sekh.  The  charge  was  also  framed  u/s  376/511  IPC 

against the accused Gautam Dey. Then the contents of charge 

were read over and explained to the accused persons to which 

both of them pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried. 

4. During trial, the prosecution has examined as many 

as  10  (ten)  PWs  including  the  victim  and  the  Investigating 

Officer, to prove the charges against the accused persons. And 

after close of prosecution evidence, the accused persons have 

been examined u/s 313 CrPC. Both the accused have denied 

the prosecution case totally.  No witness has been examined by 

defence.  So,  argument  has been heard from both sides and 

after close of the trial, this judgment is delivered. 

5.  Points for determination of the case:

1. Whether  the  accused  Ashek  Sekh  cheated  the 

informant  by  personation  and  also  by  wrongfully 

confining the informant at the time of occurrence ?

2. If  so,  whether  the  accused  Ashek  Sekh 

committed  sexual  intercourse  forcefully  with  the 

victim ?

3. Whether the accused Gautam Dey made attempt 

to commit sexual intercourse with the informant at 

the time of occurrence ? 
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Discussion,   Decision and reasons for Decision:-  

6. For deciding the case, I feel it necessary to discuss 

briefly the evidence of PWs first.

7. PW-1 is the writer of the ejahar. He has deposed 

that on the date of occurrence at about 2 / 2-30 PM, when he 

was working in a hotel situated in front of the Missamari Police 

Station,  one girl  came there  and requested  him to  write  an 

ejahar. Accordingly, he wrote the ejahar. He also read over the 

ejahr to the informant and accordingly, the informant put her 

signature. PW-1 has proved the said ejahar as Ext.1. 

In the cross-examination, PW-1 has stated that no 

reason was mention in the ejahar regarding delay in lodging the 

ejahar.   

8. PW-2 Sushil Kurmi has stated in his evidence that 

at the time of occurrence, he was the Secretary of Tea Tribes 

Association.  His  residence  was  situated  in  front  of  the 

Missamari Police Station. On the date of occurrence, he went to 

the  police  station  and  found  the  informant  there.  On  being 

enquired, he came to know that somebody had detained the 

informant and police recovered her. 

PW-2  has  been  declared  as  hostile  witness  and 

during the cross-examination, he denied the fact that he was 

interrogated by police and police recorded his statement.  He 

has stated that no such fact was stated by him. 

9. PW-3 is the Medical Officer. He has deposed in the 

evidence that he examined the victim Nomita Baishya on 27-1-
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08  at  about  12-10  PM  in  reference  to  the  Missamari  Police 

Station Case No. 4/08. On examination, he found : 

“  Her  secondary  sexual  character  are  well  

developed. Pubic and axillary hair present. No injury or violent  

mark seen on her body and private part. 

P/V examination done. Hymen ruptured and vaginal  

swab collected and sent for laboratory examination. 

X-ray was done at Tezpur X-ray Clinic. Clinic No.  

R-2 dated 28-1-08. 

Report of X-ray examination : 

Elbow joint : Epiphysis around the elbow joints are 

   completely united with the shafts.

Wrist joint :  Lower epiphysis of radius and ulna are 

   completely fused with shafts. 

Illiac crest :   Epiphysis of iliac crest are completely 

   united with the iliac bones. 

Opinion : 

1. Her age is  above 22 years according to X-ray 

report. 

2. No injury  and violent  mark seen on her  body  

and private parts.

Enclosure : 

All  report  /  3  X-ray  plate  /  X-ray  report  police  

requisition original and advice slip enclosed.” 

PW-3 has also proved the Medical Report as Ext.2 

and the X-ray report as Ext. 3. 

10. PW-4 Smt. Nomita Baishya, the victim of the case, 

has stated in her evidence that on the date of occurrence, she 

left  her  residence  situated  at  Murkaseleng  due  to  domestic 

quarrel.  She reached Monabari  by train  and as  she was not 
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allowed to stay at Monabari, she was coming towards Tezpur by 

Bus.  Then she boarded  a  bus  for  going to  Dhekiajuli  where 

there was the residence of her maternal aunt. Before reaching 

Dhekiajuli, accused Ashek Sekh met her and she was told that 

he would brought her to the residence of her aunt and on being 

believed the assurance of accused, she got down from the bus. 

Then  the  accused  brought  her  to  Thelamara  and  then  at 

Thelamara, accused Ashek Sekh directed accused Gautam Dey 

to bring a bicycle and with the help of that bicycle, she was 

brought to a residence of a rickshaw puller and she was kept 

there.  And  on  that  night,  accused  Ashek  Sekh  committed 

sexual intercourse with her in spite of her resistance. The room 

was locked from out side. She had stayed at the residence of 

the rickshaw puller for two days and during that period, the 

accused commit sexual intercourse for 3 / 4 times with her. 

Thereafter,  when she raised alarm then neighbouring people 

came and rescued her. Then she was handed over to police on 

the next morning and on that day, she lodged an ejahar before 

police. PW-4 has also proved the ejahar as Ext.1. then she was 

sent  for  medical  examination  and  also  produced  by 

Investigating  Officer  before  Magistrate  for  recording  her 

statement. PW-4 has also proved the said statement as Ext.5. 

In the cross-examination, PW-4 has stated that she 

did not know the name of the writer of the ejahar. She came 

from Monabari  on 23rd day of  the  month.  She had left  her 

residence  at  Murkaseleng  one  month  before  the  occurrence. 

She left  her  residence with  one girl  whose name was  Mona 

Basumatary. Then she stayed for 3/4 days at the residence of 

one  Brahmin  person  at  Towbhanga.  Then  she  left  the  said 

residednce and reached Tezpur. Accused Ashek Sekh met her 

inside  the  bus.  She  never  met  accused  Ashek  Sekh  earlier. 

Then  Ashek  Sekh  approached  her  and  assured  her  that  he 

would  bring  her  to  the  residence  of  her  maternal  aunt. 
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Accordingly, she believed the assurance given by the accused 

and accordingly, she got down from the bus with the accused. 

Then,  while  she  was  standing  at  a  place  before  reaching 

Dhekiajuli, then accused Gautam Dey brought one bicycle and 

brought her  towards Dhanmara.  Then she was brought  to a 

residence of one rickshaw puller. She was asked to stay there. 

She never stated the fact to other person during her journey 

from Towbhanga to the residence of the rickshaw puller. She 

met the wives of the rickshaw puller and four children there. 

She had stayed for two days in the residence of the rickshaw 

puller. During the period, she asked both accused Gautam Dey 

and Ashek Sekh to bring her to the residence of her maternal 

aunt,  but  accused  did  not  bring  her.  Though she asked  the 

rickshaw puller to bring her back to the town, but the rickshaw 

puller  also  refused  to  bring  her.  After  three  days,  she  was 

brought to the police station by the wife of the rickshaw puller. 

Police interrogated her. The neighbouring people informed the 

matter  to  police  station  regarding  her  confinement  at  the 

residence of the rickshaw puller. PW-4, the victim, has denied 

some suggestion put by defence during her cross-examination. 

11. PW-5 Nipu Saikia has stated in his evidence that on 

the date of occurrence,  he went to the police station as his 

residence was situated adjacent to the Missmari Police Station 

and he met accused the Ashek Sekh there. 

 PW-5  has  been  also  declared  hostile  by  the 

prosecution and during cross-examination, PW-5 has denied the 

fact  of the statement which was recorded by police u/s 161 

CrPC. 

12. PW-6 Abdul Jalil has stated in his evidence that on 

the date of occurrence he was asked by police to identify the 

residence of the rickshaw puller and accordingly he helped the 
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police. He met Nomita Baishya at the residence of the rickshaw 

puller  and  on  being  asked,  he  came  to  know  from  Nomita 

Baishya that accused persons had kept her at the residence of 

a  rickshaw puller  by giving Rs.50/-  per  day to the rickshaw 

puller.     

PW-6 has been also declared hostile and during the 

cross-examination, he denied the fact of the statement which 

was recorded by police during investigation.

13. PW-7 Jamal Hussain has stated in his evidence that 

on  being  asked  by  police,  he  went  to  the  residence  of  the 

rickshaw puller Ramjan. He met the victim there and victim was 

brought by police from the residence of Ramjan. 

PW-7  has  been  also  declared  hostile  and  during 

cross-examination,  he  also  denied  the  fact  of  the  statement 

which was recorded by investigating officer.  

14. PW-8 Ramjan Ali has stated in his evidence that on 

the date of occurrence at night at about 12 O’clock, he came to 

his residence and found both accused Ashek Sekh and Gautam 

Dey sitting in the courtyard and on  being asked accused Ashek 

Sekh told him that due to love affairs, he brought one girl and 

accused requested him to allow the girl to stay at his residence 

and on being asked, the said girl also revealed regarding the 

fact  of  having  love  affairs  with  accused  Ashek  Sekh.  Then 

accused Ashek Sekh and Gautam Dey left his residence on that 

night and the girl remained at his residence. Then on third day, 

he informed police and handed over the girl to the police. 

PW-8  has  been  also  declared  hostile  by  the 

prosecution  and  during  cross-examination,  PW-8  has  also 
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denied  the  fact  of  the  statement  which  was  recorded  by 

investigating officer during the course of investigation.

15. PW-9 Ambia Khatun has stated in her evidence that 

on the date of occurrence at about 7 AM, accused Gautam Dey 

brought one girl  to her residence. At that time, her husband 

was away from the residence and Gautam Dey told her that the 

girl was sent by accused Ashek Sekh due to having her love 

affairs with Ashek Sekh. So, she allowed the girl to stay at her 

residence. The girl had stayed for two days there. Then police 

brought the girl from her residence. 

PW-9  has  been  also  declared  hostile  witness  by 

prosecution and during her cross-examination, she denied the 

fact  of  the  statement  which  was  recorded  by  police  during 

investigation.

16. PW-10  is  the  Investigating  Officer  and  the 

Investigating Officer has stated in his evidence that on 26-01-

08, the Officer-in-Charge of Missamari Police Station received 

an  ejahar  from  the  informant  Nomita  Baishya  then  after 

registering a case, he was asked for investigating the case and 

on the same day, he interrogated the witnesses and the victim. 

On  the  next  day,  he  inspected  the  place  of  occurrence  and 

interrogated the witnesses available there. Then he forwarded 

the victim Nomita Baishya for medical examination. The victim 

was also produced by him before the Court for recording her 

statement.  Then  he  arrested  the  accused  Ashek  Sekh  and 

forwarded him to judicial custody. Then he received the medical 

report and after close of investigation, he submitted the charge 

sheet against the accused persons u/s 376/34 of IPC. He has 

proved  the  charge  sheet  as  Ext.6.  PW-10,  the  Investigating 

Officer, has also stated that during course of investigation, he 

recorded the statement of witnesses Sushil Kurmi, Nipu Saikia, 
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Abdul Jalil, Jamal Hussain, Ramjan Ali and Ambia Khatun and 

he has proved the said statement of Sushil Kurmi as Ext.8(1), 

the  statement  of  Nipu  Saikia  as  Ext.8(3),  the  statement  of 

witness Abdul Jalil as Ext.8(5), the statement of witness Jamal 

Hussain as Ext. 8(7), the statement of witness Ramjan Ali as 

Ext.  8(9),  the  statement  of  witness  Ambia  Khatun  as  Ext. 

8(11).

In  the  cross-examination,  PW-10  has  stated  that 

the ejahar was received by the Officer-in-Charge at about 2 

O’clock. The members of several organizations were present at 

that  time  and  he  interrogated  them  and  recorded  their 

statements.   He did not interrogate any person who are the 

neighbour of the witness Ramjan Ali. During interrogation by 

him to the witnesses, the witness stated regarding the doubtful 

character of informant. 

17. From the above discussion of evidence of PWs, it 

appears that except PW-1, PW-3, PW-4 and PW-10, all other 

PWs  were  declared  hostile  by  the  prosecution.  PW-1  is  the 

writer  of  the  FIR,  PW-3  is  the  Medical  Officer,  PW-4  is  the 

victim  herself  and  PW-10  is  the  Investigating  Officer.  On 

meticulous  examination  of  evidence  of  PWs,  it  appears  that 

though the victim has  claimed in  her  evidence that  accused 

Gautam Dey was also involved with the occurrence as accused 

Gautam Dey brought her as per direction of accused  Ashek 

Sekh to the residence of rickshaw puller Ramjan Ali. But the 

PW-4  (  prosecutrix)  has  not  stated  anything  against  the 

accused  Gautam Dey  in  her  ejahar.  In  the  ejahar  she  only 

stated that accused Ashek Sekh brought her to the residence of 

rickshaw  puller  and  kept  her  there  and  committed  sexual 

intercourse with  her  forcefully.  PW-3 the Medical  Officer  has 

stated in his opinion part of the Medical Report that the age of 

victim was found 22 years. He found no injury or violence mark 
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on her private parts during his examination. So, the Medical 

Report is found totally silent regarding the proof of rape during 

the  time  of  occurrence.  Because,  the  Medical  Officer  has 

categorically stated that no injury or violence mark were seen 

in the private part of the victim during examination, and the 

victim was examined on 27-01-08 and the victim alleged that 

accused Ashek Sekh committed sexual intercourse with her in 

the night of 25-1-08. So, there is no any supporting material in 

the evidence of Medical Officer. The PW-1 has only stated that 

he had written the ejahar as stated by the informant. Except 

this, he has stated nothing regarding the occurrence. So, there 

is  no  any  supportive  material  in  the  evidence  of  PW-1. 

PW-2,  PW-5,  PW-6,  PW-7,  PW-8  and  PW-9  were  declared 

hostile by the prosecution. Though the prosecution suggested 

that  all  these  PWs  stated  before  Investigating  Officer  some 

material  facts  against  the  accused  during  the  time  of 

investigation,  but  all  these  PWs  have  denied  the  fact.  On 

meticulous examination of the evidence of PW-2, PW-5, PW-6, 

PW-7, PW-8 and PW-9, it appears that except  PW-8 Ramjan Ali 

and  PW-9  Ambia  Khatun,  all  other  PWs  were  not  the 

neighbourers of residence of Ramjan Ali in whose residence the 

victim  was  alleged  to  be  kept  by  the  accused  persons.  So, 

considering such fact the evidence of PW-2, PW-5, PW-6 and 

PW-7 is found not so important by considering their material on 

record as the were declared hostile. 

18. During the course of argument, the learned Addl. 

PP  has  submitted  that  the  prosecution  has  proved  the  case 

beyond reasonable doubt with sufficient materials against the 

accused. Though, PW-2, PW-5, PW-6, PW-7, PW-8 and PW-9 

denied the fact of their statements recorded by Investigating 

Officer, but the Investigating Officer has claimed that the said 

PWs stated before him and he recorded their statements u/s 

161 CrPC. On the other  hand, Learned Defence Counsel  has 
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submitted that on the sole basis of evidence of victim, accused 

cannot  be  convicted  because,  all  other  witnesses  have  not 

supported the evidence of PWs. 

19. On the backdrop of aforesaid material fact and rival 

submission  made  by  the  learned  Addl.  PP  and  the  Defence 

Counsel, I like to discuss the said material on record in the light 

of points for determination of the case for just decision of the 

case. 

20. Regarding the first  point  for determination of  the 

case, it appears from the appreciation of evidence of PWs that 

none  of  the  PWs  has  stated  that  the  accused  cheated  the 

informant by personation. The prosecutrix has only stated that 

accused gave false assurance for bringing her to the residence 

of her maternal aunt but instead of doing that she was brought 

to the residence of a rickshaw puller. So, considering such fact 

stated  by  the  prosecutix,  it  cannot  be  held  that  accused 

cheated her by personation. 

21. Regarding the allegation of wrongful confinement of 

victim by the accused persons, it appears from the evidence of 

PWs that though the victim ( prosecutrix) has claimed that she 

was  wrongfully  confined  at  the  residence  of  rickshaw  puller 

Ramjan ali  for three days, but during the cross-examination, 

the victim has admitted that she came out from the residence 

with  the children of ramjan Ali,  and the family members of 

Ramjan Ali never insisted her to stay at his residence. She has 

admitted that she interacted with the children of Ramjan Ali 

and his two wives. She has further claimed that accused Ashek 

Sekh brought her to the residence of Ramjan Ali on the pretext 

of  false  assurance  of  bringing  her  to  the  residence  of  her 

maternal  aunt,  but  instead  of  bringing  her  to  her  maternal 

aunt, she was brought to the residence of a rickshaw puller. On 
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appreciation of evidence of witness Ramjan Ali, it appears that 

Ramjan Ali has admitted that on the basis of request of Ashek 

Sekh, he allowed the victim to stay at his residence. Even the 

victim admitted before him that she had the love affairs with 

accused Ashek Sekh. So considering such revelation, it cannot 

be held that the victim was wrongfully confined by accused at 

the  time  of  occurrence  at  the  residence  of  another  person 

against  whom she  has  not  brought  any  allegation  regarding 

wrongful confinement. 

22. In regards to the second point for determination of 

the  case,  it  appears  from  the  meticulous  examination  of 

evidence on record that the prosecutrix has alleged in her FIR 

as well as in her evidence that Ashek Sekh committed sexual 

intercourse with her for 3 /4 times forcefully during her stay at 

the residence of Ramjan Ali.  But all  the other PWs have not 

supported  the  said  fact  by  their  evidence.  Even the  Medical 

Report,  which  has  been  proved  by  Medical  Officer,  is  silent 

regarding  the  proof  of  sexual  intercourse  on  the  person  of 

prosecutrix.   

23. It is pertinent to mention that though it is settled 

position of law that in a case of sexual assault, the evidence of 

victim needs no corroboration by all kinds of evidence medical 

or  otherwise.  But  considering  the  evidence  of  victim  in  its 

entirety,  it  appears  that  the  victim  has  stated  some 

contradictory facts in her cross-examination, for which without 

corroboration the evidence of prosecutrix cannot be reliable and 

trustworthy.  In  a  reported  case  (1994)  4  SCC  549,  the 

Hon’ble Supreme Court observed that “ A court may convict on 

the  basis  of  evidence  of  solitary  witness  if  the  evidence  is  

wholly reliable, may acquit if it is wholly unreliable and must  

look for corroboration if it is neither wholly reliable nor wholly  

unreliable.”   But,  in  the  case  in  hand,  the  evidence  of 
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prosecutrix is found not reliable without sufficient corroboration 

due  to  some contradictory  fact  stated  by  her  in  her  cross-

examination.  Moreover,  the  evidence  of  other  PWs  has  not 

corroborated the evidence of prosecutrix. 

24. In this context,  I like to mention the observation 

made by Hon’ble Apex Court in  Paramjeet Singh @ Pamma 

V.  State  of  Uttarakhand  (  2011  CrLJ  663  ) regarding 

relevancy  of  evidence  of  hostile  witness.  In  para  17,  it  is 

observed as : 

“  The  fact  that  the  witness  was  declared 

hostile at the instance of the public prosecutor and 

he  was  allowed  to  cross-examine  the  witness 

furnishes no justification for rejecting en bloc the 

evidence of the witness. However, the court has to 

be  very  careful,  as  prima-facie,  a  witness  who 

makes different statements at different times, has 

no regard for the truth. His evidence has to be read 

and considered as a whole with a view to find out 

whether any weight should be attached to it.  The 

court  should  be  slow to  act  on  the  testimony  of 

such  a  witness  ;  normally,  it  should  look  for 

corroboration  to  his  testimony.  (  Vide  :  State  of 

Rajasthan V. Bhawani & Anr., (2003) 7 SCC 291 : 

( AIR 2003 SC 4230 : 2003 AIR SCW 3953).”

In para 22, it is observed as :

“ In view of the above, it is evident that the 

evidence of a person does not become effaced from 

the  record  merely  because  he  has  turned  hostile 

and  his  deposition  must  be  examined  more 

cautiously  to  find  out  as  to  what  extent  he  has 

supported the case of the prosecution.” 
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In  the  case in  hand,  it  appears  that  evidence of 

PW-2,  PW-5,  PW-6,  PW-7,  PW-8  and  PW-9  has  failed  to 

corroborate the evidence of prosecutrix after considering their 

evidence in its entirety. On close scrutiny of their evidence, it 

appears  that  they  even  stated  some  facts  which  is  found 

contradictory  in  their  statements  recorded  by  Investigating 

Officer during the period of investigation. So, on appreciation of 

evidence of PW-4 ( prosecutrix ), it appears that the evidence 

of  prosecutrix  is  not  convincing  and  it  has  not  inspired 

confidence as to the veracity of the story of the prosecution 

case. So, in the case in hand, on the sole basis of evidence of 

prosecutrix, it cannot be held that the accused commit sexual 

intercourse at the time of occurrence because, the prosecutrix 

is a major woman as per her statement recorded u/s 164 CrPC. 

Another important fact which is required to be mentioned that 

in  the  statement  recorded  u/s  164  CrPC,  the  prosecutrix 

admitted that  she was brought  to the  residence of  rickshaw 

puller with the help of one motor cycle by accused Ashek Sekh 

but in her evidence, the prosecutrix has stated that she was 

brought to the residence of rickshaw puller by accused Gautam 

Dey by a bicycle. So, on the basis of such contradictory facts, it 

cannot be held that the evidence adduced by PWs are beyond 

reasonable doubt to prove the ingredients of offence u/s 376 of 

IPC. 

25. In regards to the third point for determination of 

the case, it appears from the appreciation of evidence that the 

prosecutrix  has  not  stated  anything  regarding  the  attempt 

made by accused Gautam Deuy to commit sexual intercourse 

with  her.  Because,  the  prosecutrix  has  not  stated  anything 

against  accused  Gautam  Dey  except  the  fact  that  accused 

Gautam Dey brought her to the residence of rickshaw puller. 

She has not stated that accused Gautam Dey made attempt to 

commit sexual intercourse with her nor she has stated that the 
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accused  Gautam  Dey  did  something  towards  commission  of 

sexual intercourse with her. So, considering such material fact 

in the evidence of prosecutrix, it cannot be held that accused 

Gautam Dey made attempt to commit sexual intercourse with 

the victim at the time of occurrence.   

26. From  the  above  discussion,  it  appears  that  the 

prosecution has failed to prove the ingredients of offence u/s 

419 / 342/376 of IPC with the material of beyond reasonable 

doubt against accused Ashek Sekh. The prosecution has also 

failed to prove the ingredients  of  offence u/s 376 read with 

section 511 of IPC against accused Gautam Dey for which both 

accused persons are entitled to acquittal on benefit of doubt. 

 O  R  D  E  R

As  the  prosecution  has  failed  to  prove  the  case 

beyond all reasonable doubt against the accused persons, so 

both the accused are acquitted on benefit of doubt and set at 

liberty forthwith. 

The bail bonds stand discharged immediately from 

the case. 

             Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this 

day, the 15th day of December, 2011. 

( M. Kalita)
 Assistant  Sessions  Judge,
     Sonitpur, Tezpur.

Dictated and corrected by me.

 

Dictation taken and 
transcribed be me :
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(M. Kalita)
Assistant Sessions Judge,

Sonitpur, Tezpur.



          

(J. K Muru)
Steno. ****
                                    A  P  P   E   N  D   I   X

Prosecution witnesses :

PW 1         :   Sri Shyamanta Das 
PW 2 :   Sri Sushil Kuri  

     PW 3 :   Dr. Bulbul Saikia, MO
PW 4 :   Smt. Nomita Baishya

    Victim / informant
PW 5         :   Sri Nipu Saikia 
PW 6 :   Md. Abdul Jalil       
PW 7 :   Md. Jamal Hussain
PW 8 :   Md. Ramjan Ali
PW 9         :   Must. Ambia Khatun 
PW 10 :   Sri Kazimuddin Ahmed, IO

Defence Witness        :   Nil

Court Witness :         Nil
 

Prosecution Exhibits:     :   

Exhibit 1    : Ejahar
Exhibit 2    : Medical Report
Exhibit 3    : X-ray Report
Exhibit 4    : Advice Slip
Exhibit 5    : Statement u/s 164 CrPC
Exhibit 6    : Charge sheet
Exhibit 7    : Sketch Map

Material  Exhibits:      : Nil

Defence Exhibit       : Nil

Court Exhibit    : Nil

Exhibit produced by witness : Nil

  (M. Kalita)
  Assistant Sessions Judge,
        Sonitpur : Tezpur.
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