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J  U  D  G  M  E  N  T 

 

   The families of the accused and the victims are close 
neighbours. There was litigation between them in regard to the matrimonial 
tie between the deceased and one of the accused’s daughter. In the relevant 
night of the occurrence, three of the 4 (four) accused persons with a pre-
concert jointly assaulted the deceased to death and injured his mother and 
brother, at the courtyard of their house.  
 

PROSECUTION CASE :  

 

2.   The prosecution case may, in brief, be stated as follows :  

 

 One Md. Ismail Kha, son of late Jabed Ali Kha, resident of 

Bhojkhowa Chapari, under Tezpur Police Station lodged an FIR, on       

17-03-2005, before the Officer-in-charge of the said Police Station 

alleging that on 16-03-2005, at about 7-30 / 8 p.m., the accused persons, 

namely, (1) Musstt Rejia Khatun, (2) Md. Riajuddin, (3) Md. Matleb Ali 

and (4) Musstt. Miarma Khatun called his niece Muslemuddin from his 

house and when he reached the courtyard of the house of the accused 

Musstt. Miarma Khatun, they started inflicting ‘khukri’ and ‘lathi’ etc. 

blows to him. When Muslemuddin raised hue and cry, his mother 

Musstt. Sakina Khatun and brother Md. Hasen Ali ran out of their home 

for his rescue, but the accused persons assaulted both of them too. On 
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hearing their hue and cry, though the neighbours rushed to their help, 

the accused persons vanished from the place. The neighbours 

apprehended the accused Musstt. Rejia Khatun at the house of the 

neighbour Md. Abul Hussain and handed over her to the police. Later 

on, the injured Muslemuddin succumbed to his injuries, while shifting 

to Kanaklata Civil Hospital, Tezpur. It was further alleged that the 

aforesaid other injured persons were undergoing treatment in the 

hospital in critical condition.  

 

INVESTIGATION :  

 

3.   Based on the above FIR, Tezpur PS Case No.214/2005, dated 

17-03-2005, u/s 341/326/307/302/34 of the IPC, was registered, vide GD 

Entry No. 874 and the Officer-in-charge, Inspector Bipin Rajbongshi 

endorsed the case to SI Ananta Das, In-charge, Borghat OP, for 

investigation.  

 

4.  It is pertinent to be mentioned that before receipt of the 

written FIR, dated 17-03-2005, on 16-03-2005, at about 8-30 p.m., SI 

Ananta Das, the In-charge of Borghat OP received a telephonic message 

from one Md. Mustafa Ahmed (PW-9), son of Md. Harmuj Ali, a resident 

of Bhojkhowa Chapari, about the incident and thereupon, after making 

Borghat OP, GD Entry No.298, dated 16-03-2005, he, accompanied by the 

subordinate police personnel proceeded to the place of occurrence and 

launched investigation.  

 

5.  In course of investigation, the IO initially recovered the 

accused Musstt. Rejia Khatun from the clutch of the local villagers in the 

night of the occurrence itself. Then, the IO inspected the place of 

occurrence and drew up a sketch map thereof. Thereafter, the IO 

prepared the inquest report, on the dead body of the deceased 

Muslemuddin and sent the corpse to Kanaklata Civil Hospital, Tezpur by 

a dead body challan, for post-mortem examination. Then, the IO 

recorded the statements of the witnesses, arrested the accused persons, 

except Musstt. Miarma Khatun, who remained absconding and seized 

one knife, the alleged weapon of offence. The IO sent the injured 

persons, namely, Md. Hasen Ali and Musstt. Sakina Khatun to Kanaklata 

Civil Hospital, Tezpur for medical examination and got the statement of 

Musstt. Majida Khatun, the wife of the deceased, recorded u/s 164 CrPC. 

On completion of investigation, the IO submitted the charge-sheet u/s 
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341/326/307/302/34 of the IPC against the accused persons, showing 

the accused Musstt. Miarma Khatun as absconder. However, on 19-07-

2005, the said shown absconder accused Musstt. Miarma Khatun 

surrendered before the learned committal Court at Tezpur.  

 

TRIAL :  

 

6.   Since the charge sheeted offences u/s 307/302 of the IPC 

are exclusively triable by the Court of Session, by order, dated 16-12-

2005, the Learned Additional Chief Judicial Magistrate, Sonitpur, Tezpur, 

passed, in GR Case No.438/2005, after complying necessary formalities 

under Section 209 of the CrPC, committed the case to this Court of 

Session for trial.  

 

7.  Thereafter, the then learned Session Judge, Sonitpur at 

Tezpur, by order, dated 13-03-2006, transferred the case to the Court of 

learned Additional Session Judge, FTC, Tezpur for disposal. However, in 

view of the order of the Hon’ble High Court, vide No.60, dated 15-06-

2012, due to falling vacant of the said Court, by order, dated 02-04-2013, 

the case was withdrawn to this Court for disposal.  

 

8.  On perusal of the prima-facie evidence on the case diary 

and hearing the learned counsel of both the sides, the Court of learned 

Additional Session Judge, FTC, Tezpur, framed formal charges u/s 

341/324/307/302/34 of the IPC against the accused persons, vide order, 

dated 18-03-2006. The charges were read over and explained to the 

accused persons, to which they pleaded not guilty and claimed to be 

tried.  

 

9.   In order to prove the charges, aforementioned, the 

prosecution has examined as many as 14 (fourteen) witnesses, including 

the doctor and the IO, while the defence cross-examined them.  

 

10.  After closing the case of the prosecution side, the 

statements of the accused persons were recorded u/s 313 of the CrPC, 

vide orders, dated 11-12-2013 and 14-08-2014. All the accused persons 

pleaded not guilty, and declined to examine any witness in defence.  

 

11.  I have heard the arguments, advanced by Mr. M. Borah, the 

learned Additional Public Prosecutor, and Mr. J. K. Baishya, the learned 
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Senior Advocate and Mr. A. K. Saikia, the learned Advocate for the 

defence, at length. This Court has gone through the entire evidence 

proffered by the prosecution and also the statements of the accused 

persons, recorded u/s 313 of the CrPC.   

 

ARGUMENT :  

 

12.   Mr. M. Borah, the learned Additional Public Prosecutor has 

submitted that in the instant case, the evidence of the injured PWs 1 and 

4, the mother and son, respectively, has been corroborated by the two 

eye witnesses PWs 2 and 3 and further, the injuries sustained by the 

injured persons and the deceased Muslemuddin are supported by the 

evidence of the doctors PWs 6 and 7, respectively. Mr. Borah has 

submitted that the post crime conduct of the accused Musstt. Miarma 

Khatun shows that after commission of the offences, on the night of 16-

03-2005, she remained absconding and surrendered before the learned 

committal Court, belatedly, on 19-07-2005, without any explanation, 

which conduct, in the facts and circumstances, appearing in the case, is 

adverse against the said accused.  The learned counsel has further 

submitted that from the evidence of PW-13, the IO, on the basis of the 

telephonic message of  PW-9, it appears that immediately after the 

incident, the villagers apprehended the accused Rejia Khatun and 

handed over her to him. According to Mr. Borah, the inability of PW-9, 

the informant, to mention the name of the assailants, in his telephonic 

message, to the police (PW-13), before receipt of the written FIR, Ext.1, 

on the following day of the incident, cannot be considered as an 

infirmity on the part of the prosecution case, as the IO launched the 

investigation promptly and after initial investigation recorded his 

preliminary finding in the General Diary of Borghat OP. In this regard, 

the learned counsel relied on the decision of the Hon’ble Apex Court 

rendered in Animireddy Venkata Ramana & Ors –Vs- Public 

Prosecutor, [2008 Cri.L.J 2038]. Mr. Borah, the learned Additional 

Public Prosecutor has also submitted that the hostile evidence of        

PWs 5,8,9,10, 11 and 12, cannot be brushed aside totally and the parts of 

their evidence, which are otherwise acceptable can be relied on by this 

Court. In this regard, Mr. Borah has drawn attention to the decisions 

rendered by the Hon’ble Gauhati High Court in Bidhan Nath Parijat 

Kusum Nath –Vs- State of Assam [ (2001) 1 GLR 557 and in Brajalal 

Deb & Ors –Vs- State of Tripura, [2011 Cri L.J.4643]. It has been 

further submitted that the relationship of PWs 1 and 4, the injured, with 
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the deceased Muslemuddin does not affect the credibility of their 

evidence, as both the witnesses have strongly withstood the tests of 

cross-examination of the defence and their evidence has been 

corroborated by the eye witnesses PWs 2 and 3. In this regard, the 

learned counsel has referred to the principle laid down in the decision 

of the Hon’ble Apex Court in Munigadppa Meeniah –Vs- State of 

Andhra Pradesh, reported in 2008 Cri.L.J. 3903 and of the Hon’ble 

Gauhati High Court in Brajalal Deb & Ors –Vs- State of Tripura, 2011 

Cri L.J. 4643. Mr. Borah, the learned Additional Public Prosecutor 

quoting the decision of the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Sidhartha 

Vashisht @ Manu Sarma and State ( NCT of Delhi, [2010 (90) AIC 193 

(S.C.)] has submitted to hold Ext.1, as the FIR in the case. It has been 

further submitted that all the ingredients of the offences with which the 

accused persons have been charged, are proved against them, except 

Md. Matleb Ali, beyond all reasonable doubt. According to Mr. Borah, 

the evidence against the accused Md. Matleb Ali, is insufficient to hold 

him guilty of the charges, beyond all reasonable doubt.  

 

13.   Controverting the argument advanced by the prosecution 

side, Mr. J. K. Baishya, the learned Senior defence counsel has submitted 

that in the instant case, the prosecution has miserably failed to establish 

the ingredients of the offences against the accused persons and in this 

regard, the learned Senior counsel has drawn attention to the decisions 

of the Hon’ble Gauhati High Court in Dhirai @ Dhirendra Das & Ors –

Vs- State of Tripura [(1998) 2 GLR 334] and in Hari Kishan and State 

of Haryana –Vs- Sukhbir Singh and others [ 1988 STPL (LE) 14079 

SC]. Mr. Baishya has submitted that Ext.1, the FIR, is hit by Section 162 

of the CrPC, as it was filed after receipt of the telephonic message about 

the occurrence, whereupon Borsola OP, GD Entry was made, but no copy 

of it has been exhibited by the prosecution. In this regard, the learned 

Senior counsel has laid emphasis on the decision of the Hon’ble Gauhati 

High Court in Bircha Kurmi –Vs- State of Assam, [ 2013 (4) GLT 1017 

]. Mr. Baishya, the learned Senior counsel has drawn attention to the 

evidence of PWs 1,2 3 and 4, the close relatives of the deceased 

Muslemuddin, with glaring material contradictions and as such, 

submitted that their evidence is not credible and trustworthy.   

 

14.   Mr. A. K. Saikia, the learned defence counsel has submitted 

that there is no incriminating evidence against the accused Musstt. 

Miarma Khatun.  
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POINTS FOR DETERMINATION :  

   

15.    From the evidence on record and submissions of the 

learned counsel for both the sides, the following points emerged for 

determination :  

 

1.  Whether the accused persons, on 16-03-2005, at about 

7-30 / 8 p.m., at Bhojkhowa Chapari, under Tezpur 

PS, in furtherance of common intention, committed 

murder by intentionally causing the death of 

Muslemuddin ? 

 

2. Whether the accused persons, on the same day, place 

and time, in furtherance of common intention, 

wrongfully restrained the deceased Muslemuddin ? 

 

3.  Whether the accused persons, on the same day, 

place and time, in furtherance of common intention, 

attempted to commit murder of Md. Hasen Ali ? 

 

4.  Whether the accused persons, on the same day, 

place and time, in furtherance of common intention, 

voluntarily caused hurt to Musstt. Sakina Khatun 

and Md. Hasen Ali by means of sharp cutting  

weapon ? 

   

THE DECISION AND THE REASONS THEREFOR 

 

POINT NO.1 

 

LEGAL POSITION :  

[ Section 299 of the IPC ] 

 

16.   Section 299 of the IPC defines the expression ‘culpable 

homicide’. Homicide means killing of a human being by a human being. 

‘Culpable homicide’ means causing of death (i) by an act with the 

intention of causing death ; (ii) an act with the intention of causing such 

bodily injury as is likely to cause death ; or (iii) an act with the 

knowledge that it was likely to cause death. In short, there are three 

species of mens rea in culpable homicide, that are (a) an intention to 
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cause death, (b) an intention to cause a dangerous injury and (c) 

knowledge that death is likely to happen.   

 

WHETHER CULPABLE HOMICIDE 

[ CULPABLE HOMICIDE ] 

 

17.  There is no dispute from the defence side that 

Muslemuddin met with a homicidal death. On the other hand, it is the 

consistent case of the prosecution that Muslemuddin died due to single 

fatal sharp cut wound in his abdomen. PW-13 SI Ananta Das, the IO, who 

prepared the inquest report on the dead body of the deceased, vide 

Ext.6, found one deep injury, on the lower abdominal region. In the 

opinion of PW-7 Dr. Tilak Bhattacharjee, the doctor, who performed the 

post-mortem examination, on the dead body of the deceased, the cause 

of death was haemorrhagic shock, as a result of the ante-mortem sharp 

cut injury received in the lower abdomen, vide Ext.3, the Post-Mortem 

report. In cross-examination, the defence has not challenged the nature 

of injury sustained by the deceased, and further, reinforced it by 

eliciting that such type of injury may be caused by forcible insertion of 

object into the abdomen. The testimony of the remaining PWs has also 

lent support to the observation of the IO (PW-13) and finding of the 

autopsy surgeon (PW-7). As a whole, this Court finds no difficulty to 

hold that the death of Muslemuddin was undoubtedly an act of ‘culpable 

homicide’, defined in Section 299 of the IPC.  

 

WHETHER MURDER 

[ A PRE-ARRANGED MURDER ] 

LEGAL POSITION :  

[ Section 300/34 of the IPC ] 

 

18.  The basic difference between the ‘culpable homicide’ 

defined in Section 299 and ‘murder’ defined in Section 300 of the IPC, 

lies in the degree of gravity of the offence. In order to bring home the 

offence within the parameter of Section 300 of the IPC, the prosecution 

has to establish that the assailant had the definite intention to cause 

death of the deceased or the offender had the knowledge that the 

wound he is inflicting would be sufficient to cause death or that those 

will be dangerous to human life. Section 300 of the IPC is qualified with 

5 (five)  statutory Exceptions. If any of the five Exceptions is attracted, 

the offence would be termed as ‘culpable homicide not amounting to 
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murder’. Therefore, the essential ingredients of the offence of murder 

have to be deduced and inferred from a series of facts, like weapon used 

in the crime, number of the wounds, situs of the wounds and other 

attending circumstances. On the other hand, Section 34 of the IPC is a 

rule of liability for an offence, committed by two or more persons.  

 

19.  In Dhirai @ Dhirendra Das & Ors –Vs- State of Tripura [ 

(1998) 2 GLR 334 ], the Hon’ble Gauhati High Court held that the 

essential ingredients of the offence is to be established by the 

prosecution and then prosecution alone and for that purpose, it is the 

burden of the prosecution to establish the case against the accused, 

beyond all reasonable doubt.  

 

ANALYSIS OF EVIDENCE ON RECORD :  

 

Date, time and location of place of occurrence  

[ On 16-03-2005, at about 7-30 p.m., near accused’s house ] 

 

20.  On scrutiny of the evidence of PW-1 Musstt. Sakina Khatun, 

the mother of the deceased Muslemuddin, PW-2 Md. Ismail Khan, the 

brother of PW-1, PW-3 Musstt. Amina Khatun, the distant maternal aunt 

of the deceased, PW-4 Md. Hasen Ali, the brother of the deceased, and 

the contents of Ext.5, the sketch map of the place of occurrence, drawn 

up by PW-13 SI Ananta Das, the IO, it transpires, as a whole, that the 

families of the deceased and the accused persons are adjacent residents 

of the same village, Bhojkhowa Chapari and further, the occurrence 

took place on 16-03-2005, in a dimly moonlit night, at about 7-30 p.m., at 

the courtyard of the house of the accused Musstt. Miarma Khatun.  

 

INMATES OF THE DECEASED’S HOUSE  

[ PWS 1, 4 AND THE DECEASED ] 

 

21.  From the evidence of PW-1 Musstt. Sakina Khatun and PW-

3 Musstt. Amina Khatun, it appears that at the house of the deceased, 

Sakina (PW-1), her three sons, namely, Muslemuddin ( the deceased), 

Md. Hasen Ali (PW-4), Md. Hussain Ali and daughter-in-law Majida 

Khatun, the wife of Muslemuddin, lived together.  
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FIR  

[ TELEPHONIC MESSAGE ]  

 

22.  From the evidence of PW-13, SI Ananta Das, the IO, it 

appears that on 16-03-2005, at about 8-30 p.m., while he was working as 

in-charge of Borghat OP, he received a telephonic message from PW-9 

Md. Mustafa Ahmed, to the effect that in Bhojkhowa Chapari, an woman 

stabbed a person by a knife and the local villagers rounded up her and 

they were preparing to assault her. The said information was entered in 

the General Diary, vide Ext.15, the original General Diary of Borghat OP, 

where Ext.15(1) is the relevant GD Entry No. 298, dated 16-03-2005, and 

thereupon, the IO accompanied by staff proceeded to the place of 

occurrence for investigation, vide Ext.15(2), the relevant GD entry No. 

299, dated 16-03-2005 at 8-35 p.m. It further appears that at about 12 

O’clock, midnight, the IO (PW-13) returned to Borghat OP, after holding 

a preliminary investigation, and made GD Entry No. 301, dated 16-03-

2005, vide Ext.15(3) and recorded the preliminary investigation finding, 

in substance, to the effect that the accused Musstt. Rejia Khatun and her 

son-the accused Md. Riajuddin assaulted Muslemuddin, his brother 

Zakir and mother (meaning PW-1) by means of sharp cutting weapon in 

a quarrel. It was further recorded in Ext.15(3) that Muslemuddin 

succumbed to his injury at Tezpur Civil Hospital and the other two 

injured persons were admitted in the hospital and further, that the 

accused Musstt. Rejia Khatun was recovered from the clutch of the local 

villagers, while her son – the accused Riajuddin remained absconding. 

In cross-examination, the defence has elicited two facts, that are, that 

the informant (PW-9) did not disclose the names of the assailants and 

the woman, whom the villagers rounded up and in Ext.15(3), he did not 

record as to from whom he ascertained the facts recorded therein. From 

the evidence of PW-2 Md. Ismail Khan, the brother of PW-1 Musstt. 

Sakina Khatun, PW-9 Md. Mustafa Ahmed, the informant, the son of the 

gaonburah, PW-10 Md. Rafiqul Islam, PW-11 Md. Abul Mannas, the 

brothers of the accused Rejia, it transpires, as a whole, that based on the 

information about commission of the cognizable offence, given by PW-9, 

the police launched investigation by proceeding to the place of 

occurrence, on the night of 16-03-2005, itself, that is, in the relevant 

night of the occurrence, indicating thereby that the police launched 

investigation, on receipt of the said telephonic information about the 

occurrence, the result of which initial preliminary investigation 

recorded in the aforementioned GD Entry.  



Page 11 of 25 

11  

 

23.   Therefore, applying the principle laid in the case of Bircha 

Kurmi Vs State of Assam [ 2013 (4) GLT 1017 ], Ext.1, the FIR, dated 

17-03-2005, lodged by PW-2 Md. Ismail Khan, on the following day of the 

occurrence, that too, after police launched the investigation in the 

previous night of the occurrence, and one accused, namely, Rejia was 

arrested and further, Muslemuddin succumbed to his injuries, cannot be 

treated as the First Information Report. Accordingly, Ext. 15(1), Borghat 

OP, GD Entry No. 298, dated 16-03-2005 at 8-30 p.m., is treated as the 

First Information Report.   

 

A PRE-CONCEIVED MURDER :    

 

24.   Turning to the question whether Muslemuddin was 

murdered, it appears from the evidence of PW-1, Musstt. Sakina Khatun 

that in the night of the occurrence, while her son, the deceased 

Muslemuddin was sleeping at home and her two other sons, namely, 

PW-4 Md. Hasen Ali, Md. Hussain Ali and daughter-in-law Musstt. 

Majida Khatun, the wife of the deceased, were having dinner, the 

accused persons, namely, Rejia and Miarma appeared at their home and 

called the deceased Muslemuddin to their house. The two accused 

women, aforementioned, took Muslemuddin to their house, despite 

résistance of Sakina (PW-1) put to her deceased-son Muslemuddin and 

they, that is, PW-1, herself, PW-4 Md. Hasen Ali, Md. Hussain Ali and 

Musstt. Majida Khatun followed them to their house. According to her 

(PW-1), both the said accused women started assaulting Muslemuddin at 

the courtyard of their house and at that moment, the two sons of the 

accused Musstt. Rejia Khatun, namely, the accused Md. Matleb Ali and 

Md. Riajuddin Ali came out of their home. Accused Riajuddin forcefully 

hit at the abdomen of Muslemuddin by means of a long iron weapon 

with a wooden handle, while the accused Rejia throttled him. The 

evidence of PW-1 further reveals that witnessing the occurrence, when 

they raised hue and cry, the accused Riajuddin hit at her chest and 

when, in the meantime, her son Md. Hasen Ali (PW-4) also reached the 

place, the said accused Riajuddin made attempt to hit at his abdomen, 

but as he made a sudden turn, he received the blow at the waist. On the 

other hand, the accused Miarma assaulted her son Md. Hussain Ali, by 

means of a bamboo stick. The injured Muslemuddin crawled with 

difficulty to the nearby field. Later on, Muslemuddin succumbed to his 
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injuries, on way to the Civil hospital, Tezpur while the other injured 

persons, including her, were taken to the Civil Hospital at Tezpur. 

 

25.    PW-2 Md. Ismail Khan, the brother of PW-1 and who 

lodged Ext.1, the written FIR, on the following day, has deposed that 

hearing the hue and cry of Muslemuddin, they ran to the place of 

occurrence and having found Muslemuddin lying in injured condition 

and moaning in the field, situated behind the house of accused Miarma, 

and the other injured persons, namely, PW-1 Musstt. Sakina Khatun and 

PW-4 Md. Hasen Ali, who were raising hue and cry, shifted them to the 

hospital for treatment, but Muslemuddin died on the way. PW-3 Musstt. 

Amina Khatun, the distant maternal aunt of the deceased Muslemuddin 

and a neighbour, deposed to have heard the accused Miarma and Rejia 

calling Muslemuddin, from his house, situated nearby, to their house, at 

about 8 p.m., and thereupon, she, along with Muslemuddin’s mother 

(PW-1) followed them and saw the accused Rejia, Miarma and Matleb 

throttling Muslemuddin stopping his voice. According to her (PW-3), at 

that moment, the accused Riajuddin, came out of house and hit at the 

abdomen of Muslemuddin with a long knife like weapon, whereupon, 

she (PW-3) caught hold of Muslemuddin and at that moment, when the 

mother of Muslemuddin, PW-1 Musstt. Sakina Khatun followed by his 

younger brother PW-4 Md. Hasen Ali appeared at the place, the accused 

Riajuddin assaulted them too by the same weapon. PW-3 dragged 

Muslemuddin to the nearby field, situated behind the house of the 

accused Miarma and when there broke out a great commotion, the 

accused persons fled away from their home.  

 

26.  Another material witness, PW-4 Md. Hasen Ali, the brother 

of the deceased, while, on 16-03-2005, at about 8 p.m., was returning  

home from the Masjid, on the way, he saw his elder brother-the 

deceased Muslemuddin being called by the accused Miarma and Rejia to 

their house and at the courtyard of their house, the accused Rejia 

throttling him, and the accused Miarma caught hold of him from 

behind. He has further deposed that in the meantime, the accused 

Riajuddin and Matleb also caught his brother Muslemuddin and 

Riajuddin punched one ‘khukri’ into his abdomen. Hearing hue and cry 

of Muslemuddin, when he (PW-4) and his mother (PW-1) advanced for 

his rescue, the accused Riajuddin assaulted them too. Further, in the 

meantime, his maternal aunt Musstt. Amina Khatun (PW-3) caught hold 

of the injured Muslemuddin and at that moment, Majida, the wife of 
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Muslemuddin and his brother Hussain arrived at the place and 

thereupon, the accused Miarma and Rejia assaulted them too. A great 

commotion broke out at the place and thereupon, the neighbours 

rushed to the place of occurrence. His (PW-4) brother Muslemuddin 

succumbed to his injuries, on way to the hospital. 

 

27.  From the decisions rendered by the Hon’ble Supreme Court 

in Munigadppa Meeniah –Vs- State of Andhra Pradesh, reported in 

2008 Cri.L.J 3903, and the Hon’ble Gauhati High Court in Abdul Sufan 

& Ors –Vs- State of Tripura [ 2010 Cri.L.J. 805], it appears that there 

is no rule of presumption that the evidence of related witnesses will 

always be interested ones or such witnesses will have only a hostile 

attitude towards the accused facing trial and as such, the Court should 

consider whether their evidence have a ring of truth. On the other 

hand, from the decision given in Sidhartha Vashisht @ Manu Sarma 

and State ( NCT of Delhi, [ 2010 (90) AIC 193 (S.C.)], the Court may 

rely upon so much of testimony of the witnesses turning hostile, which 

supports the case of the prosecution and one corroborated by other 

evidence.  

 

28.  Now, applying the principles laid in the above cases, if one 

considers the above evidence of the injured PWs 1 and 4, the mother 

and son, respectively, has been corroborated by PW-2, the brother of 

PW-1 and PW-3, the distant maternal aunt of the deceased son of PW-1, 

respectively, it is apparent that at the relevant time, they were present 

at the place of occurrence and they tried to resist the accused persons 

while they collectively assaulted the deceased Muslemuddin, in course 

of which, they ( PWs 1 and 4) also fell prey to their attack. However, on 

close scrutiny of the evidence of PWs 1,2,3 and 4, as a whole, this Court 

is of the considered opinion that the presence and participation, in any 

manner of the accused Md. Matleb Ali, son of Late Amiruddin of Sotai 

Chapari, at the relevant time, at the place of occurrence along with the 

co-accused persons, namely, Md. Riajuddin and Musstt. Rejia Khatun, 

the brother and mother, respectively, and Musstt. Miarma Khatun 

appears to be doubtful in view of the fact that his name was not 

specifically mentioned in their statements u/s 161 CrPC given before 

PW-13, the IO. PW-5 Sri Gopal Mohan Pandit, PW-8 Md. Harun Rasid, the 

seizure witnesses, PW-9 Md. Mustafa Ahmed, PW-10 Md. Rafiqul Islam, 

PW-11 Md. Abul Mannas and PW-12 Musstt. Kulsum Khatun, whom the 
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prosecution has declared as hostile witnesses, have not seen the 

occurrence and their evidence are discussed at later appropriate places.   

 

29.  Turning to the evidence of PW-7, Dr. Tilak Bhattacharjee, 

the doctor, who performed the post-mortem examination on the dead 

body of Muslemuddin, aged about 19 years, on 17-03-2005, found sharp 

cut injury on the left lower abdomen below the lateral to umbilicus of 

2.5 cm x 1 cm piercing the whole abdominal wall directly upward and 

opined that the cause of his death was haemorrhagic shock as a result of 

the aforesaid ante-mortem injury, vide Ext.3, the post-mortem report.  

In cross-examination, the doctor has clarified that such type of vertical 

injury may be caused by forcing a sharp object into the abdomen.  

 

30.  Thus, on close scrutiny of the above evidence of PWs 1,2,3 

and 4 supported by the evidence of PW-7, the autopsy surgeon, it can 

safely be inferred that the act of causing death of Muslemuddin was 

done intentionally with a previous concert of the assailants.  

 

WEAPON OF OFFENCE :  

 

31.  With regard to the identity of the nature of weapon used in 

the offence, it is seen, as a whole, from the evidence of PWs 1,2,3,4, 8 

Md. Harun Rashid and PW-10 Md. Rafiqul Islam that the assailants used 

iron made sharp cutting dangerous weapon like a knife or dagger in 

inflicting the fatal injury in the abdomen of the deceased Muslemuddin, 

which was allegedly seized by PW-13 SI Ananta Das, the IO, by Ext. 4, the 

seizure memo, in presence of PWs 8, 10 and others. PW-13, the IO, 

however, has failed to identify the seized alleged weapon of offence, 

but, in cross-examination, admitted the defence suggestion that in Ext. 

15(3), the relevant GD Entry No.301, it was recorded by him that sharp 

cutting weapon like a knife, instead of specifically mentioning the 

nature of ‘knife’, was used by the assailants as the weapon of offence. 

From the evidence of PW-7, the doctor, who conducted the post-mortem 

examination and the evidence of the witnesses, PWs 1,2,3 and 4, it is 

also apparent that a sharp cutting dangerous weapon like a knife or 

dagger was used in the commission of the fatal injury on the person of 

the deceased Muslemuddin, beyond reasonable doubt. Therefore, in the 

considered opinion of this Court, the difference in the description of the 

weapon of offence, as emerged from the evidence, is a very insignificant 

contradiction, in the fact situation and more particularly, in view of the 
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doctor’s (PW-7) finding in regard to the ante-mortem injury, 

aforementioned.  

 

CONCLUSION :  

 

32.   Situated thus, in the opinion of this Court, the very nature 

and situs of the wound and the fatal injury sustained by the deceased 

Muslemuddin and further, in the detail backdrop of the incident, as 

delineated through the evidence of the PWs, as discussed above, vis-a-

vis, in absence of evidence attracting any of the circumstances falling 

within the five Exceptions to Section 300 of the IPC, unmistakably prove 

the definite pre-conceived intention on the part of the assailants to 

cause fatal injury, which is sufficient in the ordinary course of nature, 

to cause death of him. In this way, the offence, squarely falls within the 

ingredients of clauses ‘first’ and ‘thirdly’ of Section 300 of the IPC. 

Accordingly, this Court finds that the act of causing death of 

Muslemuddin was culpable homicide amounting to ‘murder’ and 

punishable u/s 302/34 of the IPC, beyond all reasonable doubt.  

 

COMPLICITY OF THE ACCUSED PERSONS :  

 

33.  It is the prosecution case that the offence was committed 

on the night of 16-03-2005, at about 7-30 / 8 p.m., at the courtyard of 

the house of the accused Musstt. Miarma Khatun. The names of the 

accused persons did not find place in the FIR, Ext.15(1), Borghat OP, GD 

Entry No.298, dated 16-03-2005, recorded at 8-30 p.m., on the basis of 

the telephonic message given by PW-9 Md. Mustafa Ahmed, obviously as 

he was reported about the incident by one Md. Abu Hussain, who is not 

examined in the case. It is well settled that an FIR is only an information 

given to the police of a cognizable offence u/s 154 of the CrPC and not 

treated as a substantive piece of evidence and further, it can only be 

used to corroborate the statement of the maker u/s 157 or to contradict 

its contents u/s 145 of the Evidence Act. PW-9 Md. Mustafa Ahmed, the 

informant, has rightly stated in cross-examination that he did not 

witness the alleged occurrence, but admitted to have telephoned the 

police apprising about some occurrence, as reported to him in absence 

of his father, who is the Government Gaonburah. Thus, PW-9, the 

informant acted as an agent for conveying the report received from one 

Md. Abu Hussain, who was cognizant of the crime. The prosecution, has 

however, declared PW-9 as a hostile witness in regard to the details of 
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the incident. Be that as it may, based on his (PW-9) information, PW-13 

SI Ananta Das, the IO, after making the relevant GD Entry, 

aforementioned, launched the investigation at the place of occurrence 

in the relevant night of the occurrence and accordingly, this part of his 

(PW-9) evidence is believed beyond doubt.  

 

34.   In the instant case, the entire prosecution case rests on the 

evidence, direct and circumstantial, of PW-1 Musstt. Sakina Khatun, the 

mother of the deceased Muslemuddin, PW-2 Md. Ismail Khan, the 

brother of PW-1, PW-3 Musstt. Amina Khatun, a neighbour and distant 

maternal aunt of the deceased and PW-4 Md. Hasen Ali, the brother of 

the deceased. PW-5 Sri Gopal Mohan Pandit, PW-8 Md. Harun Rashid, 

PW-9 Md. Mustafa Ahmed (the informant), PW-10 Md. Rafiqul Islam, 

PW-11 Md. Abul Mannas, the brothers of the accused Rejia and PW-12 

Musstt. Kulsum Khatun, the daughter of the accused Miarma have been 

declared hostile by the prosecution.  

 

35.  As stated above, the evidence of PW-1 Musstt. Sakina 

Khatun clearly reveals that in the relevant night, the accused Miarma 

and Rejia came to her house and called her son, the deceased 

Muslemuddin to their nearby house. The visit of the said accused 

Miarma to her house was specifically stated in her statement given 

before PW-13 SI Ananta Das, the IO, as stated in his cross-examination. 

This relevant fact has been corroborated by PW-3 Musstt. Amina 

Khatun, the neighbour and PW-4 Md. Hasen Ali, the brother of the 

deceased, who happened to be present at the place, while returning 

home from the Masjid and saw the accused Miarma and Rejia calling the 

deceased Muslemuddin to their house, situated nearby. Though the 

defence suggested to PW-4 that he did not state this fact in his 

statement given before the police u/s 161 CrPC, the same has, however, 

remained not confronted or contradicted in the cross-examination of 

PW-13, the IO. There is no evidence to show that any other independent 

neighbouring residents, such as, Hafiz, Ramjan came to know about the 

initial stage of the occurrence and their statements were not recorded 

by the police. It is also the common human behaviour not to concern 

himself to an incident that takes place in other’s house. Therefore, 

merely because PWs 1 (injured –mother), 2, 3 and 4 (injured-brother) 

are related to the deceased would not justify them being branded as 

interested witnesses.   
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36.   Further, from the evidence of PW-14 Smt. Rini Bharali, the 

then Judicial Magistrate, 1st Class, Tezpur, who recorded the statement 

of Musstt. Majida Khatun @ Begum, the wife of the deceased, u/s 164 

CrPC, vide Ext.18, could not be examined in this case, as she had left the 

address after the incident and her whereabouts could not be 

ascertained. Hence, Ext.18, the statement of Musstt. Majida Khatun @ 

Begum, u/s 164 CrPC, is not proved and as such, no reliance is placed 

thereon. However, based on the evidence of PWs 1, 2, 3 and 4, as a 

whole, this Court finds conclusively that the accused Miarma and Rejia, 

in the relevant night of the occurrence, went to the house of the 

deceased Muslemuddin and called him to their house, whereupon, the 

incident followed at the courtyard of the house of the accused Miarma, 

where the other accused persons, namely, Rejia Khatun, Riajuddin and 

Miarma jointly assaulted Muslemuddin. The accused Riajuddin inflicted 

piercing fatal injury in the abdomen of Muslemuddin, in the midst of 

their collective and premeditated attack on him. The evidence of PW-6 

Dr. Tilak Bhattacharjee, the doctor, who performed the post-mortem 

examination on the body of the deceased Muslemuddin, by means of 

sharp weapon, has supported the nature of his injury as stated by PWs 

1, 2, 3 and 4. Though the evidence of the PWs 1, 2, 3 and 4 reveal 

contradictions in regard to the nature of weapon, used by the accused 

Riajuddin, the same cannot be considered to be material in view of the 

fact that the occurrence took place in the light of candle and in the 

dimly moonlit night and when the fact of use of iron made sharp object 

has come in their evidence.  

 

37.   The evidence of PW-4 Md. Hasen Ali shows that his 

deceased brother Muslemuddin married the daughter of the accused 

Rejia Khatun, the wife of Late Amir Hussain, namely, Majida Khatun @ 

Begum, which  might have given rise to enmity between the two 

families of the accused persons and the deceased. The accused in her 

statement recorded u/s 313 CrPC, while pleading innocence, stated that 

the deceased Muslemuddin took away her daughter Majida Khatun, 3/4 

months before the occurrence, and since then, her whereabouts was not 

known to her and further, that she filed a case, in this regard in the 

court at Tezpur, but the final outcome of the case was not known to her. 

This piece of evidence of PW-4 supported by the statement of the 

accused Rejia Khatun indicates existence of deep enmity between the 

families of the accused and the family of the deceased over the 

undesired matrimonial tie between Rejia’s said daughter Majida and the 
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deceased, for which reason, the possibility of taking revenge on the 

deceased Muslemuddin by way of attack on him in the relevant night, 

cannot be ruled out, beyond doubt.  

 

38.  The evidence of PWs 1, 2, 3 and 4, as a whole, reveals that 

the accused Riajuddin gave the fatal blow to Muslemuddin by means of 

the aforementioned dangerous weapon, while the accused Rejia 

throttled Muslemuddin with the help of the other accused person, 

namely, Miarma. It is further apparent from their evidence that the 

accused persons, namely, Riajuddin, Miarma and Rejia actively 

participated in assaulting Muslemuddin with a prior concert at the 

courtyard of the house of the accused Miarma. Hence, this Court is of 

the opinion that the said three accused persons, in furtherance of 

common intention, committed murder of Muslemuddin, beyond all 

reasonable doubt and accordingly, they are held guilty of the charge u/s 

302/34 of the IPC and convicted.  

 

39.  For want of cogent and convincing evidence against the 

accused Md. Matleb Ali, beyond reasonable doubt, he is acquitted of the 

charge u/s 302/34 of the IPC and set at liberty, giving the benefit of 

doubt.  

 

POINT NO.4 

CHARGE U/S 324/34 OF THE IPC : 

( PROVED AGAINST THREE ACCUSED ] 

 

40.   ‘Hurt’ has been defined in section 319 IPC and the 

punishment for causing such hurt by dangerous weapon or means is 

punishable u/s 324 of the IPC. In order to hold a person guilty of 

voluntarily causing ‘hurt’, there must be either bodily pain, disease or 

infirmity. Therefore, in order to sustain a conviction under this Section, 

prosecution must prove that the accused voluntarily caused hurt and 

that such hurt was caused by means of an instrument referred to in the 

section.  

 

41.  With regard to the offence of commission of voluntarily 

causing hurt to Musstt. Sakina Khatun and Md. Hasen Ali, in 

furtherance of common intention, it appears from the evidence of PW-1 

Musstt. Sakina Khatun, the injured, that while witnessing the accused 

persons assaulting her son-the deceased Muslemuddin, she raised 
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alarm, and thereupon, the accused Riajuddin hit on her chest by an iron 

weapon and further, when her son Md. Hasen Ali (PW-4), hearing her 

(PW-1) hue and cry, rushed to the place of occurrence, the accused 

Riajuddin attempted to pierce at his abdomen, but as he turned 

abruptly, he received injury on the waist. PW-2 Md. Ismail Khan, the 

brother of PW-1, has corroborated the evidence of  PW-1, deposing that 

he saw injuries on her chest and in the waist of Hasen (PW-4). PW-3 

Musstt. Amina Khatun has deposed that she saw the accused Riajuddin 

causing hurt to Sakina (PW-1) and her son Hasen (PW-4). PW-4 Md. 

Hasen Ali has corroborated the fact of assaulting his mother (PW-1) and 

him by the accused Riajuddin. PW-6 Dr. Mahesh Chetry, who examined 

the injured Sakina Khatun (PW-1) and Hasen Ali (PW-4), on 16-03-2005, 

at Kanaklata Civil Hospital, has supported their evidence, so far it 

relates to their injuries, by recording the finding that he found one cut 

injury on the right buttock, size 2” x 1”  x 1”  on the person of Hasen Ali 

(PW-4) and cut injury on sternum, size 2”  x 1”  x 1”, on the person of 

Sakina Khatun (PW-1). The doctor (PW-6) has opined that the injuries 

sustained by PWs 1 and 4 were fresh, simple in nature and caused by 

sharp weapon. Hence, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, the 

accused persons, namely, Md. Riajuddin, Musstt. Rejia Khatun and 

Musstt. Miarma Khatun, are held guilty of the charge u/s 324/34 of the 

IPC, beyond reasonable doubt and accordingly, convicted.  

 

42.  The accused Md. Matleb Ali is acquitted of the charge, 

aforementioned, and set a liberty, giving the benefit of doubt.  

 

POINT NO.3 

CHARGE U/S 307/34 OF THE IPC : 

[ DISPROVED ] 

 

43.   Under Section 307 IPC, it is necessary to see whether the 

act, irrespective of its result, was done with the intention or knowledge 

and under circumstances mentioned in the section. The intention or 

knowledge must be such as is necessary to constitute the offence of 

murder. Therefore, in order to prove this charge, it requires the same 

very factors to be proved as are needed to prove an offence under 

section 302 of the IPC except that in such a case, the act failed short of 

the death, which is necessary under section 302 of the IPC. The injury is, 

however, not always necessary to prove the charge under section 307 of 

the IPC, when the intention to kill has been established.  
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44.  In view of the evidence that the three accused persons, 

namely, Md. Riajuddin, Musstt. Rejia Khatun and Musstt. Miarma 

Khatun targeted the deceased Muslemuddin to cause his death by 

inflicting fatal blow on the vital part of his body and when witnessing 

the incident, Sakina (PW-1) and PW-4 Hasen rushed to the place and 

resisted the accused persons and further, in course of their 

intervention, the accused Riajuddin also assaulted him with deadly 

weapon causing simple hurt on the non-vital part of his body, as 

appears from the doctor’s (PW-6) evidence and for want of any other 

convincing evidence in regard to the mode of alleged assault, in the 

opinion of this Court, the offence cannot be said to have fulfilled the 

ingredients of the offence of attempt to murder him, punishable under 

Section 307/34 of the IPC, beyond all reasonable doubt, and accordingly, 

all the accused persons are acquitted of the charge, aforementioned. 

 

POINT NO.2 

CHARGE U/S 341/34 OF THE IPC : 

[ DISPROVED ] 

 

45.   In order to sustain a charge under Section 341 of the IPC, 

the prosecution must prove (i) that the accused obstructed a person ( 

here the deceased Muslemuddin ), (ii) that such obstruction prevented 

the person ( here the deceased Muslemuddin) from proceeding in a 

direction in which he had a right to proceed and that the accused 

caused such obstruction voluntarily.  

 

46.   With regard to the offence of causing wrongful restraint to 

the deceased Muslemuddin, as discussed above, this Court finds that 

when it appears from evidence that in the relevant night of the 

occurrence, the accused persons, namely, Miarma and Rejia called him 

from his house to their house, and accordingly, both of them 

accompanied the deceased to their house and on arrival at their house 

courtyard, the accused persons started assaulting him, it cannot be 

inferred that the accused persons, in fact, prevented the deceased 

Muslemuddin from proceeding in the direction to the house of the 

accused Miarma, in which he had a right to proceed. Therefore, in the 

considered opinion of this Court, the accused persons cannot rightly be 

held guilty of the charge u/s 341/34 of the IPC, beyond all reasonable 
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doubt, and accordingly, all the accused persons are acquitted of the 

charge, aforementioned and set at liberty. 

 

PLEA OF ALIBI  : 

 

47.  The accused Musstt. Rejia Khatun and Musstt. Miarma 

Khatun in their statements, recorded u/s 313 of the CrPC, have pleaded 

that at the relevant time of the occurrence, they were working as 

domestic help at Tezpur town.  

 

48.   Here it is pertinent to mention that the onus to establish 

alibi is on the accused. On scrutiny of the evidence on record, it appears 

that the defence has neither elicited any such relevant fact from the 

PWs by way of cross-examination nor by leading any evidence to 

establish such a preponderance of probability. On the other hand, as 

held above, the prosecution has discharged its burden of proving of the 

accused Miarma, Riajuddin and Rejia, presence at the place of 

occurrence at the relevant time and commission of the offence, as 

stated above, beyond all reasonable doubt. Hence, the defence plea of 

alibi is rejected.  

 

S E N T E N C E 

 

49.  After pronouncement of the judgment, as above, the 

convicted accused persons, namely, Md. Riajuddin, Musstt. Rejia Khatun 

and Musstt. Miarma Khatun are heard on the quantum of punishment 

to be awarded. I have also heard the learned counsel of both sides.  

 

50.   The convicted accused Musstt. Rejia Khatun has reiterated 

her plea of innocence. She has submitted that she is aged about 50 years 

and works as a domestic help at Tezpur. She has two sons, including the 

accused Riajuddin. Her husband has expired. She has stated that the 

deceased Muslemuddin had enticed away her daughter Majida and her 

whereabouts is still not known to her. She has submitted for a minimum 

punishment, as prescribed by law, on humanitarian ground, for the 

offence u/s 302/34 of the IPC and fine only for the offence u/s 324/34 of 

the IPC.  

 

 51.   The convicted accused Musstt. Miarma Khatun has 

reiterated her plea of innocence. She has submitted that she is aged 
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about 50 years and a daily labour by profession. She has stated that her 

husband expired and she has one minor son, who is dependent on her. 

She has submitted for a minimum punishment, as prescribed by law, on 

humanitarian ground for the offence u/s 302/34 of the IPC and fine only 

for the offence u/s 324/34 of the IPC.  

  

52.   The convicted accused Md. Riajuddin has again pleaded 

innocence. He has submitted that he is presently aged about 34 years.  

His family consists of his wife and a minor daughter, who is aged about 

two years. He has submitted for a minimum punishment on 

humanitarian ground, as prescribed by law, for the offence u/s 302/34 

of the IPC and fine only for the offence u/s 324/34 of the IPC. 

 

53.         The learned Additional Public Prosecutor has fairly 

submitted that considering the circumstances in which the offences 

proved to have been committed by the convicted accused persons and 

the nature and gravity of the offences proved in this case, rigorous 

imprisonment for life and fine will be the appropriate punishment for 

the commission of the offence u/s 302/34 of the IPC and rigorous 

imprisonment and fine may be inflicted on the convicted accused 

persons for the offence u/s 324/34 of the IPC.  

 

54.    The learned counsel appearing on behalf of the convicted 

accused persons, on the other hand, have fairly submitted that 

considering the personal circumstances in life of the convicted accused 

persons, minimum punishment of imprisonment for life, instead of 

capital punishment, may be imposed for the offence u/s 302/34 of the 

IPC and fine only in respect of the offence u/s 324/34 of the IPC, to meet 

the ends of justice.  

 

55.    On a careful consideration of the facts and circumstances, 

appearing in the case in regard to the personal, social, economic and 

domestic circumstances of the convicted accused persons, this Court is 

of the considered opinion that the sentence of rigorous imprisonment 

for life and fine for the offence proved u/s 302/34 of the IPC and 

rigorous imprisonment for the offence proved u/s 324/34 of the IPC, 

would meet the ends of justice.  

 

56.   In view of the fact that the convicted accused persons, who 

were neighbours to the family of the deceased, called the deceased out 
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of his house, who was sleeping in the relevant night of occurrence, to 

their house and gave fatal blow to him by sharp weapon to take avenge 

of his marriage with accused Rejia’s daughter Majida, a few months 

before the occurrence, and further, in the midst of the tussle, they also 

caused injury to his mother and brother, in the considered opinion of 

this Court, the convicted accused persons do not deserve any 

compassionate treatment. Life imprisonment for murder is the rule and 

capital sentence is the exception. In the facts and circumstances, the 

prosecution has proved, beyond reasonable doubt, in the instant case, in 

the opinion of this Court, the extreme penalty of death of the convicted 

accused persons, is not warranted. 

 

57.    Accordingly, each of the convicted accused persons, 

namely, Md. Riajuddin, Musstt. Rejia Khatun and Musstt. Miarma 

Khatun is sentenced to suffer Rigorous Imprisonment for life and 

to pay a fine of Rs.5,000/- ( rupees five thousand) only, in default, 

to undergo Rigorous Imprisonment for 3 (three) months u/s 302/34 

of the Indian Penal Code. Each of the convicted accused persons, 

aforenamed, is further sentenced to undergo Rigorous 

Imprisonment for 3 (three) months, u/s 324/34 of the Indian Penal 

Code.  

 

58.  The sentence of imprisonment shall run concurrently.  

 

59.  The convicted accused persons are told that they have 

the right to prefer appeal to the Hon’ble Gauhati High Court 

against this judgment, either through the Jail authority or 

independently on their own. They are further informed that they 

are entitled to free legal aid to prefer appeal before the Hon’ble 

High Court and further, in this connection, they are advised to 

contact the Legal Aid Clinic established in the Central Jail premises, 

Tezpur.  

 

60.  A sum of Rs.50,000/- (rupees fifty thousand), as 

compensation, shall be paid to the legal heir of the deceased 

Muslemuddin by the Government of Assam, u/s 357 A of the CrPC, and 

the amount shall be deposited with the District Legal Services 

Authority, Sonitpur, Tezpur within a period of three months, from the 

date of this judgment and order.  
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61.  The judgment and order, as above, is pronounced in the 

open Court, in presence of the convicted accused persons and the 

learned counsel for both the sides, on this the 7th day of November, 

2014, under the hand and seal of this Court.  

 

62.  Let copy of this judgment and order be furnished to the 

convicted accused persons, free of cost. 

 

63.  The seized weapon may be preserved until further order. 

 

64.  Send a copy of this judgment and order to the Deputy 

Commissioner, Sonitpur, Tezpur. 

 

65.    Send a copy of this judgment and order to the 

Superintendent, Central Jail, Tezpur.  

 

   Accordingly, the case is disposed of. 

 
                 ( A. BORTHAKUR )   

                   SESSIONS JUDGE 
                                          SONITPUR :: TEZPUR 
Typed to my dictation and  
corrected by me, bearing  
my signatures on each page  : 

 
 

(A. BORTHAKUR)   
SESSIONS JUDGE, 
SONITPUR :: TEZPUR 
 

 
          
 
 
 
 

 
* * * 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Typed by me,  
on dictation : 
 
 
(J.K. Muru, Steno) 
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