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J U D G M E N T 

 

 

1.  The prosecution case, in a nutshell is that, on 

6.01.2014, complainant Fazar Ali lodged an FIR in Dhekiajuli 

P.S stating, inter alia, that on 5.01.2014, at about 10 pm, Md. 

Idrish Ali (the accused), killed his son Md. Issamuddin with a 

lathi. The same was registered as Dhekiajuli P.S Case 

No.10/2014.  After due investigation, charge-sheet was 
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submitted against the accused, Idrish Ali, under section 302 

IPC. 

 

2. After observing necessary formalities, the offence being 

u/s 302 IPC, was committed to the Court of Sessions for trial 

by the Judicial Magistrate, First Class, Sonitpur, Tezpur.   

 

3. After hearing both sides and on perusal of the police 

report furnished u/s 173 of the CrPC, formal charge u/s 302 

IPC was framed, read over and explained to the accused to 

which he pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried. Hence, 

this trial. 

 

4. In support of the case, the prosecution examined 9 

(nine) witnesses and defence examined none. The plea of 

defence is of total denial.  

 

5. After closure of the prosecution evidence, the accused 

Md Idrish Ali was examined u/s 313 of the CrPC, wherein he 

denied the charge.  

 

POINT FOR DETERMINATION 

 

Whether the accused Idrish Ali, committed murder intentionally 

or knowingly causing death of his son, namely, Ishamuddin @ 

Issamuddin and thereby committed an offence punishable u/s 

302 of IPC? 

 

6. I have carefully examined the evidence on record and 

heard arguments of both sides. 

 

 

DECISION  AND REASONS THEREOF 
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7. PW-1, Dr.  Achinta Kumar Baruah deposed that on 

6.1.2014 he was on duty at Kanaklata Civil Hospital and he 

performed the post mortem on the body of Ishamuddin, aged 

about 10 years in connection with Dhekiajuli GDE No.10 /14 

and submitted the Post Mortem Report (Ext 1). PW 1 deposed 

that on such examination, he detected the following: 

“External appearance: 

A young male body of average built, in fresh condition with 

presence of rigor mortis. 

Scalp, Skull and Vertebrae: 

1) blunt injury  with bruising of the scalp over (i) forehead 

and (ii) vertex of the head 

2) fracture of the bone underneath. 

Membrane: 

1) membranes were torn and haematoma over the 

membrane 

 

Other organs were healthy. 

Injuries are ante mortem in nature and caused by blunt 

weapon.” 

 

 In the opinion of PW 1 death was due to intra cranial 

haemorrhage as a result of the injury sustained.  

 
 

8. In cross-examination PW 1 stated that injuries detected by 

him could be sustained if, one falls from a great height.  

 

9. PW 2, Md. Fazal Ali Ahmed, the village headman/gaonbura 

deposed that deceased Ishamuddin was the son of the accused. 

PW-2 stated that in the early hours of the morning, he had 

received telephonic information from one Abdul Ali to the effect 

that the accused had killed his son. PW 2 stated that he was 

informed that the accused was trying to flee and he adviced the 

informant to hold back the accused and he further informed the 

informant that he would be visiting the place of occurrence. PW 2 
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stated that he went to the house of the accused and saw the 

dead body of the son of the accused lying in the 

compound/sutal. PW 2 stated that he informed the police. PW 2 

further stated that on enquiry, the accused confessed before him 

that he had killed his son with a lathi. PW 2 stated that the police 

came to the place of occurrence and the accused also confessed 

before the police that he had killed his son with a lathi. PW 2 

stated that police seized the lathi being Material Ext -1 vide 

Seizure List (Ext 2) where he had signed [Ext 2 (1)]. PW 2 

further stated that inquest was conducted over the dead body of 

the deceased and Inquest Report being, Ext 3 was prepared 

where he put his signature as Ext 3 (1). PW 2 stated that 

thereafter he lodged the FIR being, Ext 4. 

 

10. In cross-examination, PW 2 stated that Palaspathar and 

Palasbasti are at a distance of 1 km and that he was a resident 

of Palaspathar. PW 2 stated that the accused resided on his own 

plot of land and that he could not say whether the accused was 

involved in any quarrel with any other person in respect of any 

land. PW 2 stated that the accused was a day labourer. PW 2 

stated that he did not have knowledge as to whether the accused 

had gone to work on the day when the occurrence took place. 

PW 2 stated that the accused person had two other sons, out of 

which, one resided in Arunachal Pradesh and the other worked in 

someone’s house. PW 2 stated that he had not written the name 

of the person who informed him about the occurrence, in the 

FIR. PW 2 stated that he had not asked Abdul Ali (the person 

who informed PW 2 over the telephone) as to whether he had 

seen the accused kill his son nor had he met Abdul Ali thereafter. 

PW 2 stated that none had stated before him as to when the son 

of the accused person had died. PW 2 stated that when he went 

to the house of the accused, he found the accused sitting in his 

house and he saw the younger son of the accused. PW 2 stated 

that the younger son of the accused did not respond when PW 2 

asked him about the occurrence. PW 2 denied the suggestion 



                                   

 

Page 5 of 17 

 

that he had not stated before the police that the accused had 

confessed before him. PW 2 stated that he had seen injuries on 

the head and neck of the deceased. PW 2 further stated that the 

lathi with which the accused killed his son/the one seized by 

police, was brought by the accused and given to the police. PW 2 

denied the suggestion that the son of the accused died because 

of the injuries sustained by him during the day time. 

 

11. PW-3, Md. Safiqul Islam deposed that the deceased, 

namely, Ishamuddin, son of the accused, was known to him. PW 

3 stated that day after the occurrence, he received information 

that the accused had killed his son and thus, he went to the 

place of occurrence and saw the dead body of the son of the 

accused. On being asked, the accused confessed before him that 

he had killed his son. PW 3 stated that Gaonbura informed the 

police. Police came to the place of occurrence and conducted 

inquiry. PW 3 stated that inquest was conducted over the dead 

body and Ext 3 Inquest report prepared, where he put his 

signature. PW 3 further stated that the police seized lathi 

(Material Ext 1) vide Seizure List -Ext 2, where too he signed. 

 

12. In cross-examination, PW-3 stated that he was informed 

about the occurrence over telephone. PW 3 stated that he 

reached the house of the accused before 8 AM and he found the 

dead body of the deceased on the cot. About 20 villagers were 

there. The accused was asked to bring out the dead body of the 

son, by the villagers, after which, the accused brought out the 

dead body. PW 3 stated that none touched the dead body, 

except the accused. PW 3 stated that the village 

headman/Gaonbura had informed the police over phone and by 

the time the police arrived, the dead body had already been 

brought out. PW 3 stated that he had not seen blood on the cot 

on which the dead body was lying. PW 3 stated that there were 

cut injury on the head and there were blood clots on the dead 

body. PW 3 stated that he could not say whether there was any 
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cut mark at the backside of the dead body. PW 3 stated that he 

could not say whose lathi was seized by the police. PW 3 stated 

that the lathi was taken out by the accused and given to the 

police. PW 3 denied the suggestion that the accused had not 

confessed before him. PW 3 stated that the accused used to go 

to work in the day time and his son, Ishamuddin (since 

deceased) used to loiter around. 

 

13. PW 4, Sri Babul Majhi, a shopkeeper, deposed that 

Ishamuddin, aged about 10 years, was the son of the accused 

and he died about 7 months back. PW 4 stated that the accused 

used to beat up his son after consuming alcohol. PW 4 stated 

that Ishamuddin (since deceased) was a little imbalanced. PW 4 

stated that incident occurred about 10 PM at night, when he 

learnt that the accused had killed his son. Next morning, he went 

to the house of the accused and saw the dead body of the son of 

the accused. PW 4 stated that Gaonbura came to the place of 

occurrence. PW 4 stated that the accused confessed before the 

police. Police too arrived and when police enquired, the accused 

took out one lathi and gave the same to the police. PW 4 stated 

that the police seized the lathi being Material Ext 1 vide Seizure 

list (Ext 2) where he put his signature. PW 4 stated that Inquest 

was conducted over the dead body of the deceased vide Ext 3. 

 

14. In cross-examination, PW 4 stated that he could not recall 

the name of the person who had informed him about the death 

of the son of the accused, at night. PW 4 stated that the house 

of the accused was about 50 meter from his house and that he 

had not informed about the same to anyone. PW 4 denied the 

suggestion that he had not received any information about the 

occurrence. PW 4 stated that the accused had another son who 

used to work in the house of others.  PW 4 stated that 

Ishamuddin, the deceased son of the accused suffered from 

minor mental imbalance. PW 4 stated that whenever Ishamuddin 

used to come to his shop, PW 4 had to give him something to eat 
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or else, Ishamuddin would  continue to sit in his shop. PW 4 

stated that the minor child, Ishamuddin use to loiter around and 

used to eat fruits from here and there. PW 4 denied the suggest 

that he used to threaten the deceased and instead stated that 

since he too had children of his own, he used to bestow his 

affection on the deceased.PW 4 stated that he could not say 

whether anyone used to threaten the deceased. PW 4 stated that 

he had not seen people visit the house of the accused and he 

had no knowledge with regard to the suggestion put forward to 

him to the effect that the villagers did not wish to see the 

accused in the village. PW 4 stated that he could not say nor had 

he heard of any incident occurring during the day time which 

related to the deceased. 

 

15. PW 5, Smt Amina Khatun stated that the occurrence was of 

seven months back. PW 5 stated that the accused used to come 

home after consuming alcohol and the accused used to beat his 

son. Ishamuddin. PW 5 stated that on the date of occurrence, 

she saw the accused beat his son at about 7 PM, after consuming 

alcohol. PW 5 stated that son of the accused, died at about 10 

PM. PW 5 stated that the accused came to her house and told 

her that his son, Ishamuddin was not moving and asked her to 

go and see. PW 5 stated that since her husband was not there in 

her house, she did not go. PW 5 stated that Iman Ali went to the 

house of the accused and saw that Ishamuddin was dead. 

 

16. In cross-examination, PW 5 stated that her house was at a 

distance of about 1 nol from the house of the accused.  PW 5 

stated that she had taken dinner and was standing in front of the 

door of her house. PW 5 stated that the accused had beaten his 

son, Ishamuddin, inside the house and that she had heard loud 

crying voices coming from inside the house of the accused. PW 5 

stated that she had not seen the accused beat his son, she had 

heard voices. PW 5 stated that her husband and her son work 

outside the village and she resided with her small child. PW 5 
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stated that house of the accused and that of Iman Ali were 

situated near her house and that no other houses were situated 

beyond her house. PW 5 stated that one Adivasi Saheb’s house 

was situated on the opposite side but there was none in the said 

house on the date of occurence. PW 5 stated that she informed 

Kulsum Bibi, her Mama-Sasur’s bau about the incident and came 

and slept. PW 5 stated that the accused came in the morning 

and informed her that her son died by falling and that he had not 

informed her at night. PW 5 denied the suggestion that she had 

not stated before the IO that the accused, after consuming 

alcohol, beat his son at 7 PM. PW 5 denied the suggestion that 

she had not heard loud crying voices coming from the house of 

the accused, that she had not informed Kulsum Bibi and that she 

had only deposed on the basis of suspicion.  

 

17. PW 6, Iman Ali deposed that on the night of occurrence, 

about 10 PM, the accused came and called him and he asked him 

to come and see his son, Ishamuddin, as his son was not 

speaking. PW 6 stated that he went to see Ishamuddin, the son 

of the accused and found him dead. PW 6 stated that he heard 

that the accused killed his son, Ishamuddin with a lathi. 

 

18. In cross-examination, PW 6 stated that he could not say 

how the son of the accused died. PW 6 stated that he heard that 

the accused confessed before the police and the villagers. PW 6 

stated that the son of the accused, was already dead when he 

saw him. 

 

19.  PW 7, Sufia Khatoon, sister of the accused deposed that 

deceased Ishamuddin was the son of the accused. PW 7 stated 

that on the next date of occurrence, she heard that the accused 

had killed his son, Ishamuddin. Thereafter, she went to the 

house of the accused. There, police came and conducted inquest 

on the dead body of Ishamuddin vide Ext 3, where she put her 

thumb impression. 
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20. In cross-examination, PW-7 stated that the house of the 

accused was situated a little far away from where she resided. 

PW 7 stated that one son of the accused resided in Arunachal 

Pradesh and two of his sons resided with the accused. PW 7 

stated that Ishamuddin was mentally imbalanced and he did not 

attend school. PW 7 stated that because of his mental condition, 

he was not liked by others. PW 7 stated that she had not seen 

how the son of the accused died and that she had only heard 

about the occurrence. 

 

21.  PW 8, Md. Amar Faruk deposed that on transfer of SI 

Mukud Deka, the investigation of the instant case was endorsed 

to him and on perusal of the case dairy it transpired that the 

investigation was complete. Being satisfied, he submitted 

charge-sheet vide Ext 5. PW 8 denied the suggestion, in cross-

examination that he submitted charge-sheet against the 

accused, without there being any materials against the accused. 

 

22.  PW 9, Sri Mukut Ch. Deka deposed that on 6.1.2014 FIR 

(Ext -4) was lodged by Fazar Ali at Dhekiajuli PS and the same 

was registered as Dhekiajuli PS Case No. 10/2014 u/s 302. PW 9 

stated that during the course of investigation he visited the place 

of occurrence, recorded the statement of witnesses, prepared 

sketch map (Ext 6). PW 9 stated that Inquest was conducted on 

the dead body of Ishamuddin vide Ext 3 and the dead body was 

sent for post mortem vide dead body challan (Ext 7). PW 9 

stated that he seized the weapon of assault being Material Ext 1, 

the bamboo Lathi, length 3.4 feet x 4 inch vide Seizure List (Ext 

2). PW 9 stated that before he could submit the chargesheet he 

was transferred.  

 

23. In cross-examination, PW 9 stated that no information was 

received in the police station on 5.1.2014. PW 9 stated that he 

did not record the statement of anyone by the name of Abdul Ali. 
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PW 9 stated that the dead body of the minor boy was seen in the 

sutal (compound) of the house. PW 9 stated that during 

investigation he found that the occurrence had taken place inside 

the house. PW 9 stated that he had not found any blood spread 

over, in the house of the accused. PW 9 stated that the 

Gaonbura /informant had shown him the weapon of offence, that 

is, the lathi which he seized. PW 9 stated that he could not say 

where from, the Gaonbura had taken out the said lathi. PW 9 

stated that he had not recorded the statements of the other 

minor sons of the accused/ brothers of the deceased. PW 9 

stated that witness namely, Anima had not stated before him 

that the accused after consuming alcohol beat up his son 

Isamuddin at about 7 PM; that the accused informed her about 

the occurrence on the next morning of the date of occurrence. 

PW 9 denied the suggestion that Anima had not stated before 

him that about 10 PM, accused came to her and called her and 

she came outside and in turn informed Iman Ali, who went to the 

house of the accused and saw the dead body of Ishamuddin. PW 

9 denied the suggestion that the accused had not confessed 

before him and that he had not made a prayer for recording of 

confessional statement of the accused.  

 

24. The instant case is one where prosecution case rests on 

circumstantial evidence, in as much as, though PW 5 (Amina 

Khatun) in her examination-in-chief, stated that she saw the 

accused beat his deceased son, the defence has successfully 

confronted the said witness on the said point and she admitted in 

cross examination that the incident took place inside the house 

of the accused and that she had only heard voices coming out of 

the house of the accused. 

 

25. Though apparently there has been some embellishment in 

the evidence of PW 5 (Amina Khatun) nevertheless, the said 

witness, who is a rustic witness, is held to be trustworthy as 

there is nothing on record to suggest that she had any motive to 
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resort to falsehood in implicating the accused/father of the 

victim.  

 

26. From the evidence of PW 4 (Babul Majhi), PW 5 (Amina 

Khatun) and PW 6 (Iman Ali), it has come on record that the 

minor boy, Ishamuddin was suffering from minor mental 

disorder. Babul Majhi, the shopkeeper (PW 4) has categorically 

deposed that the accused used to beat his son Ishamuddin after 

consuming alcohol. The latter has been corroborated by Amina 

Khatun (PW 5) who resided near the house of the accused. 

 

27. Ld Addl PP submitted that the accused was the only person 

who was with the deceased immediately before and at the time 

of occurence. In support thereof, prosecution has relied on the 

evidence of PW 5, Amina Khatun and PW 6, Iman Ali both of 

whom resided near the house of the accused.  PW 6 has stated 

that he was called by the accused to see his son, Ishamuddin, at 

about 10 PM on the night of occurrence and when he went to see 

the son of the accused, he found him dead. Close scrutiny of the 

evidence of PW 6 shows that he was the first one (after the 

accused), to see the dead body of the deceased son of the 

accused. PW 6 stated that, on being called by the accused he 

went to the house of the accused and found Ishamuddin lying 

dead. There is no whisper in the evidence of PW 6 as to the 

presence of any other person on the night of occurrence, in the 

house of the accused. Ld Counsel for the defence submitted that 

another son of the accused was present when villagers went to 

the house of the accused in the morning hours. However, the 

latter is of no assistance to the defence, in as much as, no 

suggestion has been made to witnesses with regard to the 

presence of the said son of the accused at the time of 

occurrence, on the contrary, it has come on record through PW 7 

that the other two sons of the accused used to work elsewhere. 

Though PW 6 stated in his cross examination that he did not 

know as to how the child Ishamuddin died, nevertheless the fact 
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that the son of the accused was lying dead inside his house with 

fatal head injuries, where none other than the accused was 

present coupled with the fact that the accused was known to 

beat his son Ishamuddin (who suffered from mental ailment) 

after consuming alcohol, is another adverse circumstance against 

the accused. Hence, the testimony of PW 6 coupled with that of 

PW 5 establishes that the accused was the only person who was 

there with his son immediately before, at the time of and after 

the occurrence. 

 

28. The evidence of the Medical Officer, PW 1 establishes that 

Ishamuddin died because of intra cranial haemorrhage.  Fracture 

of bone of vertex of scalp was detected on the dead body of the 

son of the accused. In the opinion of PW 1, the injuries were 

caused by blunt weapon. Ld Counsel for the defence suggested 

that since the deceased used to loiter around and eat fruits from 

trees, the injuries may have been caused by falling from a tree 

during the day time. The suggestion appears to be far-fetched, in 

as much as, PW 4 who was a shop keeper in the village, 

categorically stated that he had not heard about any mishap 

related to Ishamuddin which purportedly occurred during the day 

time. Evidence on record proves, that death of Ishamuddin was 

homicidal in nature. PW 3 in his evidence deposed that he had 

seen cut injury on the head of the minor child and blood clots on 

the dead body. In Ext 3, the Inquest Report too, it is recorded 

that head injury was seen.  

 

29. The force with which the child was hit by the bamboo lathi 

is apparent as it resulted in intra cranial fracture. There is 

nothing on record to show that the accused tried to procure 

medical assistance for his son at night and immediately after the 

occurrence.  Even after the occurrence, by the time PW 6 was 

called by the accused to ascertain why his son was not moving, 

no effort was made by the accused to seek assistance for his 

son, Ishamuddin who, by that time, had already succumbed to 
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the injuries on his head. Though PW 5 and PW 7 stated that the 

accused used to beat his son after consuming liquor, however, 

since no plea of committing the act under the influence of liquor 

has been brought into play by the defence nor there being any 

proof with regard to the same, the said aspect does not call for 

any discussion.  

 

30. As to the weapon of offence, Material Exhibit 1, Md Fazal 

Ali Ahmed, PW 2 (the village head man), Shafiqul Islam (PW 3) 

and Babul Majhi (PW 4) have all stated that the accused took out 

the lathi and handed over the same. All the said witnesses being 

co-villagers and independent witnesses, have corroborated each 

other with regard to the weapon of offence/lathi, being taken out 

and handed over by the accused. Injury of fracture of bone of 

vertex of the scalp of a ten year child, is possible from a blow of 

the bamboo lathi/stick (Material Exhibit 1) on the head. This 

Court has noted the fact that it was the Gaonbura (PW 2) who 

ultimately handed over the lathi to the Investigating Officer (PW 

9). No material contradiction with regard to the weapon of 

offence, is found in the evidence.  

 

31. Coming to another circumstance relied upon by the 

prosecution, that is, extra judicial confession, it is seen that Md 

Fazal Ali Ahmed, the Gaonbura and the informant (PW 2) and 

Shafiqul Islam, the VDP Secretary (PW 3) have both categorically 

stated that the accused confessed before each of them. PW 2 

stated that when he reached the house of the accused/place of 

occurrence, the dead body of the child was inside and on being 

asked by the villagers, the accused brought out the dead body 

and kept it in the compound of the house. PW 2 arrived at the 

place of occurrence and saw the dead body lying in the 

compound. PW 2, the Gaonbura has stated that on enquiry the 

accused confessed his guilt. PW 3 has corroborated PW 2 on the 

point of extra-judicial confession.  
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32. Evidence shows that PW 2, the Gaonbura informed the 

police and thereafter the accused again confessed after the 

arrival of the police. PW 3 also stated that the accused confessed 

before him. PW 2 and PW 4 have stated that the accused also 

confessed before the police. Confession before the police, not 

being admissible u/s 25 of the Indian Evidence Act, does not 

serve the cause of the prosecution, and hence is not taken into 

consideration by this Court. 

 

33. However, confession by the accused before PW 2 

(Gaonbura) and PW 3 (VDP Secretary) may be admissible in 

evidence, provided, this Court finds the said witnesses to be 

trustworthy and such confession is found to be made without any 

force or without the element of extraneous consideration being 

involved. PW 2 and PW 3, the village headman and VDP 

Secretary are found to be trustworthy and unbiased. There is 

nothing adverse on record to show that they had any motive to 

attribute untruthful statement in respect of the culpability of the 

accused. Both, have stated that the accused confessed before 

them, before the arrival of the police at the place of occurrence. 

Confession was made in the morning hours at about 8 AM, after 

the night of occurrence when the villagers gathered at the place 

of occurrence. There is nothing on record suggestive of any force 

or influence upon the accused while he so confessed before PW 2 

and PW 3. The confession appears to be voluntarily, without 

being influenced or coersed from any quarters.  

  

34. From the trend of cross examination, it is seen that the 

defence has tried to raise a doubt by suggesting that the 

deceased child not being mentally fit was not liked by the 

villagers and rebuked; that the accused had persisting land 

dispute with some persons and the villagers did not desire to see 

the accused in the village. The latter, in the considered view of 

this Court does not serve the cause of the defence, in as much 

as, there is nothing on record to remotely suggest that the ten 
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year old child of the accused who was suffering from mild mental 

disorder was eliminated by others because of enmity or some 

other cause. The doubt sought to be created by the defence does 

not appear to be reasonable and it certainly does not emanate 

from the evidence on record. Hence, the same is held to be 

imaginary and trivial. 

 

35. Thus, though none of the witnesses saw the accused inflict 

the fatal injuries upon his minor son, Ishamuddin, the 

prosecution has been able to place on record complete chain of 

circumstances which points only towards the culpability of the 

accused and towards nothing else.  

 

36. As stated hereinbefore, medical evidence shows that the 

accused inflicted blow on the vital part of the body, that is the 

scalp, of the child, Ishamuddin, hence this Court has no reason 

to doubt that the accused intended to cause death of his minor 

child, Ishamuddin. 

 

37. Consequently, from the discussion, it can be safely 

concluded that the accused committed culpable homicide within 

the scope and ambit of section 299 IPC constituting the offence 

of murder, for which the accused is liable to be convicted u/s 302 

IPC. 

 

38. In the result, it is held that the prosecution has been 

able to prove its case beyond reasonable doubt and 

consequently, the accused, Md Idris Ali is convicted under 

section 302 I.P.C  for the offence of commission of murder by 

intentionally causing death of his son, Ishamuddin.  

 

HEARING ON SENTENCE 

 

39. Convict Md Idris Ali is heard in person. He submits that 

he is poor and after the death of his wife, he has brought up 
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his three sons, with lots of difficulty and he has to look after 

his two minor sons. Counsel for the convict, Md Idris Ali is 

present and submits that a father cannot be said to 

intentionally kill his son and hence, this Court ought to take 

the same into consideration too. The offence is of a serious 

nature and no ground for extending any benefit to the accused 

person exists. Learned Addl PP submits that this is not a case 

of ‘rarest of rare’ category. Therefore, life sentence would be 

appropriate. 

 

40. Considering all the aspects, the accused/convict, Md Idris 

Ali is sentenced to undergo R.I. for life and to pay a fine of 

Rs.3,000/- (Rupees three thousand) only, in default, S.I. for 1 

(one) month under section 302 IPC. 

 

41. Let the seized article be destroyed in due course. 

  

42. The deceased, Ishamuddin was the minor son of the 

accused. It is on record that the two other sons of the accused 

were working, one in Arunachal Pradesh and another in some 

other person’s house. The mother of the deceased had already 

predeceased him. Hence, in view of the materials on record, 

this Court refrains from passing orders for compensation.  

 

43. Let a free copy of this judgment be furnished to the 

convict immediately. 

 

45. Let a copy of this judgment be forwarded to the District 

Magistrate, Sonitpur, Tezpur u/s 365 of the CrPC. 

 

 Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this 19th 

day of November, 2014 at Tezpur. 

                              

           Addl. Sessions Judge No.2 

         Sonitpur, Tezpur 
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A-N-N-E-X-U-R-E 
 

1. Witnesses for Prosecution  

 P.W. 1: Dr.  Achinta Kumar Baruah  

 P.W. 2: Md. Fazal Ali Ahmed  

 P.W. 3: Md. Safiqul Islam 

 P.W. 4: Sri Babul Majhi 

 P.W. 5: Smt Amina Khatun 

 P.W. 6: Iman Ali 

 P.W. 7: Sufia Khatoon 

 P.W. 8: Md. Amar Faruk  

 P.W. 9: Mukut Ch Deka 

 

2. Witnesses for Defence  : NIL 

 

3. Court Witnesses :  NIL  

 

4. Prosecution Exhibits:  

 Ext. 1: Post Mortem Report   

 Ext 2: Seizure List 

 Ext 3: Inquest Report 

 Ext 4: FIR 

 Ext 5: Charge sheet 

 Ext 6: Sketch Map 

 Ext 7: Dead Body Challan 

  

5. Defence Exhibits : NIL 

 

6. Material Exhibits: one bamboo lathi of length 3.4 feet x 4 

inch 

 

Addl. Sessions Judge No.2 

 Sonitpur, Tezpur 


