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J   U   D   G   M   E   N   T 

  The case is against the accused Sri Amit Kahara was committed 

to this Court for trial by the Judicial Magistrate, 1st class, Tezpur on 06-

06-2015. 

The Prosecution case. 

1. The prosecution case against the accused is that on the day of 

occurrence the accused and his wife Gauri were returning from 

Dhendai Bagan after visiting a relative there. In fact, Sri Binjara Lagun 

and his wife Mariam Lagun, being the parents of the deceased had also 

gone there and they returned earlier than the accused and the 

deceased.  

2. On their way back home through a tea garden the accused had 

had picked up quarrel with his wife and  in a fit of rage the accused 

uprooted one small tree and beat his wife with it. She was seriously 

injured. On seeing her condition, the accused regained his senses and 

he tried to bring her home. She was not in a position to be removed by 

the accused, therefore, he ran to the house of his cousin Rajib Kaharo 

seek help from him. Both Rajib Kaharo and the accused went to the 

place of occurrence and brought Gauri to the house of Rajib Kaharo. 

But after reaching the house of Rajib Kaharo she died. 

3.  Sri Binjara Lagun, the father of the deceased lady had received 

the information about the occurrence within a few moments and he 

came to the house of the accused to see the dead body of his 

daughter. He had lodged an ejahar on the next day of the day of 

occurrence. In the said ejahar the informant has narrated the aforesaid 

facts. 
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4.  The dead body of the deceased was subjected to post mortem 

examination. The Doctor found defused swelling on right parietal 

region of the scalp of the deceased. The Doctor also found presence of 

clotted blood below the right parietal region. The Doctor has opined 

that the death of the deceased was due to shock and hemorrhage as a 

result of injuries sustained and the injuries. The Doctor has further 

opined the injuries found on the dead body are sufficient to cause the 

death of a person in normal course.  

Point for determination. 

5. The only point for determination in this trial is as to –  

i) Whether the accused had committed the murder by causing 

the death of his wife Gauri? 

Decision and reasons thereof 

6. In order to prove the offence against the accused the 

investigating officer had cited as many as fourteen witnesses including 

two official witnesses.  In this trial, the prosecution has examined 

twelve of them. The defence plea is of total denial. The accused has 

pleaded that he and his wife were travelling in a bicycle at the time of 

occurrence and she fell from the bicycle and sustained the injuries. No 

evidence has been adduced by the accused. 

7. I have carefully gone through the evidence on record. Before 

delving into the prosecution evidence, I must remind myself that in this 

case there are no eye witnesses of the occurence. 

8. I shall first take up the evidence of Rajib Kaharo. He has stated 

in his evidence that on the day of occurrence at about 6.30 p.m. the 

accused came to his house and told him that he had an altercation 

with his wife and he has left her behind at Garden No. 15. Rajib 
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Kaharo has stated that he had gone there immediately and found that 

Gauri was lying there and was unable to speak and move. Rajib Kaharo 

has quoted the accused as saying to him that he had beaten Gauri with 

a branch of ―Sirish tree‖ (Golmohar---- Delonix regia). On hearing that 

Rajib Kaharo and the accused got together and brought Gauri to the 

house of Rajib Kaharo. The witness Rajib Kaharo has stated before the 

prosecution counsel that after reaching his house Gauri had asked for 

water and he gave water to her. Rajib Kaharo has stated that 

sometimes later Gauri died in his house. Rajib Kaharo has also stated 

that after the death of Gauri, her dead body was taken to the house of 

the accused by the villagers in a push cart.  

9.  The branch of ―sirish tree‖ allegedly used by the accused at the 

time of commission of the offence was identified by the witness as 

Material Ext.1.  

10. During cross-examination, the witness Rajib Kaharo has stated 

before the defence counsel that when he had reached the place of 

occurrence, he could not see any injury marks upon the person of 

Gauri because of darkness. Rajib Kaharo has also stated before the 

defence counsel that at the time of occurrence Gauri was drunk and 

she was not in a position to speak properly. Rajib Kaharo has further 

stated before the defence counsel that the Material Ext.1 was seen in 

the hands of the accused at that time.  

11. Now, I shall take up the evidence of Binjara Lagun. He is the 

father of the deceased. He has stated in evidence that on the day of 

occurrence he and his wife Mariam Lagun had gone to the house of 

their son Saharai at Dhendai Bagan. Binjara Lagun has stated that the 

accused and his daughter Gauri also accompanied them. According to 
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Binjara Lagun he and his wife returned home earlier than the accused 

and Gauri. Binjara Lagun has stated that when the accused and Gauri 

had returned from Dhendai Bagan it was already dark. According to 

Binjara Lagun, on the day of occurrence itself at night he was informed 

about the occurrence and he and his wife immediately went to Tarajuli 

Bagan, Line No. 2 to see their daughter. Binjara Lagun has stated that 

his daughter Gauri was already dead when he reached there. Binjara 

Lagun has proved the ejahar as Ext.1. 

12.   During cross-examination Binjara Lagun has stated that his 

daughter Gauri was happy with the accused in her married life. He also 

denied having knowledge about the fact that his daughter consumed 

liquor on the day of occurrence. 

13.  The witness Bhuban Kumar, Lakhiram Degal, Khukle Kaharo, 

Rupeswari Kaharo and Upen Mahananda are hearsay witnesses. 

14. Bhuban Kumar was present when the inquest upon the dead 

body was conducted. He is an eye witness to the inquest. He went to 

the house of the accused at about 9 p.m. on the day of occurrence and 

there he had heard from Rupeswari, the sister of the accused, that the 

accused had killed his wife. 

15.  The witness Rupeswari Kaharo is the sister of the accused. She 

has stated that on the day of occurrence the accused and Gauri had 

gone to Dhendai Tea Estate and on the same day at about 9 p.m. the 

dead body of Gauri was brought home in a Pushcart by the accused. 

Rupeswari has stated that she had heard that her brother had caused 

the death of Gauri.  

16. The witness Lakhiram Degal is also a witness to the Inquest. He 

was declared hostile because he denied that he had ever stated before 
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the police that on the day of occurrence he saw the accused bringing 

the dead body of his wife home in a Push cart and there he had come 

to know that while returning from Dendai Bagan the accused had 

beaten his wife and thereafter instead of taking her to the hospital he 

took her to the house of Rajib Kaharo.  

17. The witness Lakhiram Degal also denied the fact that he had 

ever stated before the police that the accused had admitted before him 

that he had beaten his wife. 

18.    The witness Smt. Radha Bag is the relative of the accused. At 

the time of inquest police took her help in removing clothes of the 

deceased. Radha Bag has also stated that she saw injury marks, 

presumably caused by beatings with a stick, on the legs of the 

deceased.  

19.   The witness Mariam Lagun is the mother of the deceased and 

her evidence is similar to that of her husband/informant Binjara Lagun. 

20. The witness Kukhle Kaharo is the mother of the accused and 

she has stated that she does not know how the deceased died.  

21.  The witness Upen Mahananda is the Govt. Gaonburha. He went 

to the house of the accused on the day of occurence after he was 

informed about the occurrence. Upen Mahananda has stated that the 

accused had admitted to police that he had assaulted his wife with a 

small plant of Gulmohar. 

22.   The witness Jogesh Bag is a witness to seizure of the uprooted 

Gulmohar plant and this witness has identified the same as Material 

Ext.1. 

23.    The witness Estipnush Khara is a witness like Jogesh Bag. 
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24. The witness Parme Mallik is the owner of the push cart in which 

the dead body of the deceased was transferred from the house of 

Rajib Kaharo to the house of the accused. He has stated that his push 

cart was borrowed by the villagers on the pretext of taking Gauri to the 

hospital.  

25. The Medical Officer Dr. Achyut Hazarika has proved the post 

mortem examination report as Ext. 2.  

26. The Investigating Officer Sri Dipak Das spoke about the 

investigation. He has confirmed that the witness Lakhiram Degal had in 

fact told him that while the accused and his wife were returning from 

Dhendai Tea Estate, the accused beat his wife and instead of taking 

her to the hospital he took her to the house of Rajib Kaharo and she 

died there. 

27.  During cross-examination the witness Bhuban Kumar has only 

stated that the accused was having a good relationship with his wife. 

There is nothing relevant to the cross-examination of Lakhiram Degal, 

Radha Bag, Mariam Lagun, Rupeswari Kaharo, Upen Mahananda, 

Jogesh Bag and Estipnush Khara. The witness Kukhle Kaharo and 

Parme Mallik were not cross-examined.  

28.  I have carefully gone through the prosecution evidence and in 

the light of the materials available in the case record. There are no 

discrepancies or contradictions in the evidence of Rajib Kaharo. He has 

been extensively cross examined. There is nothing in his evidence to 

disbelieve him. Likewise there is also nothing in the evidence of Binjara 

Lagun to disbelieve him to the extent that on the day of occurrence, 

the accused and the deceased had gone to Dhendai Bagan. Both the 

witnesses are reliable witnesses. The Medical Officer Dr. Achyut 
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Hazarika has proved that there was a defused swelling on right parietal 

region of the scalp of the deceased. He also found presence of clotted 

blood below the right parietal region of the dead body of the deceased. 

This fact is unassailed by the defence side. Binjara Lagun had filed the 

ejahar without undue delay. 

29. From the prosecution evidence the following unchallenged and 

thus proved facts very clearly emerge. The facts are : 

(i)       On the day of occurrence the accused and his wife 

had gone to Dhendai Tea estate; 

(ii)       Both  of them   returned home together; 

(iii) Within a very short time thereafter, the witness 

Rajib Kaharo found the victim lying at the place of 

occurrence in an injured state and she was unable to move 

and speak. She had to be carried home and after sometime 

she died at the house of Rajib Kaharo; 

(iv) The accused told Rajib Kaharo that he had 

assaulted his wife with an uprooted  Gulmohar plant at the 

time of occurrence,  

(v)     The medical evidence states that there was defused 

swelling on right parietal region of the scalp of the deceased 

and there were clotted blood below the right parietal region. 

The Doctor has opined that the said injuries sustained by 

the deceased were sufficient to cause the death of a person 

in normal course.  

 

30. The afforsaid facts remained unchallenged and nor there is any 

cross examination on those points. There was no one, except the 
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accused and the deceased, present when the occurrence took place 

but moments later the accused informed Rajib Kaharo that he had beat 

his wife Gauri and  left her behind at the tea garden and sought his 

help to bring her back. Rajib Kaharo went there with the accused and 

found Gauri in a serious condition at the place of occurrence. She was 

unable to move at that time. The accused told him that he beat Gauri 

with a small Gulmohar plant. Rajib Kaharo has identified the said 

Gulmohar plant as Material Ext.1. 

31.  Thus, I find myself foreclosed against all options but to hold 

that the chain of evidence so is complete in this case that it does not 

leave any reasonable ground for the conclusion consistent with the 

innocence of the accused and it clearly shows that in all human 

probability the act must have been done by none but the accused. It is 

proved beyond all reasonable doubt that the accused had caused the 

death of his wife Gauri. 

32.     At this stage the most pertinent question that arises is 

whether under the given facts and circumstances of the case the 

accused is guilty of murder. Another question that also arises is as to 

whether the act attributed to him would constitute a lesser offence like 

culpable homicide not amounting to murder punishable under Section 

304 Part I or II of the I.P.C. 

33. Section 300 of the Indian Penal Code defines Murder like this— 

Except in the cases hereinafter excepted, culpable homicide is murder, 

if the act by which the death is caused is done with the intention of 

causing death, or— 
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(Secondly) —If it is done with the intention of causing such bodily 

injury as the offender knows to be likely to cause the death of the 

person to whom the harm is caused, or— 

(Thirdly) —If it is done with the intention of causing bodily injury to 

any person and the bodily injury intended to be inflicted is sufficient in 

the ordinary course of nature to cause death, or 

—(Fourthly) —If the person committing the act knows that it is so 

imminently dangerous that it must, in all probability, cause death or 

such bodily injury as is likely to cause death, and commits such act 

without any excuse for incurring the risk of causing death or such 

injury as aforesaid. 

34.  The ingredients of the offence of murder can be categorised 

like this  -  

              1. Intention of causing death 

           2. Intention of causing such bodily injury which is likely to 

cause death of the person, and this is known to the offender 

           3. Intention to cause such bodily injury as is sufficient in 

ordinary course of nature to cause death of a person 

           4. Knowledge that the act done is sufficiently dangerous that in 

all probabilities it must cause death, or cause such bodily injury which 

is likely to cause death, and the act is done without any excuse to 

cause death or such bodily injury. 

35. At this stage section 304 of the Indian Penal Code may also be 

gone through. It reads as under – 

Whoever commits culpable homicide not amounting to murder 

shall be punished with *[imprisonment for life],or imprisonment of 

either description for a term which may extend to ten years, and shall 

https://indiankanoon.org/doc/159316467/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/134179032/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/36961205/
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also be liable to fine, if the act by which the death is caused is done 

with the intention of causing death, or of causing such bodily injury as 

is likely to cause death, 

Or with imprisonment of either description for a term which may 

extend to ten years, or with fine, or with both, if the act is done with 

the knowledge that it is likely to cause death ,but without any intention 

to cause death, or to cause such bodily injury as is likely to cause 

death. 

36. On the other hand the exception 4 to Section 300 of the I.P.C 

reads as under: 

―Exception 4.— Culpable homicide is not murder if it is committed 

without premeditation in a sudden fight in the heat of passion upon a 

sudden quarrel and without the offender having taken undue 

advantage or acted in a cruel or unusual manner.‖ 

37. The distinction between the two parts of section 304 of the 

Penal Code was drawn by the Hon,ble Supreme Court in Alister 

Anthony Pareira v. State of Maharashtra (2012) 2 SCC 648, in the 

following words: 

―..... For punishment under Section 304 Part I, the prosecution 

must prove: the death of the person in question; that such 

death was caused by the act of the accused and that the 

accused intended by such act to cause death or cause such 

bodily injury as was likely to cause death. As regards 

punishment for Section 304 Part II, the prosecution has to prove 

the death of the person in question; that such death was caused 

by the act of the accused and that he knew that such act of his 

was likely to cause death....‖ 
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38. The facts of Alister Anthony Pareira ( supra) is like this --- On 

the South-North Road at the East side of Carter Road, Bandra (West), 

Mumbai in the early hours of November 12, 2006 between 3.45 - 4.00 

a.m., a car ran into the pavement killing seven persons and causing 

injuries to eight persons. The appellant - Alister  Anthony Pareira - was 

at the wheels. The Sessions Court convicted the appellant for the 

offences punishable under Sections 304A and 337 IPC. The Hon,ble 

High Court reversed the said finding  and convicted for the offences 

punishable under Sections 304 Part II, 338 and 337 of the Indian Penal 

Code, 1860 (IPC).The Hon,ble Supreme Court has upheld the view 

taken by the High Court. 

39. In Surinder Kumar v. Union Territory, Chandigarh (1989) 

2 SCC 217, the Supreme Court has held that if on a sudden quarrel a 

person in the heat of the moment picks up a weapon which is handy 

and causes injuries out of which only one proves fatal, he would be 

entitled to the benefit of the Exception provided he has not acted 

cruelly. The Hon,ble Apex Court  has held that the number of wounds 

caused during the occurrence in such a situation was not the decisive 

factor. What was important was that the occurrence had taken place 

on account of a sudden and unpremeditated fight and the offender 

must have acted in a fit of anger. Dealing with the provision of 

Exception 4 to Section 300 the Court  has observed: 

―….. To invoke this exception four requirements must be 

satisfied, namely, (i) it was a sudden fight; (ii) there was no 

premeditation; (iii) the act was done in a heat of passion; and 

(iv) the assailant had not taken any undue advantage or acted 

in a cruel manner. The cause of the quarrel is not relevant nor is 

https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1371604/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1402213/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1569253/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1569253/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1569253/
http://www.indiankanoon.org/doc/831184/
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it relevant who offered the provocation or started the assault. 

The number of wounds caused during the occurrence is not a 

decisive factor but what is important is that the occurrence must 

have been sudden and unpremeditated and the offender must 

have acted in a fit of anger. Of course, the offender must not 

have taken any undue advantage or acted in a cruel manner. 

Where, on a sudden quarrel, a person in the heat of the 

moment picks up a weapon which is handy and causes injuries, 

one of which proves fatal, he would be entitled to the benefit of 

this exception provided he has not acted cruelly.‖ 

40. In Ghapoo Yadav and Ors. v. State of M.P. (2003) 3 SCC 

528, the Supreme Court  has held that---- 

―...The help of Exception 4 can be invoked if death is caused (a) 

without premeditation, (b) in a sudden fight: (c) without the 

offender's having taken undue advantage or acted in a cruel or 

unusual manner; and (d) the fight must have been with the 

person killed. To bring a case within Exception 4 all the 

ingredients mentioned in it must be found. It is to be noted that 

the 'fight' occurring in Exception 4 to Section 300. IPC is not 

defined in the IPC. It takes two to make a fight. Heat of passion 

requires that there must be no time for the passions to cool 

down and in this case, the parties have worked themselves into 

a fury on account of the verbal altercation in the beginning. A 

fight is a combat between two and more persons whether with 

or without weapons. It is not possible to enunciate any general 

rule as to what shall be deemed to be a sudden quarrel. It is a 

http://www.indiankanoon.org/doc/1737363/
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question of fact and whether a quarrel is sudden or not must 

necessarily depend upon the proved facts of each case. For the 

application of Exception 4 It is not sufficient to show that there 

was a sudden quarrel and there was no premeditation. It must 

further be shown that the offender has not taken undue 

advantage or acted in cruel or unusual manner. The expression 

'undue advantage' as used in the provision means 'unfair 

advantage'.‖ 

41. In Ankush Shivaji Gaikwad vs State Of Maharashtra, 

reported in 2013 (6) SCC 770, the Hon,ble Supreme Court has again 

deliberated upon this subject. The factual matrix of the case is like this 

------ The appellant accompanied by two other accuseds were walking 

past the field of the deceased when a dog owned by the deceased 

started barking at them. Angered by the barking of the animal, the 

appellant had hit the dog with the iron pipe that he was carrying in his 

hand. The deceased objected to the appellant beating the dog, 

whereupon the appellant started abusing the former and told him to 

keep quiet or else he too would be beaten like a dog. The exchange of 

hot words led to a scuffle between the deceased and the accused 

persons in the course whereof, while accused Nos.2 and 3 beat the 

deceased with fist and kicks, the appellant hit the deceased with the 

iron pipe on the head. On account of the injury inflicted upon him, the 

deceased fell to the ground whereupon all the three accused persons 

ran away from the spot. 

42. On the basis of the ratios laid down in the aforementioned 

decisions, the Hon,ble Supreme Court has held that --- 
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―It was the barking of the dog that provoked the appellant to 

beat the dog with the rod that he was carrying apparently to 

protect himself against being harmed by any stray dog or 

animal. The deceased took objection to the beating of the dog 

without in the least anticipating that the same would escalate 

into a serious incident in the heat of the moment. The exchange 

of hot words in the quarrel over the barking of the dog led to a 

sudden fight which in turn culminated in the deceased being hit 

with the rod unfortunately on a vital part like the head. 

Secondly, because the weapon used was not lethal nor was the 

deceased given a second blow once he had collapsed to the 

ground. The prosecution case is that no sooner the deceased 

fell to the ground on account of the blow on the head, the 

appellant and his companions took to their heels – a 

circumstance that shows that the appellant had not acted in an 

unusual or cruel manner in the prevailing situation so as to 

deprive him of the benefit of Exception 4. Thirdly, because 

during the exchange of hot words between the deceased and 

the appellant all that was said by the appellant was that if the 

deceased did not keep quiet even he would be beaten like a 

dog. The use of these words also clearly shows that the 

intention of the appellant and his companions was at best to 

belabour him and not to kill him as such. The cumulative effect 

of all these circumstances, in our opinion, should entitle the 

appellant to the benefit of Exception 4 to Section 300 of the 

I.P.C.‖ 
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43. So, it is clear on the face of the record that in order to hold a 

person guilty of murder, the prosecution has to prove that the said 

person had the intention to commit murder. In the instant case there is 

undisputed evidence that the accused, immediately after the 

occurrence, had come to the house of Rajib Kaharo to seek his help to 

bring back his wife from the place of occurrence. There is also no 

evidence to suggest that after the injured Gauri had fallen down, the 

accused did not inflict any further injury when she was in a helpless 

position and it indicates that he had not acted in a cruel or unusual 

manner. It goes to show that after the occurrence the accused had 

regained his senses and felt that he had already done something 

wrong and therefore, he wanted to undo that.  I have reasons to hold 

that the death of Gauri was caused by the accused without any 

intention to cause death of Gauri. Thus the offence of murder has not 

been proved against the accused beyond doubt.  

44. I find that the case of the accused fits nicely into the 

parameters of law as laid down in Part-II of Section 304 of the Indian 

Penal Code. Hence, I hereby hold that the offence of culpable homicide 

not amounting to murder under Part-II of Section 304 of the Indian 

Penal Code has been proved beyond all reasonable doubt against the 

accused Amit Kahara. 

O  R   D  E   R. 

45. In the result, the accused Amit Kahara is found guilty and he is 

accordingly convicted u/s 304, Part –II of the IPC. 
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S  E  N  T  E  N  C E. 

46. The ld Public Prosecutor has agreed that no separate sentence 

hearing is necessary in this case. He has further agreed that the Court 

is at liberty to award the sentence today. Hence, I have heard the 

convict in the matter of sentence.  

47. He still pleaded not guilty only. The evidence available in the 

case record suggests that the accused was repentant after committing 

the act and therefore he had tried his best to bring his wife from the 

place of occurrence. There is no dispute that the convict belongs to a 

tea garden labourer community. He is not properly and sufficiently 

educated. There is also available evidence on record to prove that his 

wife was also drunk at the time of occurrence.  

48. Now, I have reasons to hold the aforesaid facts to be the 

mitigating factors in favour of the convict. He is about 40 years old. 

Thus, considering his age and also after considering the material facts 

of the case, I hereby sentence the convict Amit Kahara to undergo 

Rigorous Imprisonment for 5(five) years only. I hope this much of 

sentence will be sufficient to reach the ends of justice. 

49. The period of detention already undergone by the convict in 

custody shall be set off from the substantive sentence.  

50. It is also hereby directed that the parents of the deceased shall 

be given a compensation of Rs. 1,00,000/- (Rupees one lac) only and 

the money shall be disbursed by District Legal Services Authority, 

Sonitpur, Tezpur. 

51. A copy of this judgment may be forwarded to the District Legal 

Services Authority for payment of compensation. Another copy of this 
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judgment be forwarded to the Deputy Commissioner, Sonitpur, under 

the provision of section 365 Cr.P.C.  

52. A free copy of the Judgment be given to the convict.  

    Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  of  this  Court  on  this  12th 

July, 2016.  

 

 

         (P.J. Saikia) 
                                     Sessions Judge, 

                                    Sonitpur, Tezpur. 

Dictated and corrected by me.  

 

 
   (P.J. Saikia) 
        Sessions Judge, 
       Sonitpur, Tezpur.                                                              

                                   

Typed by me.     

 
(R. Hazarika) 

Steno. 
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 A  P  P  E  N  D  I  X 
Prosecution  witnesses: 
  P.W.1  -  Sri Binjara Lagun, informant, 
  P.W.2  -  Dr. Achyut Hazarika, M.O., 
  P.W. 3 -  Sri Bhuban Kumar  
  P.W. 4 -  Sri Lakhiram Degal, 
  P.W. 5 -  Smt. Radha Bag  

  P.W. 6 -  Smt. Mariam lagun, 
P.W. 7 -  Smt. Kukle Kahar, 
P.W. 8 -   Smt. Rupeswari Kahar, 
P.W. 9-  Sri Upen Mahananda, 
P.W. 10-  Sri Jogesh Bag, 
P.W. 11-  Sri Estipnush Khara, 
P.W. 12-  Sri Parme Mallik, 
P.W. 13-  Sri Rajib Kaharo, 
P.W. 14-   Sri Dipak Das, SI of Police.  

Defence  witnesses       -               
        NIL   
Prosecution  Exhibit 
  Ext.1     - FIR, 
  Ext.1(1)     - signature of Binjara Lagun 
  Ext.1(2) &5(1)   - signature of O/C Ajijur Rahman 
  Ext.2     - Post mortem report, 
  Ext.2(1)    - signature of M.O. 

 Ext.2(2)   - signature of Jt. Director of     
Health Services, 

  Ext.3     - Inquest report, 
  Ext.3(1)    - signature of Lakhiram Degal, 
   Ext.3(2)    - signature of Bhuban Kumar, 
 
  Ext.4     - Seizurelist 
  Ext.4(1)    - signature of Estipnush Khara 
  Ext.4(2)    - signature of Rajib Kaharo, 
  Ext.5    - GD Entry 
  Ext.6    - Sketch map 
  Ext.6(1),7(1) and 8(1) - signatures of SI Dipak Das, 
  Ext.7    - Chargesheet 
  Ext.8    - Dead body challan.  
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Defence  Exhibits          -           
 
        NIL                                                                 
 
Material  Exhibits    
 

Material Ext. 1  - A small twig of ―Sirish‖ tree. 

     

 

 

 

 

                                                              (P.J. Saikia) 
                                                             Sessions Judge, 

                                                            Sonitpur, Tezpur.                         

                         

    

 


