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IN THE COURT OF THE ADDITIONAL SESSIONS JUDGE No.2 

SONITPUR:: TEZPUR 

 

Sessions Case No. 311 of 2014 

Under section 302 I.P.C 

(Arising out of G.R. Case No. 2288 of 2014) 

 

State of Assam 

V/s  

Tinku Teli    ...Accused 

 

 

Present 

Ms. A. Ajitsaria, AJS, 

Addl. Sessions Judge No.2, Sonitpur, Tezpur  

 

Date of Evidence : 19.02.2015, 04.03.2015, 19.03.2015, 22.04.2015, 21.05.2015,   
        31.07.2015 

Date of Argument: 13.11.2015 

Date of Judgment: 27.11.2015 

 

For the State : Sri Khemraj Adhikary,Addl. Public Prosecutor 

For the Accused : Sri. R. R. Kalita, Legal Aid Counsel 

 

 

J U D G M E N T 

1. The prosecution case in a nutshell is that Lakhia Bhumij lodged an FIR on 

12.09.2014, stating, inter-alia that on the said date at about 9:40 AM, the 

accused Tinku Teli killed his wife Munu Bhumij by assaulting her with a “lathi”. 

The same was registered as Chariduar PS case No. 97/14. 

 

2. After due investigation, charge-sheet was submitted against the accused 

person, namely, Sri Tinku Teli under section 302 IPC.  
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3. The accused entered appearance and after observing necessary 

formalities, the offence being Sessions triable, was committed to the Court of 

Sessions for trial by the Addl. Chief Judicial Magistrate, Sonitpur, Tezpur.  

 

4. After hearing both sides and on perusal of the police report furnished u/s 

173 of the Cr. P.C, 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.  

 

5. In support of the case, the prosecution examined twelve (12) witnesses 

and defence examined none. The plea of defence is of total denial.  

 

6. After closure of the prosecution evidence, the accused person was 

examined u/s 313 Cr P.C. 

 

POINTS FOR THE DETERMINATION 

Whether the accused on 12.9.2014, intentionally and knowingly 

committed the death of his wife, Munu Bhumij @ Kumari Bhumij?  

 

7. I have carefully examined the evidence on record and heard arguments of 

both sides.  

DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF  

8. PW 1, Dr Hiteswar Gogoi stated that on 12.9.2014 he conducted post 

mortem on the body of Kumari Bhumij, in connection with Chariduar PS GDE No. 

253 dated 12.9.2014 and found the following injuries: “ Fracture of left cranial 

bone (temporal bone) with intracranial haemorrhage with laceration of brain 

tissues with bleeding from left ear”. PW 1 further stated that all other organs 

were healthy and the injuries were ante-mortem in nature. PW 1 stated that rigor 

mortis was present.  PW 1 opined that the cause of death was due to shock and 

haemorrhage as a result of head injury. PW 1 exhibited the Post Mortem Report 
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as Ext. 1. In cross examination, PW 1 stated that the injuries could be caused by 

heavy fall on hard substance.  

 

9. PW 2, Md. Jahiruddin stated that Kumari @ Munu Bhumij was the wife of 

the accused. Occurrence was of the year 2014, at the relevant time he/PW 2 was 

in his home and on hearing commotion in the village that Tinku had killed his 

wife, he informed the police over phone. PW 2 stated that the OC asked him to 

go to the house of Tinku and said that he too would go there. PW 1 stated that 

at the place of occurrence, he saw Tinku‟s wife lying dead, with blood oozing out 

of her head. PW 2 further stated that police conducted inquest (Ext. 2) on the 

dead body of Munu Bhumij, drew sketch map and thereafter her dead body was 

taken away. 

 

10. In cross examination, PW 2 stated that Tinku‟s house was about 300 mtr 

from his house on the east and that there were no other houses in between. PW 

2 further stated there were two thatched houses where Tinku resided. PW 2 

stated that he heard hue and cry in respect of the occurrence at about 9.30 AM 

and thereafter he rang the police. PW 2 stated that he saw the dead body of 

Tinku‟s wife in the thatched house which was used as kitchen, she was wearing a 

saree with design of flowers on the saree. PW 2 further stated that he has seen 

injury on the left side of the head (at the back) on the person of Kumari Bhumij. 

PW 2 further stated Tinku‟s mother was there in the house when he had gone to 

Tinku‟s house. There were two minor children of the accused; his brother was 

not there in the house. PW 2 stated that Tinku‟s father used to work in Lokra. 

Earlier the accused was working in Arunachal Pradesh and at the relevant time 

he was at home. PW 2 stated that he had not witnessed the occurrence and 

could not say how Tinku‟s wife sustained injuries.  PW 2 stated that he signed on 

the inquest report at the place of occurrence. 
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11. PW 3, Lakhau Teli stated that accused was his son and Kumari @ Munu 

Bhumij was the wife of the accused. PW 3 stated that he was not at home at the 

time of occurrence as he used to go for work in the morning. PW 3 stated that  

his son, the accused was at home on the date of occurrence. PW 3 was declared 

hostile at the instance of the prosecution. 

 

12. In cross examination by prosecution, PW 3 denied the suggestion that he 

stated before the I/O that “Yesterday, he/PW 3 went out of the house towards 

the village at about 8 AM. When he was not there, his son, at about 10 AM, killed 

his wife Munu Bhumij inside the house and he fled and presented himself in the 

Chariduar PS. Both of them usually used to fight. Yesterday when none was 

there in the house, they had a fight and Tinku, in his anger killed his wife.” PW 3 

denied the suggestion that he had deposed falsely in the court and he had stated 

the true facts before the I/O. In cross examination by the defence, PW 3 stated 

that the police did not record his statement, he had not heard about the cause of 

death of his daughter- in-law.  

 

13. PW 4, Sri Suku Teli stated that he heard that Tinku had killed his wife and 

she was lying dead in her house and thereafter he went to see the same.  

 

14. In cross examination, PW 4 stated that his house was about 3 km from 

the house of Tinku, he had heard about the occurrence at about 1.00 PM and he 

reached Tinku‟s house after about ½- 1 hour. PW 4 stated that he could not say 

how Tinku‟s wife died.  

 

15. PW 5, Sri Lakhiya Bhumij stated that Kumari @ Munu Bhumij was his 

sister-in-law. PW 5 stated that on the date of occurrence he was in the field and 

he heard that Tinku had killed his wife. PW 5 stated that he went to the house of 

Tinku and saw Tinku‟s wife lying inside the house. PW 5 further stated that he 
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lodged FIR, Inquest was conducted on the dead body of Munu and report  (Ext 

2) prepared. PW 5 was declared hostile at the instance of the prosecution. 

 

16. In cross examination, by prosecution PW 5 denied the suggestion that he 

had stated before the I/O that “ Deceased Kumari Teli @ Munu was his 

khurkhali. When he was at home, he heard that Tinku , her husband, at about 10 

AM had killed his wife Kumari Bhumij and fled. On hearing the same, he came to 

their house. He saw police in the house of Tinku and saw the dead body of 

Kumari Teli which was, covered with a cloth. Police conducted inquest on the 

dead body. He signed as witness. Tinku Teli was not at home at that time. Later, 

he heard that Tinku presented himself in Chariduar PS. Tinku Teli killed his 

khurkhali Kumari Teli , fled and presented himself in the police station.” PW 5 

denied the suggestion that he had deposed falsely in the court and had spoken 

truly before the I/O.  

 

17. In cross examination by the defence, PW 5 stated that he could only sign 

his name and he could not say the contents of the FIR. PW 5 stated that on 

being asked by the police, he had signed the FIR. PW 5 stated that the house of 

the accused was about 1 mile from his house, the field was about ½ mile from 

the house of the accused and that he had heard about the occurrence at about 

10 AM. PW 5 stated that police reached the spot after him.   

 

18. PW 6, Sri Manoj Teli stated that accused was his younger brother and 

Kumari @ Munu Bhumij was his sister-in- law. PW 6 stated that his brother, the 

accused killed her. PW 6 stated that he was not at home at the relevant time and 

he received information that Kumari, had died. PW 6 stated that he could not 

return home the same day but he reached before the shraddha and did all work. 

 

19. In cross examination, PW 6 stated that he resided in Dimapur and did not 

have knowledge about the occurrence. 
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20. PW 7, Arjun Teli stated that he had only heard about the occurrence and 

he signed on the Inquest report (Ext.2). PW 7 was declared hostile at the 

instance of the prosecution. 

 

21. In cross examination, by prosecution PW 7 denied the suggestion that he 

had stated before the I/O that : “On coming to learn that today at about 10 AM, 

Sri Tinku Teli  had fled after killing his wife Kumari Bhumij @ Munnu , he went to 

his house. Police came to their house and conducted inquest on the dead body of 

Kumari Bhumij and he signed on the report as witness” PW 7 denied the 

suggestion that he stated the truth before the I/O and that he had deposed 

falsely in the court. 

 

22. In cross examination, PW 7 stated that police did not record his 

statement and while he was going to have lunch, police called him and took his 

signature. PW 7 stated that he could not say what was written in the document. 

 

23. PW 8, Sri Nitul Chakraborty stated that on 12.9.2014 he was in Charidaur, 

when Lakhiya Bhumij came and requested him to write an FIR. PW 8 stated that 

he/PW 5 narrated the occurrence to him and as narrated by him, he/PW 8 wrote 

the FIR. PW 8 stated that Lakhiya had informed him that Tinku Teli had killed his 

wife with a lathi and accordingly as narrated by him, he wrote the FIR being Ext. 

4 where Lakhiya Bhumij put his thumb impression in his presence. In cross 

examination, PW 8 stated that Lakhiya Bhumij was not known to him prior to the 

said day. 

 

24. PW 9, Manish Goswami stated that he did not personally know the 

accused and he had seen the accused when police was taking him. PW 9 stated 

that he was the son of the owner of Koliagohain Satra and was the Deka-

satradhikari. At about 12.30 PM seeing the police vehicle inside his campus, he 
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came near the police and enquired. PW 9 stated that on enquiry, police informed 

him that the accused had surrendered in the police station saying that he had 

killed his wife and further informed that the accused had informed them that he 

had thrown one lathi in the campus. PW 9 stated that as such, the police 

searched for the lathi in the campus. PW 9 further stated that on search, the 

lathi was found by the accused and was in the hands of the accused. PW 9 

stated that police seized the lathi (M. Ext. 1) in his presence vide seizure list (Ext. 

3), where he put his signature. 

 

25. In cross examination, PW 9 stated that he had not seen the accused 

before the date on which the accused was caught by the police and he could not 

say from where the lathi came. PW 9 stated that such lathi was used as fuel.  

 

26. PW 10, Ponaram Saikia stated that on 12.9.2014 at about 10-10 AM he 

received information from Md. Jahiruddin/PW 2 over telephone to the effect that 

Tinku Teli killed his wife and the said person had fled thereafter. PW 10 stated 

that GDE No. 253 dated 12.9.14 (Ext 7) was recorded by him. PW 10 stated that 

he went to the place of occurrence/ house of the accused where he met Md. 

Jahiruddin. PW 10 further stated that he saw the dead body of Kumari @ Munu 

Bhumij, wife of Tinku Teli but he did not find the accused in his house, that is, 

the place of occurrence. Inquest (Ext 2) was carried on the dead body of Munu. 

PW 10 stated that he sent the dead body for post mortem vide dead body 

challan (Ext.5). PW 10 stated that he learnt that the accused had presented 

himself in the Chariduar PS accordingly; he went to the police station and found 

the accused there. PW 10 further stated that the accused confessed before him 

and said that he had killed his wife with a lathi. PW 10 stated that on being 

asked, the accused stated that he had hidden the lathi in the Mandir. PW 10 

stated that the accused led them to the Mandir where he had kept the lathi 

(which was of khori type). PW 10 stated that on being shown by the accused, 

the Khori type lathi (M. Ext. 1) was seized vide seizure list (Ext. 3). PW 10 stated 

that Lakhiya Bhumij lodged the FIR (Ext. 4) at about 5 PM by putting his thumb 
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impression and the same was registered as Chariduar PS Case No. 97 of 2014 

u/s 302 IPC. PW 10 further stated he prepared sketch map (Ext 6) and recorded 

the statement of witnesses. PW 10 stated that subsequently charge sheet (Ext. 

8) was filed against the accused person by Naren Sonowal, OC of Chariduar PS. 

PW 10 confirmed the statements of PW 3/ Lakhau Teli, PW 5/ Lakhiya Bhumij 

and PW 8/ Arjun Teli which he exhibited as Ext. 9,10,11. PW 10 was re-examined 

on 1.9.2015 on which day he exhibited GDE No. 256 dated 12.9.2014 (Ext. 12 

(1)) and GDE No. 253 dated 12.09.2014 [Ext. 12 (2)], which were recorded in his 

handwriting . PW 10 further confirmed the statement of PW 12/ Sri Harakanta 

Borai as Ext. 13.  

 

27. In cross examination, PW 10 stated that the police station was about 9 

Km from the place of occurrence. PW 10 stated that he received information over 

telephone and recorded GDE. PW 10 stated that he had not made a prayer for 

recording of confessional statement by the accused before the Ld. CJM. PW 10 

denied the suggestion that the accused had not confessed before him and that 

he had gone to the police station to inform about the death of his wife. PW 10 

denied the suggestion that Arjun Teli , Lakhiya Teli, Lakhau Bhumij had not 

stated before him as recorded by him/PW 10.  

 

28. PW 11, Sri Naren Sonowal, SI deposed that on 15.10.2014 the instant 

case was handed over to him and on perusal of the case dairy he saw that the 

instant case started with GDE 253 dated 12.9.14 [Ext. 12 (1)] recorded by 

Ponaram Saikia, wherein it was recorded that Md. Jahuruddin of Ghoramari 

informed over telephone that his co-villager, Tinku Teli had fled after killing his 

wife. PW 11 stated that further in GDE No. 256 dated 12.9.14 [Ext. 12 (2)], it 

was recorded in the hand writing of Ponaram Saikia that “at about 9.50 AM Sri 

Tinku Teli had assaulted his wife Munu Bhumij (Teli) with a lathi in the house 

itself because of domestic issue and his wife died there itself. Tinku Teli fled with 

the lathi in hand after the occurrence. PW 11 stated that the dead body was 

found inside the house, inquest was conducted and the dead body of Munu was 
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sent for post mortem through Constable 370 T. Hazarika to K. C. Hospital. In the 

meantime, Tinku Teli presented himself in the police station and he informed that 

the lathi was hidden in Kolia Gohain-than.”  PW 11 stated that on further perusal 

of the case record he saw that investigation was complete and therefore he filed 

charge-sheet (Ext 8). 

  

29. In cross examination, PW 11 stated that he joined Charidaur PS on 

14.10.2014, that investigation of the case before the said date was not 

personally known to him and he had only submitted charge sheet in the instant 

case.  

 

30. PW 12, Harakanta Baroi stated that one day after cleaning the 

Gohainghar he was sitting in the compound when, the accused came, prayed and 

sat near him. PW 12 stated that he gave him banana which he took and went 

away. PW 12 stated that later he saw police bring the accused in a vehicle and 

stop in the field. Police called him to the field and they also called the Gohain. 

PW 11 stated that Police showed them a lathi (M. Ext. 1) which they seized vide 

Ext. 3 where he put his signature. PW 12 was declared hostile at the instance of 

the prosecution. 

 

31. In cross examination by the prosecution, PW 12 denied the suggestion 

that he stated before the I/O that “he worked in Kalia Gosain. Today suddenly 

police came with one man and came inside the mandir compound. The person 

who had come with the police took out a bamboo 2 ft long, which had a burnt 

sign on the one side and gave it to the police. The said person stated before the 

police that he had beaten his wife on the head with the said lathi and because of 

the same his wife died. He had stated that had he married his wife in the said 

mandir, therefore he had kept the lathi in the said mandir. Police seized lathi vide 

the Seizure List and he signed on the Seizure List”. 
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32. In cross examination by defence, PW 12 stated that he never stated 

before the police in the manner being attributed by the Ld. PP. PW 12 stated that 

when persons come to visit the mandir, they make a chulha/stove outside and 

cook khisri, outside the mandir. There was a Mansiri river away from the mandir, 

where too, people cooked. PW 12 stated that he used to clean the 

khori/firewood, leaves around the mandir. PW 12 stated that he had seen the 

bamboo in the hands of the police and could not say from where the police had 

brought the same. 

 

33. Having narrated the evidence on record in detail, it is to be now analysed 

whether the prosecution has been able to bring home the charge against the 

accused. At the very outset, it is seen that on receipt of information from PW 2 

(Md. Jahiruddin) at Chariduar PS about the occurrence, GDE No. GDE 253 dated 

12.9.14 (Ext 7) was recorded and the police sprung into action. PW 10 stated 

that he visited the place of occurrence, that is, the house of the accused. PW 2 in 

his evidence has elaborated in respect of the place of occurrence to be the 

kitchen house of the accused/deceased. Inquest Report (Ext 2) was prepared by 

PW 10 to which PW 2 and PW 5 are signatories as witnesses. Thereafter, PW 10 

sent the dead body of Kumari @ Munu Bhumij, wife of the accused for post 

mortem examination. 

 

34. PW 1, the medical officer found fracture of left cranial/temporal bone with 

intra-cranial haemorrhage on the dead body of Kumari @ Munu Bhumij and 

opined that the injuries were ante mortem in nature; death being caused due to 

shock and haemorrhage as a result of head injury. From the evidence of PW 1, it 

is clear that death of Kumari @ Munu Bhumij was homicidal in nature. 

 

35. PW 3, (father of the accused), PW 5 (the informant) and PW 7 were 

declared hostile at the instance of the prosecution. PW 3 nevertheless has 

supported the fact that at the time of occurrence his son/the accused was 
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present in the house. PW 5 admitted that on hearing about the occurrence, he 

went to the place of occurrence, saw the dead body of Kumari @ Munu Bhumij, 

signed on the Inquest report and later lodged FIR. It is to be noted that each 

one of them resiled from there complete/entire version before the IO, with PW 7 

even declining to have knowledge of the contents of the FIR; the prosecution on 

the other hand has confirmed their version through the IO.  

 

36. PW 8 is the writer/scribe of the FIR who in no uncertain terms stated that 

he had written the FIR on the dictate of Lakhiya Bhumij (PW 5). 

 

37. That the accused, after the occurrence went to Chariduar police station, is 

established by PW 10. PW 10 has stated that on receipt of information from PW 

2, when he went to the place of occurrence, he did not find the accused there 

but on subsequently receiving information that accused had made himself 

available at Chariduar PS, he went to the police station and found the accused 

there. PW 10 has again, in no uncertain terms stated that the accused confessed 

his guilt and on enquiry led the police to the weapon of assault, that is, the 

bamboo lathi. Confession before a police officer, not being admissible, the same 

is not taken into consideration. However, the factum of recovery of the weapon 

of offence, on being led by the accused, being admissible in evidence under 

section 27 of the Indian Evidence Act, is considered as a factor in favour of the 

prosecution. PW 9, stood steadfast in his deposition and could not be demolished 

with regard to the fact that the accused was brought to the Satra campus by the 

police; the accused searched, found a lathi which was later seized by the police. 

PW 9 identified the said bamboo lathi as Material Ext 1 and his signature on the 

Seizure List. PW 12, the other seizure witness though resiled from his earlier 

version before the IO, admitted his signature on the seizure list. The defence has 

elicited from this witness that visitors to the “Satra” often cook outside and hence 

the seized bamboo was one of such fuel which was used by the visitors for 

cooking and had no relation with the instant case. In the considered view of this 

Court, in view of the undemolished evidence of PW 9, the latter does not assist 
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the defence in any manner what so ever.  The futility of the same is further 

established from the fact that had a bamboo, of which one side was burnt, 

sought to have been implanted by the investigating officer, he would not have 

travelled to the campus of the “Satra/Mandir” to do so. That the said bamboo 

was lying in the campus was within the specific knowledge of the accused and 

the accused having led the IO to the campus of the „Satra‟ and located the 

weapon of offence, the same was seized by the IO.   Partially burnt bamboo lathi 

was used as a weapon of offence by the accused, is further fortified from the fact 

that the place of occurrence was the kitchen house/room of the accused. 

  

38. It is to be noted that the defence has taken a plea that the accused had 

gone to the police station to inform about the death of his wife and he did not 

lead the police to the weapon of offence.  The latter, is unbelievable in as much 

as, there is no explanation as to how the fact of death of his wife, came within 

the knowledge of the accused. 

 

39. Ld. Counsel for the defence submits that the PW‟s heard about the 

occurrence, and hence their evidence is nothing but „hearsay evidence‟. In 

respect of the said submission it is seen that even if the evidence of PW 4, PW 6 

and PW 7 to the effect of they hearing about the occurrence is discarded, the 

evidence of PW 9, PW 10 and that PW 2 in itself is sufficient. Evidence, as it is 

settled, is not to be counted but weighed. 

 

40.  It has been directly proved by PW 10 Ponaram Sakia that the accused 

surrendered in the police station and led them to the weapon of offence. From 

the said evidence the fact in issue, that of, the accused having hidden the lathi in 

the campus of the Satra, after assaulting his wife on the head is unhesitently 

inferred. 
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41. The evidence of PW 9 is clear and cogent and there is no reason to doubt 

his version as he is an independent and neutral witness. It is possible to inflict the 

injuries detected on the head of the deceased with Material Ext 1, bamboo lathi. As 

already discussed hereinbefore, that the accused went to the police station is not 

challenged by the defence, as the accused also admitted that he went to the police 

station to inform about the occurrence. The said plea has already been rejected by 

this Court. The accused having admitted that he went to the police station, his 

denial with regard to the fact of the accused leading the police to the weapon of 

assault cannot be accepted in view of the cogent and consistent stand of PW 9 and 

PW 10 coupled with the evidence of PW 2. More so, since the defence failed to 

demolish the said witnesses in the cross examination. Therefore it can be safely 

concluded that the accused surrendered before the Investigating officer. There is 

no reason to doubt, the veracity of the Investigating Officer‟s evidence with regard 

to the same. This is a strong adverse circumstance against the accused to hold him 

guilty. 

 

42. Thus, though none of the witnesses saw the accused inflict injuries on his 

wife Kumari @ Munu, the prosecution has been able to place on record the 

complete chain of circumstances which points only towards the culpability of the 

accused and towards nothing else.  

 

43. While appreciating the evidence of the PWs, it has come on record that the 

occurrence took place during domestic quarrel between the accused and his wife. 

Though elaborate evidence with regard to the same has not come on record 

nevertheless it is apparent that it was in a sudden fight, in the heat of passion and 

without pre meditation that the accused assaulted his wife with the bamboo lathi. 

Hence, this Court is of the considered view that the accused is guilty of culpable 

homicide not amounting to murder as envisaged u/s 300 Exception 4, which 

attracts section 304 Part II IPC. 

 

44. Consequently, from the discussion, it can be safely concluded that the 

accused had committed culpable homicide not amounting to murder. The accused 
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having caused such bodily injury (on the scalp) as is likely is to cause death, is 

liable to be convicted u/s 304 Part II IPC. 

 

45. In the result, it is held that the prosecution has been able to prove its 

case beyond reasonable doubt and consequently, the accused, Tinku Teli is 

convicted under section 304 Part II I.P.C for the offence of culpable homicide not 

amounting to murder of Kumari @ Munu Bhumij.  

 

 

HEARING ON SENTENCE 

 

46. Convict Tinku Teli is heard in person. He submits that he has parents and 

two minor children, who are dependent on him and, as such, he should be dealt 

with leniently. Ld Counsel for the accused submits that lenient view may be 

taken, as the two minor children of the accused has lost their mother and the 

accused will be in custody. Ld Addl PP submits that punishment ought to be 

adequate. 

   

 

47. Considering all the aspects, the accused/convict, Tinku Teli is sentenced 

to undergo R.I. for 4 years and to pay a fine of Rs.2,000/- (Rupees two 

thousand) only, in default, R.I. for 15 days u/s 304 Part II IPC. 

  

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

  

49. In the facts and circumstances of the case, this Court refrains from 

passing orders for compensation u/s 357 CrPC.  

 

50. Let a free copy of this judgment be furnished to the convict immediately. 

 

51. Let a copy of this judgment be forwarded to the District Magistrate, 

Sonitpur, Tezpur u/s 365 of the CrPC. 



Page 15 of 16 
 

 

 

52. The judgment is signed, sealed and pronounced in open court, in the 

presence of both sides, on this the 27th day of November, 2015.                

 

 

     

     Additional 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 Hiteswar Gogoi 

  P.W. 2 : Md Jahiruddin 
 P.W. 3 : Lakhau Teli 

  P.W. 4 : Sri Suku Teli 
 P.W. 5 :  Sri Lakhiya Bhumij  
 P.W. 6 : Sri Manoj Teli 
 P.W. 7 : Arjun Teli 
 P.W. 8 : Sri Nitul Chakraborty 
 P.W. 9 : Manish Goswami 
 P.W. 10 : Ponaram Saikia 
 P.W. 11 : Sri Naren Sonowal, SI 
 P.W. 12 : HaraKanta Baroi 
 

2. Witnesses for Defence  : NIL 
3. Court Witnesses :  NIL 
 
4. Prosecution Exhibits: 
   Ext. 1 : Post Mortem Report 
   Ext. 2 : Inquest Report 

  Ext. 3 : Seizure List 
   Ext. 4 : FIR 
   Ext. 5 : Dead body challan 
   Ext. 6 : Sketch Map 
   Ext. 7 : GDE No. 253 dated 12.9.14. 
   Ext. 8 : Charge-sheet 
   Ext. 9 : Statement of Lakau Teli 
   Ext. 10 : Statement of Lakhiya Teli. 
   Ext. 11 : Statement of Arjun Teli 
   Ext. 12: GDE No. 256 dated 12.09.2015 
   Ext. 13: Statement of Hrakanta Baroi 

 
5. Defence Exhibits : NIL 
 
6. Material Exhibits: 

Ext. 1: 1 Bamboo lathi 
 
 

Addl. Sessions Judge No.2 
Sonitpur, Tezpur 

 
 
 
 
 


