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IN THE COURT OF THE SESSIONS JUDGE SONITPUR:: TEZPUR 

 

SESSION CASE NO. 105 of 2018 

Under section 307/325/506 of I.P.C 

(Arising out of G. R Case No. 1116 of 2018) 

 

    State of Assam 
 
     –Vs–  

1. Sri Patras Barla 

    ...Accused Person  

 

Present:   Smti I. Barman,  

Sessions Judge,  

        Sonitpur :Sonitpur. 

  

 
For the State   :     Mr. M.C. Baruah, Public Prosecutor & 

           Mr. N.K. Mishra, Addl. P.P.                  

For the accused  :     Mr A.K. Saikia,   

                     Legal Aid Counsel. 

  

Date of Argument  :     29-05-2020. 

 

Date of Judgment   :      05-06-2020. 

 

JUDGMENT 

1.  The prosecution case against the accused person as unfurled 

in the FIR, in brief is that on 22-03-2018 when Sankar Chetry the 

owner of Brick Kiln was sitting in his kiln, accused Patras Barla 

coming from backside dealt blows upon his head with intent to kill 

him. The persons present in the brick kiln caught the accused and 

informed police. It is further alleged that the accused in presence of 

police threatened to ruin the Nepali Community from the said area.    



Page 2   

Sessions Case No. 105 of 2018 Page 2 

 

2.  On receipt of the ejahar from PW 2 Madhab Chetry, the 

brother of the informant, Tezpur P.S. Case No. 563/18 u/s 

307/325/295(A)/506 of the IPC was registered and initiated the 

investigation of the case. The Investigation Officer seized the iron 

rod used in the offence, recorded the statement of the witnesses and 

on completion of investigation having found materials submitted 

charge sheet against the accused Patras Barla u/s 307/325/506 of 

the IPC. 

3.      On producing the accused person, learned Chief Judicial 

Magistrate, Sonitpur, Tezpur after furnishing copies of the documents 

as required under section 207 Cr.PC, committed the case to the court 

of Session, being the  offence u/s 307 IPC exclusively triable by the 

court of Session. 

4. Accordingly, on being produced the accused person before 

this Court from jail, after hearing both sides, charge u/s 307/325/506 

of the IPC was framed against the accused Patras Barla and 

particulars of the charge on being read over and explained to the 

accused person, he pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried.   

5.   To substantiate the case, prosecution examined as many as 

six witnesses including the injured. In statement recorded u/s 313 

Cr.P.C, the accused denied all the allegations levelled against him and 

declined to adduce evidence. 

 

6.  I have heard the argument of learned counsel of both sides 

and also have gone through the evidence on record.   

7. The points for decision in this case is that - 

(1) Whether the accused Patras Barla, on 22-03-

18 at Kachubil Brick Kiln, under Tezpur Police 
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station, inflicted blow over the head of Sankar 

Chetry, with such intention or knowledge, and 

under such circumstances, that, if by that act, 

the accused had caused the death of Sankar 

Chetry, the accused would have been guilty of 

murder and thereby committed an offence 

punishable under section 307 of the IPC?   

2. whether the accused on the same date, time 

and place, voluntarily caused grievous hurt to 

Sankar Chetry and thereby committed an 

offence punishable under Section 325 of IPC? 

(3) whether the accused on the same date time, 

and place, committed criminal intimidation by 

threatening that he would finish the Nepali 

Community of his area, with intent to cause 

alarm to the said Nepali Community and thereby 

committed an offence punishable under Section 

506 of IPC? 

Discussion, Decisions and reasons thereof :  

8. Mr. Baruah, learned Public Prosecutor submits that a careful 

scrutiny of the evidence on record will lead to the findings that the 

accused arrived at the place of occurrence with an iron road and 

inflicted blows at the injured causing the injuries to him. Learned 

Public prosecutor also submitted that the accused committed the act 

with an intention to cause injury over vital parts of the injured which 

might have caused the death of the injured if the blow falls over his 

head, had he would not have been prevented by raising hand and 

the ocular and medical evidence established the charge u/s 307/325 

IPC beyond all reasonable doubt against the accused.  
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9.  Mr. Saikia, the learned Legal Aid Counsel, per contra, submits 

that there is no eye witness to the occurrence and due to enmity 

between the parties, PW 3 and PW 4 who claimed as witnessing the 

alleged incident being interested witnesses, their evidence cannot be 

believed and the accused is entitled to benefit of doubt due to failure 

of the prosecution to establish the case.    

10. In order to appreciate the argument advanced on behalf of 

both the sides, it is considered next to outline a sketch of the 

evidence on record.  

11. PW1, Dr Mridurupam Gogoi, the medical officer said that on 

22-03-2018 he examined Sankar Chetry of Kochubil,Tezpur in 

reference to Tezpur PS case No. 563/18 on being identified by 

Madhab Chetry who gave history of physical assault and found the 

following:  

  Abrasion over scalp(1 x 1) cm, laceration over right hand(little 

finger)(2x1x1) cm.  

  X-ray shows fracture of 4th and 5th metacarpal. He opined that 

the injury is grievous and caused by blunt object. The doctor proved 

the medical report as Ext.1 and his signature as Ext.1(1).  

  During cross, the doctor denied the suggestion that such type 

of injury may be occurred due to other reason.  

12. PW 2, Sri Madhab Chetry, the brother of the injured, deposed 

that at the relevant time when he was at Tezpur Town, one Harmuj 

Ali, the labour of their brick kiln informed him that accused Patras 

Barla assaulted his brother Sankar Chetry on his head with an iron 

rod. Hearing the incident, he immediately informed police. 

Accordingly police went to the place of occurrence and seized one 

iron rod. Regarding the incident, he lodged the FIR, Ext.2.  
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 During cross-examination PW2 said that seeing the injury of 

his brother, he wrote the ejahar as per instruction of his injured 

brother. He stated that near their brick kiln, the land of the accused 

is situated. He denied the suggestion that since they illegally 

excavated the earth from the land of the accused, quarrel took place 

between them and therefore, they filed this false case against the 

accused. He also denied that accused did not assault his brother by 

an iron rod. He further denied the suggestion that the injured 

sustained injury due to fall on the ground.  

13.    PW 3 Gakul Chetry, the related brother of the injured who is 

the eye witness to the occurrence, stated that when Sankar Chetry, 

the owner of the brick Kiln was sitting in the kiln, accused with an 

iron rod came there and had assaulted Sankar Chetry over his head 

from the back side.  Seeing the incident, they snatched away the iron 

rod from the hand of the accused and tied him with a rope. Sankar 

Chetry was immediately taken to hospital and the accused was 

handed over to police. Police seized the iron rod vide seizure list 

Ext.3 in his presence wherein Ext.3(1) is his signature. 

  In cross examination by defence, he stated that at the time of 

incident, he was working at the Western side of the Kiln at a distance 

of about 60/70 meter away from the place where Sankar Chetry was 

sitting. He did not know if Sankar chetry occupied one and half 

bighas of land of the accused.  He denied the suggestion of defence 

that as the accused asked them to vacate the land, hence, they filed 

the false case against the accused.  

14.  Close on the heels of the evidence of PW 3, the evidence of 

Sri Birbal Khalko (PW 4) who was also present at the place of 

occurrence deposed that at the time of incident when Sankar Chetry 

was sitting in his brick kiln, accused Patras came there with an iron 
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rod and had assaulted Sankar Chetry over his head from the back 

side, as a result of which Sankar Chetry sustained injury on his head. 

Then, the workers of the Kiln tied the accused Patrash Barla with a 

rope and handed over to police and Sankar Cherty was taken to the 

hospital. He stated that he had seen injury over the head of Sankar 

Chetry. Police seized the said rod vide seizure list Ext.3 wherein 

Ext.3(2) is his signature. 

  During cross-examination he stated that he worked in the kiln 

of the injured as a “Moharar” and at the relevant time, he was 

working at the Eastern side of the Kiln at a distance of about 10 

meter away where Sankar was sitting alone near the Chimney and 

Gokul Chetry was working at the Western side of the Chimney. 

Hearing hulla, he and Gokul Chetry rushed to the spot and saw 

Sankar Chetry lying in injured condition. He stated that he did not 

know if Sankar Chetry forcefully occupied one and half bighas of land 

of the accused. He denied that when the accused asked them to 

vacate the land, they instead of vacating the land, filed the false case 

against the accused. 

15. PW 5 Sri Sankar Chetry, the injured of this case stated that at 

the time of incident when he was working at his Brick Kiln at Kachubil 

Borghuli, accused Patras Barla suddenly came there and had beaten 

him with an iron rod with intent to kill him. When he prevented the 

accused by raising his hand, the iron rod hit his hand and then it hit 

his head, as a result of which blood was oozing out from his right 

hand and head. He stated that he sustained fracture injury over his 

little and ring finger. He was taken to Balipara PHC wherefrom he 

was referred to Tezpur Civil Hospital and thereafter he got admitted 

in Mission Hospital, Tezpur where his two fingers were operated. 

Police also seized the iron rod.  
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  During cross he stated that his brick Kiln is situated over 7 

bighas of land and he was in the middle portion of the said 7 bighas 

land when the accused attacked him. He stated that when he was 

attacked by the accused, Suresh, Darshan and Mofijul witnessed the 

incident and they rescued him. He stated that someone of the kiln 

informed police. He denied the suggestion that he dispossessed the 

land of the accused Patras Barla situated near the land of his brick 

kiln and illegally excavated the earth from the land of the accused, 

for which quarrel took place between them and hence, he lodged this 

false case against the accused.  

16. The evidence of PW6 Sri Bijoy Kumar Domai, the investigating 

officer is formal in nature. He stated that on 22-03-2018, on 

receiving the information from Madhab Chetry (PW 2) over phone 

that one Patras Barla inflicted blow over the head of Sankar Chetry 

as a result of which he sustained injuries and they caught the 

accused, GD Entry being No.428 dated 22-03-2018 (Ext. 5) was 

entered and the I/C Salonibari OP entrusted him to investigate the 

case. Accordingly, he visited the place of occurrence and drew the 

sketch map of the place of occurrence (Ext.4). He found the accused 

caught hold by the villagers and the injured was already taken to 

hospital. He seized the rod from the hand of accused Patras Barla. He 

also recorded the statement of the witnesses and on conclusion of 

investigation submitted charge sheet (Ext.6) against the accused 

Patras Barla under Section 307/325/506 of IPC. 

  During cross-examination, he stated that he found the rod 

near the accused Patras Barla.  

17. In this case, as per the medical evidence, injured Sankar 

Chetry sustained abrasion over scalp (1x1) cm, laceration over right 

hand (little finger) (2 x 1x 1) cm and fracture of 4th & 5th metacarpal   
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which were caused by blunt object. The alleged incident occurred on 

22-03-2018 and the injured was examined on the very day.    

  Grievous hurt defines in Section 320 IPC as follows:  

  320. Grievous hurt. –The following kinds of hurt only are 

designated as „grievous”.   

First. – Emasculation. 

  Secondly. – Permanent privation of the sight of either eye. 

  Thirdly. - Permanent privation of the hearing of either ear. 

  Fourthly. – Privation of any member or joint. 

  Fifthly. – Destruction or permanent impairing of the powers of 

any member or joint.  

  Sixthly. – Permanent disfiguration of the head or face. 

  Seventhly. – Fracture or dislocation of a bone or tooth. 

  Eighthly. – Any hurt which endangers life or which causes the 

sufferer to be during the space of twenty days in severe bodily pain, 

or unable to follow his ordinary pursuits.       

18.  In the case, the injured sustained fracture injury, so, it comes 

within the purview of seventh Clause of Section 320 of IPC and as 

such it can be safely held that he sustained grievous injury. Let us 

see who caused the injury.  

19.  Now coming to the facts of the case, the injured (PW5) 

testified that on 22-03-2018 at around 4/5 PM while he was working 

in his brick kiln, situated at Kachubil Borghuli, accused Patras Barla 

coming there had beaten him with an iron rod and when he 

prevented the accused by raising his hand, the iron rod hit his hand 

and thereafter it hit his head, as a result he sustained fracture injury 

over little and ring finger and got operated in hospital. He also 

sustained injury over scalp. PW 3 Gakul Chetry and PW4 Birbal 

Khalko categorically stated that at the time of incident, they were 

working in the brick kiln of injured Sankar Chetry. According to them, 
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when Sankar Chetry was sitting in his brick kiln, accused Patras Barla 

came there with an iron rod and assaulted Sankar Chetry over his 

head from backside. Then, they tied the accused and snatched away 

the iron rod from the hand of the accused and sent the injured to 

hospital. They handed over the accused to police. The evidence of 

PW 4 that at the time of incident he was working at the Eastern side 

of the kiln and PW 3 was working at the Western side of the kiln is 

corroborated by PW 3. During cross of the PWs, nothing material 

could be elicited to show that what they had deposed was untrue or 

false.  The evidence of PW 3 and PW 4 who were present at the 

place of occurrence remained wholly unshaken on material aspects 

and their evidence inspire confidence of this court. From the cross 

examination of PW 3, PW 4 the eye witnesses and PW 5 the injured, 

nothing significant could be elicited by the defence to show that they 

cannot be relied upon. The evidence of the injured remained 

unscattered  and intact regarding giving him blows with rod by 

accused Patras Barla. Though during cross PW4 stated that hearing 

hulla when he reached the spot, he had seen Sankar Chetry lying in 

injured condition, but, his evidence regarding inflicting blow to the 

injured by accused Patras Barla over his head with an iron rod remain 

un-demolished. The medical evidence regarding fracture over little 

and ring finger is also supported by the oral evidence adduced by the 

injured. The evidence of PW 3 & 4 also disclosed that the injured 

sustained injury over his head which is supported by the injured 

himself as well as the medical evidence. Further, in this case police 

arrived at the place of occurrence on receipt of verbal information on 

the basis of which GD Entry No. 428 dated 22-03-2018 was entered 

which is proved as Ext.5. As per verbal information also, Patras Barla 

inflicted blow to Sankar Chetry with an iron rod over his head and 

they caught the accused after the incident. On receipt of the 

information, police arrived at the place of occurrence and took 
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custody of the accused from the public and thereafter the formal FIR 

was lodged on the very day by Madhab Chetry, the brother of the 

injured who at first verbally informed police about the incident. The 

said Madhab Chetry was examined as PW 2. He also corroborated 

that hearing about the incident from Harmuj Ali, the labour of brick 

kiln, he informed police and later on, lodged the FIR. The evidence 

discussed above, clearly reveals that all the PWs categorically stated 

that due to inflicting blow by the accused Patras Barla with an iron 

rod, the injured sustained fracture injury over his little and ring finger 

and scalp. The evidence of PWs established that when the informant 

was sitting in the kiln, accused came there and inflicted him blow 

with an iron rod and when he prevented the accused by raising his 

hand, the iron rod hit his hand first and then it hit his head and he 

sustained fracture injury over little and ring finger and abrasion over 

head.  

20.  The defence during cross of PW5 as well as in statement of 

the accused under Section 313 of CrPC, took the plea that Sankar 

Chetry occupied land of the accused Patras Barla situated near the 

land of brick kiln of the injured and illegally excavated the earth from 

the land of the accused, for which quarrel took place between them 

and thereafter lodged this false case against the accused. In the 

statement under Section 313 Cr.P.C. also, the accused stated that 

when he asked PW5 to vacate his land, out of grudge Sankar Chetry 

tied him and beaten him and handed over to police but there is no 

evidence that the accused sustained injury in the incident. Defence 

remained silent as to how Sankar Chetry sustained injury. On the 

other hand, the defence plea reveals that there was enmity between 

the accused and the injured due to land dispute and it disclosed the 

motive behind the crime.  
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21.  Following the above discussions and reasons, I do not feel it 

imperative to focus my attention on the apparently possible two 

views. No two views are possible in the present case. Neither it is 

accepted. The only possible view that could be taken is that the 

injured sustained fracture injury over two fingers besides abrasion 

over head due to rod blow dealt by the accused.  

22. On consideration of the entire gamut as revealed from the 

evidence discussed above, this court is of the opinion that the assault 

by the accused on PW 5, with a rod due to which he sustained 

injuries including fracture over two fingers has been well established 

beyond any shred of doubt.    

23. Further, the injured (PW 5) and the eye witnesses (PW 3 and 

PW 4) categorically stated that the accused inflicted blow to PW 5 

with an iron rod which is a blunt weapon and as per medical 

evidence, the injuries sustained by the injured were caused by blunt 

object. The fracture injury comes within the purview of grievous hurt 

as defined in section 320 IPC and as such the accused is held guilty 

for commission of offence punishable u/s 325 IPC.     

24.  Now, coming to the offence u/s 307 IPC, it lays down as follows: 

“Whoever does any act with such intention or knowledge, and under 

such circumstances that, if he by that act caused death, he would be 

guilty of murder.”  

25.  A three Judge Bench of Hon‟ble Supreme Court in the case of R. 

Prakash – Vs- State of Karnataka decided on 11th  February, 

2004 in Appeal (crl.) No. 1179 of 1997 held that it is sufficient to 

justify a conviction u/s.307 of the IPC, if there is present an intent 

coupled with some overt act in execution thereof. 

26.  It is not essential that bodily injury capable of causing death 

should have been inflicted. The main ingredients of an offence under 
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section 307 of the IPC are – (i) the act attempted should be of such a 

nature that if not prevented or intercepted, it would lead to death of the 

victim (ii) the intention or mens rea to kill is need to be clearly proved 

without doubt and for this purpose the prosecution can make use of this 

circumstances like attack by dangerous weapons on vital parts of the 

body. However, the intention to kill cannot gauged simply by the 

seriousness of the injury caused (iii) the intention and the knowledge of 

the result of the act being done, is the main thing i.e., needed to be 

proved for conviction u/s.307 of the IPC.  

27.  For conviction under this section more importance has been 

given to mens rea or the intention than the actus Reus or actual act 

itself. The attempt should arise out of a specific intention or desire to 

murder the victim. The Hon‟ble Supreme Court in the case of Hari 

Kishan –Vs- Sukbir Singh reported in AIR 1988 SC 2127 held that 

– the nature of the weapon used, the manner in which it is used, motive 

for the crime, severity of the blow, the part of the body where the injury 

is inflicted is all taken into consideration to determine the intention. 

28.  In State of   M P Vs Saleem, (2005) 5 SCC 554 Hon‟ble 

Supreme Court held that ---“13. It is sufficient to justify a conviction 

under Section 307 if there is present an intent coupled with some overt 

act in execution thereof. It is not essential that bodily injury capable of 

causing death should have been inflicted. The section makes a 

distinction between the act of the accused and its result, if any. The 

court has to see whether the act, irrespective of its result, was done 

with the intention or knowledge and under circumstances mentioned in 

the section. Therefore, an accused charged under Section 307 IPC 

cannot be acquitted merely because the injuries inflicted on the victim 

were in the nature of a simple hurt.” 

29.  This proposition of law has been elucidated by a two-judge 

bench of the Hon‟ble Supreme Court in Pasupuleti Siva Ramakrishna 

Rao v State of Andhra Pradesh, (2014) 5 SCC 369 that –“ It must 
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be noted that Section 307 IPC provides for imprisonment for life if the 

act causes “hurt”. It does not require that the hurt should be grievous or 

of any particular degree.” Recently, Hon‟ble Supreme Court in State of 

Madhya Pradesh Vs. Kanha alias Om Prokash, Criminal Appeal No. 

1589 OF 2018  (ARISING OUT OF SPECIAL LEAVE PETITION (CRL) NO. 

1433 OF 2013) Dated-4/2/2019, retreated the ratio of Pasupuleti Siva 

Ramakrishna Rao v State of Andhra Pradesh, (2014) 5 SCC 369 and 

convicted the accused for offence under section-307 of IPC for using 

dangerous weapons in inflicting the injuries on the body of victim even 

in absence of any specific intention of murder. 

30. The Apex Court in the case of State of Madhya Pradesh V. 

Harjeet Singh and Another, decided on  19th February, 2019 in 

Criminal Appeal No. 1190/2009 has held as under :  

“Section 307 of IPC uses the term “hurt” which has been 

explained in section 319 of IPC; and not „grievous hurt” within 

the meaning of Section 320 of IPC. If a person causes hurt 

with the intention or knowledge that he may cause death, it 

would attract Section 307. This Court in R. Prakash Vs State 

of Karnataka, I held that: “... The first blow was on a vital 

part, that is on the temporal region. Even though other blows 

were on non vital parts, that does not take away the rigor of 

section 307 of IPC........ It is sufficient to justify a conviction 

under Section 307 if there is present 1 (2004) 9 SCC 27 an 

intent coupled with some overt act in execution thereof. It is 

not essential that bodily injury capable of causing death 

should have been inflicted. Although the nature of injury 

actually caused may often give considerable assistance in 

coming to a finding as to the intention of the accused, such 

intention may also be deduced from other circumstances, and 

may even, in some cases, be ascertained without any 
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reference at all to actual wounds. The Sections makes a 

distinction between the act of the accused and its result, if any. 

Such an act may not be attended by any result so far as the 

person assaulted is concerned, but still there may be case in 

which the culprit would be liable under this Section. What the 

Court has to see is whether the act, irrespective of its result, was 

done with the intention or knowledge and under circumstances 

mentioned in this section.” (emphasis supplied) If the assailant 

acts with the intention or knowledge that such action might 

cause death, and hurt is caused, then the provision of Section 

307 of IPC would be applicable. There is no requirement for the 

injury to be on a „vital part‟ of the body, merely causing “hurt” is 

sufficient to attract Section 307 of IPC. 

31.  From the aforesaid discussions and decisions of the Apex 

Court, this court finds that the nature of the injuries, weapon used 

are clues to reach to a conclusion about the intention of the accused 

and even if no injury is caused, a person can be convicted under  

section 307 of IPC.  

32.  Coming back to the case is hand, the evidence of the victim PW 

5 disclosed that accused Patras Barla coming to the kiln of the injured, 

inflicted him blow with an iron rod and when he prevented the accused 

by raising his hand, the iron rod hit his hand and then it hit his head, as 

a result the victim sustained fracture injury over little and ring finger and 

abrasion over scalp. Considering the fact that the accused inflicted blow 

over the injured with an iron rod and had the victim would not have 

prevented him by raising his hand, it would have directly hit the head 

and the accused would have succeeded in causing the death of the 

victim. The nature of weapon i.e. iron rod used in the offence appears to 

be a dangerous one and the fracture injury sustained by the injured is 

grievous in nature. The nature of weapon coupled with the acts of the 

accused makes it resounding that due to enmity, the intention of the 
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accused was to cause injury which may cause the death of the victim 

and had the injured would not have prevented the accused by raising 

hand, the blow would fall heavily upon his head and it would have 

caused the death of the injured.      

33.  Therefore, taking into account the nature of weapon of 

offence, the iron rod used, upon which it was used, nature of the 

crime, severity of the blow and the part of the body where the injury 

was intended to be inflicted i.e. head, it can be held beyond doubt 

that the act of the accused was done with the intention and under 

the circumstances as mentioned in section 307 of the IPC. As such 

the accused committed an act of attempt to murder of victim Sankar 

Chetry and established commission of offence punishable under 

section 307 of the IPC by the accused.  

34. In view of what has been discussed above, I have no 

hesitation in holding that the prosecution proved the charges under 

section 325/307 of the IPC beyond any shadow of doubt against 

accused Patras Barla and convicted accordingly for the offence 

punishable under section 325/307 of the IPC.    

35. However, as regards offence u/s 506 IPC, though in the FIR, 

it was alleged that the accused in presence of police, threatened to 

end of the Nepali Community, but the PWs including the victim did 

not make a single whisper in this regard. There is no iota of evidence 

that the accused committed criminal intimidation by threatening in 

any way and as such this court finds that the prosecution failed to 

prove the charge u/s 506 of the IPC and accused is acquitted from 

the charge u/s 506 of the IPC.    

36. The accused caused the fracture injury over 4th and 5th 

metacarpal and abrasion over scalp of the injured while going to 

dealt blow over head with an iron rod with intent to kill the victim. 
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Such type of criminal acts displayed by the wrong doers needs to be 

dealt with stringently to prevent the necessary evils and menace 

from the society. In this case, the accused is a person of 24 years of 

age and has committed an act of causing grievous hurt to the victim 

with a weapon like iron rod and that may result death to the victim. 

Such act of the accused could be threat of life of the victim if the 

blow falls over the scalp. Hence, this court finds it reasonable not to 

extend the benefit of section 3 and 4 of Probation of Offenders Act to 

the accused.  

37. Accused Patras Barla is heard on the point of sentence u/s 

235(2) of Cr.P.C. His statement is recorded where he prayed for 

leniency.   

38.  Considering all aspects, accused Patras Barla is convicted for 

offence punishable u/s 325/307 of the IPC and sentenced to undergo 

Rigorous Imprisonment for a period of 2 years and to pay a fine of 

Rs. 1000/- in default of payment of fine to suffer Simple 

Imprisonment for 7 days for the offence punishable u/s 325 of the 

IPC. The accused is also sentenced to undergo Rigorous 

Imprisonment for a period of 2 years 2 months and to pay a fine of 

Rs. 2000/- in default of payment to suffer Simple Imprisonment for 

15 days for the offence punishable u/s 307 of the IPC. Both the 

sentences will run concurrently.  

39.    The period of detention already undergone by the convict shall 

be set off as embodied in section 428, Cr.P.C.   

           Destroy the seized article in due process of law.  
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40.     Let a free copy of the Judgment be furnished to the convict.   

 41.    Also send a copy of the Judgment to the District Magistrate, 

Sonitpur, Tezpur as per provision of section 365 Cr.P.C.  

 

  Given under my Hand and Seal of this Court on this the 5th  

day of June, 2020.  

 

                                                      

                                                                  (I.Barman) 

                   Sessions Judge,                   

                 Sonitpur,Tezpur. 

Dictated and corrected by me. 

 

 

        (I.Barman) 

      Sessions Judge,                     
              Sonitpur,Tezpur. 
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APPENDIX 
 
 

Prosecution Witness 
 

1.  Prosecution Witness No.1 :- Medical Officer 
2.  Prosecution Witness No.2 :- Sri Madhab Chetry, informant 
3. 
4. 
5. 
 

Prosecution Witness No.3 
Prosecution Witness No.4  
Prosecution Witness No.5    
 

:- 
:- 
:- 

Sri Gakul Chetry 
Sri Birbal Khalko 
Sri Sankar Chetry, injured.  

6. Prosecution witness No. 6 :- Sri Bijoy Kr, Domai, I.O. 
    

 

 EXHIBITS. 

 Exhibit 1          :     Medical report. 

 Exhibit 2  :     FIR. 

 Exhibit 3  :     Seizure list.  

 Exhibit 4  :     Sketch map 

 Exhibit 5  :    Copy of the GDE No. 428 dt.22-03-18. 

 Exhibit 6  :    Charge sheet. 

                                                                                   

MATERIAL EXHIBIT. 

 Material Exhibit 1  :  Iron rod. 
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