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IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL JUDGE (POCSO), LAKHIMPUR,
                          NORTH LAKHIMPUR.

               Present :- Smti Rashmita Das, Special Judge (POCSO).
                              ( 11.07.2022)

               Special (POCSO) Case No.185/2018.

              (Details of FIR/Crime and Police Station)
Complainant: STATE OF ASSAM
Represented by Ld. Special P.P.
Accused 1) Sri Bharat Pegu (A1), S/o- Bolin Pegu,   

R/o- Town Tiniali, P.S.-  Dhakuakhana,                 
District.- Lakhimpur.

2) Sri Ashish Boruah (A2), S/o- Achyut Kr. 
Baruah,

R/o- Bhalukaguri, P.S.- Dhakuakhana,            
District.- Lakhimpur.

Represented by Mr. Brojen Boruah, Ld. Advocate.

Date of Offence  18.10.2018 
Date of FIR  19.10.2018 
Date of Charge sheet  31.01.2019 
Date of Framing of Charges  26.11.2019  
Date of commencement of evidence  10.01.2021 
Date on which judgment is reserved   
Date of Judgment 11.07.2022
Date of the Sentencing order, if any
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J  U  D  G  M  E  N  T

1. The prosecution case, in brief, is that on 19.10.2018, the

informant lodged an ejahar at Dhakuakhana P.S. alleging, inter- alia,

that  on  18.10.2018,  his  victim daughter-  X  (aged about  14  years)

along with another victim girl- Y (aged 15 years)  had gone out from

home for purpose of watching Durga Puja, but the  accused persons

namely, Sri Bharat Pegu (A1) and Sri Ashish Boruah (A2) had taken

away both the girls by inducement in a vehicle and thereafter, kept

the girls in the house of one Lalitya Das for the night and again, at

about  4:00 a.m. the victim girls  were dropped from the vehicle at

Dhakuakhana Chariali, after committing rape by the accused persons

upon both the victim girls.

2. On  receipt  of  the  ejahar,  the  O/C  of  Dhakuakhana  P.S.

registered  a  case  vide  Dhakuakhana P.S.  Case  No.177/2018,  u/s-

366(A)/376(3) of IPC, R/w- Sec.4 of POCSO Act. Thereafter, the police

conducted the investigation of the case and after completion of the

investigation submitted Charge-sheet u/s- 366(A)/366/ 376(3) of IPC,

& Sec.4 of POCSO Act against the accused persons namely, Sri Bharat

Pegu (A1), Sri Ashish Boruah (A2) and Sri Lokasish Das (juvenile). 

3. On appearance of the accused persons, A1 & A2 before

the  Court  of  Hon’ble  Special  Judge,  Lakhimpur,  North  Lakhimpur,

copies were furnished to them and then, the charges were framed

against both the accused persons under section- 366 of IPC & Sec.6 of

POCSO Act. But, on careful scrutiny of the entire materials on record,

it is revealed that the elements of the offence u/s- 376(3) of IPC &

Sec.4 of POCSO Act are attracted in the instant case instead of the

offence u/s- 6 of POCSO Act against both the accused persons A1 &

A2, which is required to be added & altered. Accordingly, the Charges

are  framed  afresh  u/s-  366/376(3)  of  IPC  &  Sec.4  of  POCSO  Act

respectively against both the accused persons A1 & A2, in separate

forms of heading. The particulars of the charges were read over and

explained to the accused persons A1 & A2 to which they had pleaded

not guilty and claimed to be tried.  

 4. During  trial  before  this  Court,  the  prosecution  has
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examined as  many as  11 (Eleven)  PWs,  including the informant &

victim. Considering the stand of the witnesses examined as well as at

the instance of Ld. Special P.P.,  the prosecution evidence is closed.

The accused A1 & A2 are examined under section 313 of the Cr. P.C.

The pleas of the accused persons are of total denial and they have

declined to adduce any defence evidence. 

5. POINTS FOR DETERMINATION:

i) Whether the accused (A1) on 18.10.2018 at about 8:00
p.m.  at  Dhakuakhana  Chariali,  under  Dhakuakhana  P.S.,  District-
Lakhimpur, had kidnapped  (or abducted) the victim girl- ‘X’ (under
16 years of age), with intent that she might be compelled (or knowing
it likely that she would be compelled) to marry A1 against her will or
in order that she might be forced (or seduced) to illicit intercourse
with A1, and thereby committed an offence punishable under section
366 of IPC, as alleged? 
     ii) Whether the accused (A1), on or  about the same date,
& time, after kidnapping the victim girl ‘X’, had  committed rape on
her at somewhere else, and thereby committed an offence punishable
under Sections  376(3) of  IPC, as alleged?
     iii)  Whether the accused (A1) on the same date, time &
place,  after kidnapping the victim girl- ‘X’ had committed penetrative
sexual  assault  on  her  person,  and  thereby  committed  an  offence
punishable under section 4 of POCSO Act, as alleged?

   iv) Whether the accused (A2), on the same date & time,
had kidnapped (or abducted) the victim girl- ‘Y’ (under 16 years of
age), with intent that she might be compelled (or knowing it likely
that she would be compelled) to marry A2 against her will or in order
that she might be forced (or seduced) to illicit intercourse with A2,
and thereby committed an offence punishable under section 366 of
IPC, as alleged?
 v) Whether the accused (A2), on or  about the same date,
& time, after kidnapping the victim girl ‘Y’, had  committed rape on
her at somewhere else, and thereby committed an offence punishable
under Sections  376(3) of  IPC, as alleged?
   vi)  Whether the accused (A2) on the same date, time &
place, after kidnapping the victim girl- ‘Y’, had committed penetrative
sexual  assault  on  her  person,  and  thereby  committed  an  offence
punishable under section 4 of POCSO Act, as alleged?

        DISCUSSIONS, DECISION & REASONS THEREOF:

6. I have carefully perused the evidence and the materials

available in the case record. Heard arguments advanced by the Ld.
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Advocates of both sides. Now, let us examine the evidence on record

to decide the case at hand.

7. PW.1,  Smti  Bulu  Das  (informant)  has  deposed  that  she

knows the accused A1 & A2. The victim girl- ‘X’ is her daughter. About

2 years back, her daughter boarded a vehicle and went to watch Puja.

She did not return at night. On the next day, on suspicion, she lodged

the  ejahar  against  the  accused  persons,  A1  &  A2.  The  police

forwarded  her  daughter  for  medical  examination.  She  was  also

forwarded to the Court to record her statement. One villager wrote

the ejahar on her behalf and she lodged the same with the police. She

does  not  know what  was  written  in  the  F.I.R.  When  her  daughter

returned home, she did not inform her anything against the A1 & A2,

so she has no allegation against them. Her cross- examination has

been declined by defence. 

8. PW.2, the victim girl- ‘X’ has deposed that she knows the

accused A1 & A2. The informant is her mother. About 2 years back,

she went pandal hopping and puja watching. She boarded  a

vehicle to go out for puja watching, but she did not return home at

night.  On  the  next  morning,  she  returned  home.  Meanwhile,  her

mother lodged an ejahar with the police. So, the police forwarded her

to  the  Magistrate,  who  recorded  her  statement  and  she  was  also

forwarded for medical examination. She gave her statement before

the Magistrate according to the narrative of  her villagers and well

wishers. The accused persons A1 & A2 did not commit any type of

assault  on  her.  Her  mother  lodged  this  case  against  A1  &  A2  on

misunderstanding  and  on  suspicion.  The  defence  has  declined  to

cross examine this witness.

9. PW3,  Smti  Dhaneswari  Das  (another  informant)  has

deposed that the victim girl- ‘Y’ is her daughter and she knows the

accused A1 & A2. The incident occurred about 3 years back. On the

day of incident, her victim daughter went along with her friend ‘X’ to

watch Puja,  but  they did not  return  home that  night.  On the next

morning, they returned home. As they returned home in the morning,

their neibhours exercised pressure on them to lodge this case against
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A1  &  A2.  Then,  she  lodged  an  FIR  where  she  affixed  her  thumb

impression.  She  does  not  know  what  is  written  in  the  FIR.  Her

daughter did not inform her anything about any assault by A1 & A2.

Cross- examination of this witness was also declined by the defence.

10. PW4, Sri Rajbabu Thakur has deposed that he knows the

accused persons, A1 & A2. He knows both the informants and the

victim  girl  ‘X’  is  his  sister.  He  knows  another  victim  ‘Y’.  The

occurrence took place about 2 years back. On the date of occurrence

at night, during Durga Puja, accused A1 had taken away the victim X,

but on the next morning she (X) was found in their house. Thereafter,

about 3/ 4 months later, again, the accused A1 had taken away the

victim X and she stayed with A1 for 3 months in his house, but the

victim X had committed suicide on the abetment of the accused A1 in

his house. In connection with the said incident of suicide, a case was

lodged against the accused A1, where the accused A1 is in judicial

custody till now. He doesn’t know anything about the victim Y, if any

incident was occurred to her.  After the incident  police visited their

house and seized one birth certificate of victim X, on being given by

his  mother.  Ext.1  is  the  seizure  list  and  Ext.1(1)  is  his  signature

thereon.

In cross- examination, PW4 has stated that at the time of

giving the birth certificate to the police by his mother, he did not see

it. He has denied that he has deposed falsely in his evidence before

this Court.

11.     PW5, the victim-‘Y’, has deposed that she knows the

accused persons, A1 & A2. She knows both the informants Smti Bulu

Das  and  Smti  Dhaneswari  Devi  and  Smti  Dhaneswari  Devi  is  her

mother. She knows the victim X. The occurrence took place about 3

years back. On the date of occurrence at night, during Durga Puja,

she had gone to watch Puja with victim X. The accused persons A1 &

A2 were known to the victim X. While they were going to the Puja,

mechanical defect had occurred to their vehicle on the road. So, they

had  to  stay  inside  the  vehicle  for  the  whole  night  and  on  next

morning, she and victim X went back to their respective houses. The
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villagers asked her as to where they had been staying in the night.

Thereafter, mother of victim X informed the matter to police. She did

not  know the accused persons A1 & A2 prior  to  the incident.  She

came to know them on the day of occurrence only. Thereafter, the

villagers took them to the Police Station and put pressure upon them

to file case in the Police Station. After lodging the ejahar, the police

sent them to the Doctor for medical examination and also brought

them to the Court for recording their  statements. Ext.2 is the said

statement recorded u/s-  164 of Cr.P.C.  and Ext.2(1) & 2(2) are her

signatures thereon. She has forgotten as to why she put her signature

on Ext.3, jimma- nama.

In cross- examination, PW5 has stated that the accused

A1  &  A2  didn’t  commit  any  bad  acts  upon  them,  but  some  local

people had forcibly taken them to the police station. She gave her

statement before the Magistrate as pressurized and tutored by the

villagers.

12. PW6, Smti Luku Baishya, has deposed that she knows the

informants. She also knows the victim girls- ‘X’ & ‘Y’. She does not

know the accused A1, but she knows the accused A2 since the date of

occurrence. The occurrence took place in the year 2018. The victim

‘Y’ used to stay with her as she was pursuing her education staying

with her. Durga Puja and Kati Bihu were going on the date of incident.

On that day, victim Y went out of her house to give a long pant to the

victim X, but she did not return for a long time and she came know

that she went to watch Puja. Then, she also went for enjoying Puja.

She went to Normal field where Puja was going on and she met the

victim Y. She asked her to come back home, but when she return, she

could not find her in her house. On the next day morning, at about

7:00 a.m. she came to know that the mother of victim Y along with

one another lodged an ejahar in the police station. She knows this

much only. 

In cross- examination, PW6 has stated that she does not

know the accused A1 & A2. She does not know anything about the

incident. 
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13. PW7,  Smti  Jinamoni  Borpatra  Gohain  has  deposed  that

she does not know the informants. She does not know the victim girls-

‘X’ & ‘Y’. She also does not know the accused persons- A1 & A2, but

she  heard  the  name of  accused  A2.  She  does  not  know anything

about the incident. The defence has declined to cross examine this

witness.

14. PW8, Sri  Achyut Kr.  Baruah has deposed that he knows

the  informant  since  the  time of  lodging  the  ejahar.  He knows  the

victim X & Y. He also knows the accused A1 and accused A2 is his son.

The occurrence took place about more than two years back. He does

not know about the occurrence in detail. The police informed him that

girls relating case had been filed by the first informant against A1 &

A2. The police asked him about the incident. The police also seized

R/C and Sale receipt of his Swift Car and he put his signature on the

seizure list. The R/C was in the name of person being titled as Deuri

and he has forgotten the surname of that person.  Ext.4 is the seizure

list and Ext.4(1) is his signature thereon. 

In cross- examination PW8 has stated that subsequently,

he came to know that it was a false case. 

15. PW9, Sri Girindra Hazarika has deposed that he does not

know the informant. He also does not know the victim girls, ‘X’ & ‘Y’.

The  police  asked  him  about  the  vehicle  of  Achyut  Baruah.  As

mechanical defect occurred to the said vehicle of Achyut Baruah, so it

was kept in his (PW9) house. When the police obtained his signature,

the said vehicle was seized by police in presence of him. 

In cross- examination, PW9 has stated that due to having

mechanical defect upon the vehicle of Achyut Boruah, the same was

kept in his house and later on, the police had pulled the said vehicle

away from his house.

16. PW10,  Dr.  Geetali  Dutta  (M/O)  has  deposed  that  On

20.10.2018, she was working as Medical and Health Officer at North

Lakhimpur Civil Hospital and on that day at about 12:23 P.M., after

receiving one requisition from the Dhakuakhana Police Station, she

medically  examined  the  victim  ‘Y’,,  after  being  produced  and
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identified by WPC/436-  Dipika Das and after obtaining voluntary and

free consent and in presence of Mrs. Nina Das, 4th grade employee of

North  Lakhimpur  Civil  Hospital  and  on  examination,  she  found  as

follows:-

Relevant Medical history:- According to the history given by
the victim on 18.10.18 when she went  with her friend, brother and
aunt to enjoy Durga Puja at evening 8:00 p.m., two boys named by
Abhiash Baruah and Bharat Pegu forcefully took them (friend) in a car
to their friends home at Milan Nagar and assaulted them physically
and sexually.

 Findings of Medical examination:
1 Identification mark:-  A black mole over umbilicus and black

mole over left        shoulder. 
2 Height & weight:- 4 ft and 11 inch, and 40 kg.
3 General configuration: average, well dressed.
4 Teeth : 28 in Nos.
5 Breast           :  
6 (i) Auxiliary hair:  Absent.

(ii) Pubic hair : present.
7 Private Parts:

i Vulva : Healthy. 
ii Vagina : admits one finger.
iii Hymen :  
iv Uterus : -

                                                                             
8 Laboratory examination for spermatozoa detection: Vaginal

smear, No.303, shows no spermatozoa.
9 Ossification test for age determination:  As per X-ray (No.R-

3180), the present age of the person concerned is above 15
years and below 17 years.

10  External injury: No external injury seen. 

Opinion:   No injury over her  private part.  No sign of  recent
sexual intercourse.  The present age of the girl is above 15 years and
below 17 years.  

Ext. 5 is my medical examination report and Ext.5(1) is
my signature thereon.

On  the  same  day,  on  the  same  requisition  from  the

Dhakuakhana P.S. she medically examined the victim girl, ‘X’, and on

examination, she found as follows:

Relevant Medical history:- According to the history given by
the victim on 18.10.18 when she went  with her friend, brother and
aunt to enjoy Durga Puja at evening 8:00 p.m., two boys named by
Abhiash Baruah and Bharat Pegu forcefully took them in a car to their
friends  home  at  Milan  Nagar  and  assaulted  them  physically  and
sexually.
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 Findings of Medical examination:
11 Identification mark:-  A black mole over neck. Black mole in

left
       breast.

12 Height & weight:- 5 ft and 1 inch, and 40 kg.
13 General configuration: average, well dressed.
14 Teeth : 28 in Nos.
15 Breast           :  well developed.
16 (i) Auxiliary hair:  Absent.

(ii) Pubic hair : present.
17 Private Parts:

v Vulva : Healthy. 
vi Vagina : admits one finger (tight)
vii Hymen :  
viii Uterus : -

18 Laboratory examination for spermatozoa detection: Smear,
No.304, 22.10.18. No spermatozoa seen.

19 Ossification test for age determination:  As per X-ray of right
wrist elbow joint (No.R-3181), the present age of the person
concerned is above 18 years.

20  External injury: Nil.

Opinion: No sign of recent sexual intercourse. No injury over
her private part. As per X-ray present age of the person concerned
was above 18 years.  

Ext. 6 is her medical examination report and Ext.6(1) is
her signature thereon.

17. PW-11 Sri Lalitya Kr. Das has deposed that he does not

know the informants. He does not know the victim girls, ‘X’ & ‘Y’. He

also does not know the accused persons A1 & A2 and he only heard

their  names.  The occurrence took  place  about  4  years  back.  After

about 3/ 4 days of the incident, the O/C, Dhakuakhana P.S. by visiting

his  house, asked him to bring his  son Lokashish Das to the Police

station, but as and when, the O/C was coming out from his house, he

met his son on the road and took his son to the police station, also

calling him (PW10) to the police station. On being asked by the O/C as

to whether there had been two boys and two girls in his house, he

told that he did not know.  At that time, as his son was a minor, so he

was forwarded to the Jorhat Jail and after detaining for 9 months, his

said son came back home. He came to know that the case against his

son has already been disposed of.  
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In cross- examination, PW11 has denied that he did not

state before police that after about 3/ 4 days of the incident, the O/C,

Dhakuakhana P.S. by visiting his house, asked him to bring his son

Lokashish Das to the Police station, but as the O/C met his son on the

road, he took his son to the police station, also calling him upon the

police station and on being asked by the O/C as to whether there had

been two boys and two girls in his house, he told that he did not

know. He has also stated that the O/C as his son was a minor at that

time (below 17 years), so the O/C had forwarded his said son to the

Jorhat Jail and after 9 months, his said son came back home.

Appreciation of evidence:

18.    Here in the instant case, the prosecution has examined

the two victim girls as PW2 & PW5 and the two informants as PW1 &

PW3, who are the vital witnesses in this case.

19.    The  deposition  of  PW1,  informant  –cum-  mother  of  the

victim ‘X’,  in her evidence-in- chief,  is  that one day about 2 years

back, her daughter boarded a vehicle to watch Puja, but she did not

return till night and on the next day, she lodged the ejahar against A1

& A2 merely on suspicion. Her further deposition is that one villager

wrote the ejahar on her behalf, but she does not know as to what was

written in the F.I.R. and when her daughter returned home, she did

not inform her anything against A1 & A2, so she has no allegation

against them.  

20.     The prosecutrix (PW2), corroborating the evidence

of her mother i.e. the informant, has deposed that one day, about 2

years back, she did not return home till the night after going out for

watching Puja by boarding a vehicle, however, on the next morning

she  returned  home,  but  in  the  meantime,  her  mother  lodged  an

ejahar with the police.  She has further deposed that she gave her

statement before the Magistrate as per the instruction of her villagers

and well wishers, whereas A1 & A2 did not commit any type of assault

on  her.  Rather,  her  mother  lodged  this  case  against  A1  &  A2  on

misunderstanding and on suspicion.  
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21. Another informant, i.e.  the mother of the victim ‘Y’ has

deposed, supporting the evidence of PW1 and PW2 that on the day of

incident,  her  victim daughter  ‘Y’  went  along with her friend ‘X’  to

watch Puja, but they did not return home that night and next morning

they returned home. She has further deposed that as the victim X & Y

returned home in the morning, their neighours pressurized them to

lodge a case against A1 & A2 and then, she lodged an FIR, but she

does not know as to what was written in the FIR. Further, she has

deposed that  her  daughter  did  not  inform her anything about  any

assault committed by A1 & A2.                                                               

22.   PW4, Rajbabu Thakur i.e. elder brother of the victim ‘X’

has narrated a different story, not related to the alleged incident, who

has deposed that on the date of occurrence at night, during Durga

Puja,  accused  A1  had  taken  away  the  victim  X,  but  on  the  next

morning she (X) was found in their house and about 3/ 4 months later,

again,  A1 had taken away the victim X and they stayed together for 3

months in the house of A1, but the victim X had committed suicide on

the abetment of the accused A1 in his house. His further deposition is

that  the accused A1 is  still  in  judicial  custody in  that  case lodged

against the accused A1. However, he doesn’t know anything about

the victim ‘Y, if any incident was occurred to her.

23. From the deposition of another victim girl-‘Y’ (PW5), it is

revealed that on the date of occurrence at night, during Durga Puja,

she had gone to watch Puja with victim ‘X’ in the vehicle of A1 & A2,

who were the known person of the victim X and while they were going

to the Puja, mechanical defect occurred to their vehicle on the road,

for which they had to stay inside the vehicle for the whole night and

on  next  morning,  she  and  victim  X  went  back  to  their  respective

houses, but the villagers asked her as to where they had been staying

for the night. Moreover, she has deposed that she did not know A1 &

A2 prior to the incident and she came to know them on the day of

occurrence only. At that time, the villagers put pressure upon them to

file case and took them to the Police Station. She has categorically

stated in her cross- examination that the accused A1 & A2  did not
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commit any bad acts upon them, but some local people had forcibly

taken them to the police station and she gave her statement before

the Magistrate as pressurized and tutored by  the villagers.

24. From the deposition of the prosecution witnesses, i.e. the

victim girls- X & Y, who have deposed as PW2 & PW5, it appears that

they  have  not  implicated  the  accused  persons  A1  and  A2  for

commission of the alleged offence. Though PW4 deposed implicating

the accused A1 stating that he had taken away the victim X and for

the second time also, the accused A1 had taken her and kept her for

three months and the victim committed suicide on the abetment of

accused A1, but the victim X while deposing as PW2 had categorically

deposed that the accused A1 did not commit any type of assault on

her. And, it has been stated by PW4 that a separate case was lodged

against accused A1 for such abetment. But, PW2 (victim X) being his

own  sister  has  not  stated  anything  implicating  the  accused  for

commission  of  the  offences  alleged.  PW5  being  the  victim  Y  also

deposed in her cross- examination in clear words that the accused

persons A1 & A2 did not commit any bad acts upon herself and victim

‘X’.  Moreover,  both  the  victims  have  stated  that  they  made  their

statements  before  the  Magistrate  as  tutored  and  pressurized  by

villagers.  The  informants,  i.e.  PW1  and  PW3  have  also  deposed

nothing  which  could  bring  home the  offences  labelled  against  the

accused A1 & A2. 

25. Hence, from the testimony of the PWs examined by the

prosecution, it transpires that except PW4, no one has implicated the

accused A1 & A2 and though, PW4 has implicated the accused A1, but

the victim ‘X’, who is his own sister as well as most vital witness to

the prosecution, has not corroborated and supported the version of

PW4.

26.  The evidence of PW6, PW7, PW8, PW9 and PW11, are all

hearsay witnesses and they do not support the prosecution case in

any way.

27. PW10, the medical officer, who medically examined both

the victim girl, ‘X’ & ‘Y’, has opined that she did not find any injury
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over the private parts of both the victim girl and she has also did not

find any sign of recent sexual intercourse on the persons of the victim

girls.  She has also opined that age of the victim ‘X’ was is above 18

and age of the victim ‘Y’ was above 15 years and below 17 years at

the time of their medical examinations.  

28.     Thus,  from  the  discussions  of  the  evidence  on

record,  it  has  become  clear  that  the  prosecution  evidence  is  not

sufficient to prove the ingredients of any of the offences u/s- 366 of

IPC or Section- 6 of POCSO Act against A1 & A2 that A1 & A2  had

kidnapped or abducted the victim ‘X’ & ‘Y’ respectively with intent to

marry them against their will or in order that they might be compelled

to have illicit intercourse with A1 & A2; or A1 & A2 had committed

aggravated penetrative sexual assault on the person of victim X & Y

respectively.

29. In  view  of  the  above  discussions  and  considering  all

aspects, I find and hold that the prosecution has failed to prove its

case u/s- 366 of IPC or Section- 6 of POCSO Act against the accused

A1 & A2 respectively.  Hence,  I  acquit  them from the said charges

leveled against them respectively.

30. The accused persons A1 & A2 are set at liberty forthwith

and their bail bonds shall remain in force for another 6(six) months

from today.

31. The case is disposed of accordingly. Seized articles, if any,

be disposed of in due course.

32. Let  a copy of  this  Judgment be sent  to the Ld.  District

Magistrate, as per provision of Sec.365 of Cr.P.C.

            Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this day

of 11th   

July, 2022.

                    ( Rashmita Das )
                    Special Judge (POCSO),

                                 Lakhimpur, North Lakhimpur
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Dictated & Corrected by me:

    ( Rashmita Das ) 
  Special Judge (POCSO),
Lakhimpur, North Lakhimpur.

Transcribed & typed by me:
 Shri Diganta Chetia (Steno)

List of Prosecution/ Defence/Court witnesses:
A Prosecution:

Rank name Nature of evidence (eye 
witness, police witness, expert 
witness, medical witness, Panch
witness, other witness)

PW1 Smti Bulu Das Informant (brother of X)
PW2 Victim- ‘X’ Eye witness
PW3 Smti Dhaneswari Das Informant (,mother of Y) 
PW4 Sri Rajbabu Thakur Other witness (brother of X)
PW5 Victim-‘Y’, Eye witness.
PW6 Smti Luku Baishya Other witness
PW7 Jinamoni Borpatra 

Gohain 
Other witness

PW8 Sri Achyut Kr Baruah Other witness
PW9 Sri Girindra Hazarika Other witness
PW10 Dr. Geetali Dutta 

(M/O) 
Medical witness

PW11 Sri Lalitya Kr. Das Other witness

B Defence witness, if any:

Rank name Nature of evidence (eye witness, 
police witness, expert witness, 
medical witness, panch witness, 
other witness)

 Court witness, if any:
Rank name Nature of evidence (eye witness, 

police witness, expert witness, 
medical witness, panch witness, 
other witness)
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List of Prosecution/ Defence/Court Exhibits:
A Prosecution:

Sr. No. Exhibit Number Description
1 Ext.1/PW4 Seizure list.
2 Ext.2/PW5 Statement u/s- 164, Cr.P.C.
3 Ext.3/PW5 Jimma-nama
4 Ext.4/PW8 Seizure list.
5 Ext.5/PW10 Medical report.
6 Ext.6/PW10 Medical report.

B Defence:

Sr. No. Exhibit Number Description

C Court Exhibits:

Sr. No. Exhibit Number Description

D Material Objects:

Sr. No. Exhibit Number Description

       (Rashmita Das)
                Special Judge (POCSO),

          Lakhimpur, North Lakhimpur.


