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IN THE COURT OF SESSIONS JUDGE, LAKHIMPUR,
AT NORTH LAKHIMPUR.

Present : S.P. Khaund,
Sessions Judge,
Lakhimpur, North Lakhimpur.

Date of Judgment : 30.06.2022.

Sessions Case No.21(NL)2014.

(G.R. Case No.980/2010)

Complainant Smt Teresa Orang.

Represented by - Mr. J. Saikia, Public Prosecutor.

Accused. 1. Sri Mangra Orang.   ….A1
2. Sri Sunu Orang.      …. A2   
3. Sri Simon Hanch.    …. A3

Represented by Mr.  Joseph Minz & Ms Jyotika
Devi, Advocates.
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APPENDIX- 13

Date of ofence. 15.08.2010.

Date of FIR. 16.08.2010.

Date of charge-sheet. 24.08.2012.

Date  of  Framing  of
charges.

03.06.2014.

Date  of  commencement
of evidence.

20.04.2015.

Date on which judgment
is reserved.

26.05.2022.

Date of Judgment. 23.06.2022.

Date  of  the  Sentencing
Order, if any.

Accused Details :

Rank of
the

accused

Name of
accused

Date of
arrest.

Date of
release on

bail.

Ofences
charged

with.

Whether
acquitted

or
convicted

Sentence
imposed

Period of
detention
undergone

during
Trial for

purpose of
Sec.428

CrPC.

A1
A2
A3 

Sri
Mangra
Orang.
Sri Sunu
Orang.
Sri
Simon
Hanch.

U/s 365/
302/ 201/
34 IPC.
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J U D G M E N T

1) The prosecution case as unfolded in the F.I.R. is

that  on  15.08.2010  at  about  6  pm,  Sri  Mangra

Orang (hereinafter referred to as A1) and Sri Sunu

Orang  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  A2)  took  Birsa

Orang (hereinafter referred to the deceased) from

his house on the pretext of having some discussions

with him, and Birsa Orang did not return home. 

      

2) An F.I.R. regarding the incident was lodged by the

deceased’s wife, Smt Teresa Orang. A Boginadi PS

Case No.111/2010 u/s  365/34 of  the Indian Penal

Code  (IPC  for  short)  was  registered.  The

Investigating Ofcer (I.O. in short) embarked upon

the  investigation.  The  I.O.  went  to  the  place  of

occurrence, prepared sketch map and recorded the

statements  of  the  witnesses.  The  I.O.  made  an

attempt to trace out the dead body as led by the

accused persons in presence of the Circle Ofcer,

Kadam  circle,  but  did  not  fnd  the  body  of  the

deceased.  The I.O.  made prayer  before  the  Chief

Judicial Magistrate, Lakhimpur, to add section 302

IPC,  and  accordingly,  as  per  order  of  the  Chief

Judicial  Magistrate,  Section  302  IPC  was  added.

Finally, the investigation culminated into a charge-

sheet against A1, A2 and A3 u/s 365/302/ 201/ 34

IPC.

Contd...
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3) On appearance of the accused persons, copies

were furnished and as this  case is  triable by the

Sessions Judge,  this  case was committed for  trial

vide  Order  dtd.27.01.2014  passed  by  the  Addl.

Chief  Judicial  Magistrate,  Lakhimpur,  in  GR  Case

No.980/2010.

4) After hearing both the sides, a formal charge u/s

365/302/34  IPC,  was  framed,  read  over  and

explained to A1, A2 and A3, who abjured their guilt

and claimed to be tried. 

5)  To  substantiate  its  stance,  the  prosecution

adduced  the  evidence  of  11  (eleven)  witnesses

including the Medical Ofcer ( M.O. in short ), and

the  I.O.,  and  exhibited  several  documents.  The

defence cross-examined the witnesses to refute the

charges.  The  statements  of  A1,  A2  and  A3  were

recorded u/s 313 CrPC. They denied the allegations

in  a  blanket  manner  and  their  answers  were

evasive.  They  did  not  tender  any  evidence  in

defence. 

6)  I  have  heard  the  arguments  of  the  learned

counsel for both the sides.

POINTS FOR DETERMINATION :

1. Whether the accused persons on 15.08.2010 at

about 6 pm, in furtherance of their common

Contd...
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intention  kidnapped  (abducted)  Birsa  Orang  with

intent to secretly and wrongfully confne himm

2. Whether the accused persons on the same day,

time  and  place,  in  furtherance  of  their  common

intention,  committed  murder  by  intentionally  or

knowingly causing death of Birsa Orangm

3. Whether the accused persons on the same day,

time  and  place,  in  furtherance  of  their  common

intention,  had thrown away the dead body of the

deceased, Birsa Orang in the ‘Kakoi’ river to screen

themselves  from  punishment  by  destroying  the

evidencem

DECISION THEREON, AND THE REASONS FOR

THE DECISION

7) To decide this case in its proper perspective, it is

necessary to delve into the evidence.

8)  Smt  Teresa  Orang  testifed  as  PW1  that  the

deceased,  Birsa  Orang  was  her  husband.  The

incident occurred on 15th August, but she could not

recall  the year of the incident.  On the day of the

incident at about 4.30 pm, she was cooking rice in

her house, and then A1 and A2 took her husband

from her house stating that he was called by A3,

Contd...
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and  thereafter  her  husband  (deceased)  did  not

return. They searched for the deceased, but could

not fnd him. She has lodged an ejahar (FIR). Police

came and interrogated the  accused  persons,  and

then A1 and A2 confessed before the police that

they killed the deceased and fung his body into the

river.  The  body  of  the  deceased  could  not  be

recovered.  The  FIR  was  written  by  some  other

person on her narrative.

9)  Smt  Duspin  Soi  testifed  as  PW2  that  the

deceased was her elder brother and the informant

is  her  sister-in-law.  The  incident  occurred  on  15th

August,  but  she  had  forgotten  the  year  of  the

incident. On the evening of the incident, A1 and A2

took the deceased from his house stating that they

had something to discuss with him, and accordingly

the deceased accompanied A1 and A2, but he did

not  return.  They  searched  for  the  deceased,  but

could  not  fnd  him.  When  they  confronted  the

accused persons,  A1 and A2 told  them that  they

had killed the deceased and fung his body into the

river. When the accused persons confessed before

the police that they inficted cuts on the deceased,

she  (PW2)  was  present  there.  In  her  cross-

examination, she stated that the deceased and the

accused  persons  were  friends  and  they  had  no

dispute between them.

Contd...
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10) The evidence of PW2 depicts that A1 and A2

made extra judicial confession before her. When she

confronted A1 and A2, they told her that they killed

Birsa Orang (deceased) and fung his body into the

river.  Thereafter,  in  her  presence,  A1,  A2 and A3

confessed before the police that they had inficted

cuts  on  the  deceased.  Is  the  extra  judicial

confession of A1, A2 and A3 sufcient to saddle the

accused persons with the ofence of murderm PW2’s

cross-examination depicts that the accused had no

mens rea to kill the deceased because they had a

good relationship with the deceased. The evidence

of  PW1 depicts  that  the  deceased  was  last  seen

with A1 and A2 and thereafter he disappeared. The

incident occurred on 15th August, but the year is not

known. It is not clear from the evidence of PW2 and

PW3 how long the deceased went missing after A1

and A2 took him along with them. 

11) PW3 Smt Sabina Orang also could not recall the

year when the incident occurred. She has testifed

that the deceased was her  elder  brother and the

informant is  her sister-in-law. A1 and A2 took the

deceased along with them from his house on the

pretext to have discussions with him. The deceased

accompanied  both  A1  and  A2  and  thereafter  he

disappeared.  PW3  saw  A1  and  A2  taking  the

deceased along with them. After the deceased

Contd...
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disappeared , she along with the informant set out

on  a  frantic  search  but  could  not  trace  out  the

deceased.  Then,  she went  to  the house of  A2 at

about 9 pm on the same day and asked him about

her brother and A2 told her that  they had already

sent the deceased back to his house. As they could

not  fnd the  deceased,  they  went  to  Boginadi  PS

and the informant  lodged the FIR with the police

and  the  police  arrested  A2,  and  thereafter  the

police arrested the other accused persons, A1 and

A3.  The  accused  persons  confessed  before  them

that they killed Birsa Orang (deceased) and threw

his  body  in  the  river.  The  dead  body  of  the

deceased could not be found.

12)  The evidence of  PW1 and PW3 reveals  extra

judicial  confession  of  the  accused,  but  this  extra

judicial confession was made to the police and this

cannot be accepted as evidence. The evidence of

PW2 depicts that A1 and A2 confessed before her

that  they  killed  the  deceased  (her  elder  brother)

and fung his body into the river.  Her evidence is

not similar to the evidence of PW3 because PW3’s

evidence  depicts  that  when  she  confronted  A2

about her missing brother (deceased), he informed

her that he had already sent the deceased back to

his  house.  PW3’s  cross-examination  also  depicts

that the deceased had friendly relation with the

Contd...
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accused persons. Due to the contradictions in the

evidence  of  PW2  and  PW3,  the  extra  judicial

confession  of  A1  and  A2  before  PW2  remains

unsubstantiated.  The evidence of  other  witnesses

depicts that the extra judicial confession of A1, A2

and A3 was made before the police.

13) Sri  Sushil  Rajkhowa has testifed as PW4 that

the  informant,  Teresa  Orang  (informant)  informed

him on the following day of the incident that her

husband had not  returned home after  he left  the

house in the evening. She also informed him that

A3  called  her  husband  to  a  certain  place.  He

accompanied  PW1  to  the  Police  Station  and  she

lodged  the  FIR  with  the  police.  Police  came  and

arrested  A2  and  A3.  Subsequently,  A1  was  also

arrested  by  the  police.  The  dead  body  of  Birsa

Orang  could  not  be  recovered.  The  police  seized

one ‘dao’ vide Seizure List, Ext.1, wherein Ext.1(1)

is his signature.

14) PW4 identifed the ‘dao’ in the court as Material

Ext.1.  He  proved  his  statement  u/s  164  CrPC  as

Ext.2, wherein Ext.2(1), 2(2), 2(3) and 2(4) are his

signatures. He has admitted that he had mentioned

in his statement before the Magistrate that initially,

A2 confessed that he dealt the frst blow and then

A1 assaulted Birsa Orang with a ‘dao’, A2 also

Contd...
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stated before the police that the last blow was dealt

by  A3.  A3  exhorted  Birsa  Orang  and  asked  him

whether he sold his daughter and then A2 dealt a

blow from the backside, and Birsa Orang slumped

to the ground and thereafter, A1 and A2 dealt blows

on  Birsa  Orang  (deceased).  A3  also  told  that  he

dealt the fnal blow and thereafter the body of the

deceased was put  in a gunny bag and was fung

into the ‘Kakoi’ river.

15) PW4 further testifed that the ‘dao’, which was

used by the accused persons was recovered from

the house of A1 as shown by the wife of A1. Later,

he stated that he had forgotten actually who had

shown the ‘dao’ to the police, whether it was A1 or

someone  else.  He  has  stated  in  his  cross-

examination that he learnt in the Police Station that

the accused persons had killed the deceased. I have

scrutinised the statement of PW4 u/s 164 CrPC. It is

true that PW4 has mentioned in his statement u/s

164 CrPC that the accused persons confessed that

they killed Birsa Orang and thereafter his body was

fung into the river, but this extra judicial confession

of the accused persons were made before the police

in  presence of  PW4.  The extra judicial  confession

before the police has no evidentiary value.

Contd...
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16)  In  this  manner,  most  of  the  witnesses  have

testifed  about  extra  judicial  confessions  of  the

accused  persons  before  the  police,  which  has  no

evidentiary value.

17) Sri Tanu Sonowal has testifed as PW5 that he

heard that Birsa Orang was killed and two persons

were arrested by the police in connection with the

murder of Birsa Orang. A2 and A3 were arrested on

the day of the incident. The police from Boginadi PS

called  him  to  the  place  of  occurrence  i.e.,  Kakoi

embankment  and  the  police  ofcials  were

accompanied  by  the  accused  persons  and  the

S.D.C. was also present. The police searched for the

body as informed by the accused persons, but the

police could not fnd the body of the deceased. The

accused persons have confessed before the police

that the body of the deceased was fung into Kakoi

river. This witness was declared a hostile witness by

the prosecution, but the prosecution failed to afrm

the  cross-examination  of  this  witness  by  the

prosecution  with  the  evidence  of  the  I.O.  This

witness  has  also  admitted  that  his  statement  u/s

164  CrPC was recorded by the Magistrate. He has

proved his statement as Ext.3 and his signatures on

the statement as Ext.3(1) and 3(2). The statement

of  PW5  u/s  164  CrPC  depicts  the  extra  judicial

confessions of the accused persons before the

Contd...
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police. The accused persons have confessed before

the police that they killed Birsa Orang and fung his

body  in  the  Kakoi  river  and  they  had  shown the

spot,  where  they  had  thrown  the  body  of  the

deceased into the river.

18)  The  evidence  of  Rajen  Gogoi  (PW6)  is  also

similar  to  the  evidence  of  other  witnesses.  His

evidence also depicts the extra judicial confession

of  the  accused  in  presence  of  the  police.  Rajen

Gogoi  has  testifed  as  PW6  that  all  the  accused

persons as well as  the deceased are known to him.

The  incident  occurred  about  3  years  back  in  the

evening.  He came to know about the incident on

the  following  day.  He  went  to  the  place  of

occurrence along with the police and the accused

persons were taken to the place of occurrence. The

accused persons in his presence and in presence of

other villagers confessed before the police that they

had  killed  Birsa  Orang  and  fung  his  body  into

‘Kakoi’  river.   They  searched  for  the  body of  the

deceased within the radius of 2 ½ sq. meters, but

could not fnd the body. They also searched for the

‘dao’  used in  commission of  the ofence,  but  the

accused confessed that they had thrown the ‘dao’

into  the  river.   He  has  proved  his  statement

recorded by the Magistrate u/s 164 CrPC as Ext.4

and his signatures on the statement as Ext.4(1) and
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Ext.4(2).  His statement u/s 164 CrPC also depicts

the extra judicial confession of the accused persons

in  presence  of  the  police.  The  extra  judicial

confession of the accused in presence of the police

cannot be accepted as evidence.

19)  Another  hostile  witness  in  this  case  is  Smt

Saradi Orang and she has testifed as PW7 that the

accused Sunu Orang (A2) is her husband and the

other accused, Mangra Orang (A1) is her father and

Simon  Hanch  (A3)  is  her  uncle.  Birsa  Orang

(deceased)  was  their  neighbour.  The  incident

occurred about 6 years ago in  the evening.   The

deceased was addicted to alcohol.  At the time of

the  incident,  she  reached  home  after  her  day’s

work.  Police  recorded  her  name,  but  did  not  ask

anything  about  the  incident.  This  witness  has

denied  about  her  allegedly  earlier  statement  u/s

161  CrPC  allegedly  recorded  by  the  police.  The

prosecution made a prayer to declare this witness

as  a  hostile  witness  and  the  prosecution  was

allowed to cross-examine its own witness.

20) In her cross-examination, she has testifed that

“It is not a fact that she has stated before the police

that  on 15.08.2010,  at  about 7 pm, her  husband

(A2) along with her father (A1) brought Birsa Orang

(deceased) to their house and Simon Hanch (A3)
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was already in their house and was waiting for Birsa

Orang.  Then  Simon  Hanch  (A3)  confronted  Birsa

Orang  (deceased)  as  to  where  he  left  his  eldest

daughter and Mangra Orang (A1) and Sunu Orang

(A2) asked Birsa Orang to bring back his daughter,

and then Birsa Orang replied that he did not know

about the whereabouts of his eldest daughter, and

then  Sunu  Orang  dealt  a  blow  with  a  ‘dao’  on

Birsa’s neck and instantly Birsa Orang slumped to

the ground. As she was watching the accused, they

threatened her to remain inside the house and put

the body of Birsa Orang in a gunny bag and tied

with  a  bamboo  and  kept  the  gunny  bag  in  the

courtyard  and  buried  and  concealed  the  blood

under the ground with a spade, and thereafter lifted

the body and proceeded towards the river,  while

she was watching them through a gap in the wall” .

This  statement  of  PW7  u/s  161  CrPC  was  not

afrmed by the prosecution when the prosecution

produced the I.O. as a witness. The I.O. in this case

is Jintu Dutta and he testifed as PW11. At present,

the  I.O.  is  an  employee  of  Oil  India  Limited,

Duliajan. 

21)  In  view  of  my  foregoing  discussions,  it  is

thereby  held  that  the  evidence  of  PW7 does  not

implicate  that  the accused persons are complicit.

Her statement u/s 161 CrPC was not confrmed by
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the evidence of the IO. The prosecution conducted

this case in lackadaisical and apathetical manner. It

appears that the prosecution made no endeavour to

bring  home  the  charges  levelled  against  the

accused  persons  or  it  is  possible  that  the

prosecution is not conversant with the procedure of

recording evidence. Similarly, the evidence of Bina

Orang, who testifed as PW2 also does not implicate

that the accused persons are complicit. She denied

any  knowledge  about  the  incident.  She  has

admitted that she was aware that Birsa Orang has

passed away many years ago, but she did not know

how Birsa (deceased)  had met  with his  fate.  She

has admitted that A2 is her nephew. She has also

testifed  that  the  police  did  not  record  her

statement u/s 161 CrPC.

22)  The evidence of  the other  witnesses was not

very helpful because the other remaining witnesses

are ofcial witnesses. Sri Miraj Doley is the police

ofcer and he testifed as PW9. Sri Khageswar Pegu

is a Government ofcer, at present serving as Joint

Secretary  to  the  Govt.  of  Assam,  Department  of

Panchayat  and  Rural  Development,  and  he  has

testifed as PW8, and Sri Jintu Dutta is the I.O.

23) Sri Khageswar Pegu has testifed as PW8 that on

17.08.2010, while serving as Circle Ofcer at
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Boginadi  Revenue  circle,  he  went  to  the  Police

Station on the basis of an information received from

the O.C., and he found both the accused persons in

the Police Station. They confessed before the police

that they had killed Birsa Orang and they threw his

body  into  the  ‘Kakoi’  river.  On  receipt  of  such

information,  he  went  to  Kakoi  river  with  the  two

accused persons and they showed him the place,

where  they had thrown away the  body,  but  they

could not fnd the body.

24)  PW8 has  identifed  the  accused  persons  and

then he stated that the accused persons confessed

before the police that they had killed the deceased.

This extra judicial confession cannot be considered

as a valid confession because the confession was

made in presence of the police. When the accused

persons were taken where the body was dumped,

the  police  was  also  present.  So,  the  evidence  of

PW8 cannot be used to saddle in the accused with

the ofence of murder of Birsa Orang and with the

ofence of disappearance of the evidence.

25)  Miraj  Doley  has  testifed  as  PW9  that  on

01.08.2012,  while  working  at  Boginadi  PS  as

attached  ofcer,  he  was  entrusted  to  investigate

the  case  by  the  O.C.  being  Boginadi  PS  Case

No.111/2010 u/s 365/ 34 IPC and added Section
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302/201  IPC.  Prior  to  him,  SI  Jintu  Dutta  had

conducted a fair  amount of  investigation and the

investigation  was  almost  complete  and  so,  he

submitted  charge-sheet  against  the  accused

persons  fnding  sufcient  materials  against  them.

He has proved the charge-sheet as Ext.5 and his

signature as Ext.5(1).

26) The I.O. who conducted the investigation Jintu

Dutta has testifed as PW11 that on 16.08.2010, he

was working as SI at Boginadi PS and he was the In-

charge as O/C. Based on the FIR lodged by Teresa

Orang on 15.08.2010 at about 6 pm, he registered

Boginadi PS Case No.111/2010. He embarked upon

the investigation and recorded the statement of the

informant at Boginadi PS. Thereafter, he went to the

place of occurrence and he prepared sketch map,

marked as Ext.6, wherein Ext.6(1) is his signature.

He recorded the statements of the witnesses and

went in search of the accused, A1 and A2, but could

not fnd A1. He found A2 in his house and took him

to Boginadi PS for interrogation. On 16.08.2010, he

interrogated A2 and A3, and A3 confessed that he

along  with  A1  went  to  Birsa  Orang’s  house  and

brought  him  to  his  house.  At  that  time,  A3  was

already present in his house. He asked Birsa about

his daughter and Birsa stated that he did not know

where his daughter was and then, he along with
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other accused persons committed murder of Birsa

in  his  house  by  slitting  his  throat  and  after

committing his murder, they took the body of Birsa

Orang in a bag and threw the body into the ‘Kakoi‘

river. The S.P. and Circle Ofcer were informed and

on  the  next  day  at  about  10.30  am,  the  Circle

Ofcer,  Khageswar Pegu came and he along with

the police personnel took the accused, A2 and A3 to

Kadam Gohaingaon,  and the accused,  A2 and A3

led their group including the police staf and local

people and the Circle Ofcer and Smt Saradi Orang

went  to  A2’s  house.  A3  confessed  his  guilt  in

presence  of  the  Circle  Ofcer  and  other  police

personnel. Thereafter, A2 and A3 led the group and

showed the place,  where they threw the body of

Birsa  Orang  in  the  ‘Kakoi’  river.  He  recorded  the

statements of Tanu Sonowal,  Sushil  Rajkhowa and

Rajen  Gogoi,  who  were  present  at  the  place  of

occurrence.  During  confession  of  the  accused

persons,  a  local  driver  was  called  and  a  frantic

search was made to recover the dead body, but the

body could  not  be recovered owing to the heavy

rainfall  after  the  incident.  An  alert  message  was

sent to all  the Police Stations regarding the dead

body  of  Birsa  Orang.  The  accused  persons  were

arrested and forwarded to the court. As stated by

A2, he recovered the ‘dao’, which was the weapon

of ofence. He has admitted that the ‘dao’ was not
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forwarded for chemical analysis. He made a prayer

before the Chief Judicial Magistrate, Lakhimpur, to

add  Section  302/201  IPC.  Meanwhile  he  was

transferred, and so he handed over the Case Diary

to the O.C of Boginadi PS. He proved the Seizure

List  regarding  seizure  of  the  ‘dao’  from  Mangra

Orang (A1) as Ext.1 and he proved his signature as

Ext.1(2).  The ‘dao’  was  produced in  the  court  as

Material Ext.1.

27) Recapitulating the entire evidence, it is thereby

held that this case rests on the plank of the extra

judicial  confession  before  the police.  One witness

has stated that the accused persons, A1 and A2 told

them that they had killed Birsa Orang and disposed

of his body in the river.  But,  the evidence of this

witness  (PW2)  is  not  sufcient  to  saddle  the

accused with the ofence of such a heinous nature

and  on  the  basis  of  the  unsubstantiated  extra

judicial confession of PW2. Doubt also persists if the

confession was made in presence of PW2 alone, as

the evidence of PW2 is not clear if the extra judicial

confession was made by the accused persons in her

presence alone or in presence of police and other

witnesses. On the latter part of her evidence, she

has stated that the accused persons confessed in

presence of the police. A criminal case has to be

proved beyond a reasonable doubt. Here, in this
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case,  doubt  regarding extra  judicial  confession  to

PW2 by the accused, extends the beneft of doubt

to the accused persons. Most of the witnesses were

declared as hostile witnesses. This case rests solely

on the plank of extra judicial confession. The extra

judicial confession was made by the accused to the

police in presence of the witnesses. It is apparent

that  the PW2 is an inimical  witness.  It  is  thereby

held that the extra judicial confession  in this case

is  not  sufcient  to  saddle  the  accused  with  the

ofence of 302 IPC.

28) The chinks in the prosecution has extended the

beneft  of  doubt  to  the  accused  persons.  The

prosecution  was  conducted  in  a  lackadaisical

manner.  The  prosecution  failed  to  confrm  the

earlier statement of the hostile witnesses vis-a-vis

the evidence of the I.O. when the I.O was produced

in  the  court  as  witness.  “Ignorantia  juris  non

excusat”.  Moreover,  the  extra  judicial  confession

made by the accused persons in  presence of the

police cannot be accepted as evidence.

29)  In  view  of  my  foregoing  discussions,  it  is

thereby  held  that  the  prosecution  has  failed  to

prove beyond reasonable  doubt  that  the  accused

persons  are  the  miscreants  who  kidnapped  the

deceased, Birsa Orang to wrongfully confne him
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and acted in furtherance of their common intention.

The  prosecution  has  also  failed  to  prove  beyond

reasonable doubt that the accused persons are the

miscreants,  who  acted  in  concert  and  committed

the murder of Birsa Orang by intentionally causing

such injuries, which were sufcient in the ordinary

course of nature to cause death.  The prosecution

has also failed to prove beyond reasonable doubt

that  the  accused  persons  in  furtherance  of  their

common intention had thrown away the dead body

of  the  deceased  in  the  ‘Kakoi’  river  to  screen

themselves  from  punishment  by  destroying

evidence.

30)  Thereby,  the  accused  persons,  Sri  Mangra

Orang  (A1),  Sri  Sunu  Orang  (A2)  and  Sri  Simon

Hanch (A3) are acquitted from the charges u/s 302/

201/  34  IPC  on  beneft  of  doubt  and  are  set  at

liberty forthwith.

31)  The legal  heirs  of  the deceased,  Birsa  Orang

deserves  compensation.  So,  this  case  is

recommended for compensation under the ‘Assam

Victims’  Compensation Scheme’.  The Secretary  of

the  District  Legal  Services  Authority,  Lakhimpur,

North Lakhimpur, can assess if the legal heirs of the

deceased  deserves  compensation,  and  if  not

compensation, may not be awarded.
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32) Send a copy of this Judgment & order to the

Secretary,  District  Legal  Services  Authority,

Lakhimpur, North Lakhimpur.

33) Destroy the seized articles as per due process

of Law.

Judgment  is  signed,  sealed  and  delivered  in  the

open court on the 30th day of June, 2022.

                                          ( S.P. Khaund ) 
                                         Sessions  Judge, 
                               Lakhimpur, North Lakhimpur.

Certifed that the Judgment is 
typed to my dictation and 
corrected by me and each page 
bears my signature.

( S.P. Khaund )
Sessions Judge,
Lakhimpur, North Lakhimpur.
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APPENDIX-14

A. Prosecution :

Rank Name NATURE OF EVIDENCE
(EYE WITNESS, POLICE WITNESS,

EXPERT WITNESS, MEDICAL
WITNESS, PANCH WITNESS,

OTHER WITNESS)

PW1 Smt Teresa Orang. Informant.

PW2 Smt Duspin Soy. Other witness.

PW3 Smt Sabina Orang. Other witness.

PW4 Sri Sushil Rajkhowa. Other witness.

PW5 Sri Tanu Sonowal. Other witness.

PW6 Sri Rajen Gogoi. Other witness.

PW7 Smt Saradi Orang. Other witness.

PW8 Sri Khageswar Pegu. Other witness.

PW9 SI Miraj Doley. Police witness.

PW10 Sri Bene Orang. Other witness.

PW11 Sri Jintu Dutta. Other witness.

B. Defence witnesses, if any :

Rank Name NATURE OF EVIDENCE
(EYE WITNESS, POLICE WITNESS,

EXPERT WITNESS, MEDICAL
WITNESS, PANCH WITNESS,

OTHER WITNESS)

Nil Nil Nil

C. Court witnesses, if any :

Rank Name NATURE OF EVIDENCE
(EYE WITNESS, POLICE WITNESS,

EXPERT WITNESS, MEDICAL
WITNESS, PANCH WITNESS,

OTHER WITNESS)

Nil Nil Nil

LIST OF PROSECUTION / DEFENCE/ COURT EXHIBITS.
A. Prosecution :

Sr. 
No.

Exhibit 
Number.

Description.

1 Exhibit -1 Post Mortem Report.

2 Exhibit -2 Sketch map.

3 Exhibit -3 Inquest Report.

4 Exhibit -4 F.I.R. 

5 Exhibit -5 Sketch map.

6 Exhibit -6 Charge-sheet.
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B. Defence :

Sr. 
No.

Exhibit 
Number.

Description.

Nil Nil Nil

C. Court Exhibits :

Sr.
No.

Exhibit Number. Description.

1. Nil.  Nil. 

D. Material Objects :

Sr.
No.

Exhibit
Number.

Description.

1. Nil.  Nil. 

                                          ( S.P. Khaund ) 
                                          Sessions  Judge, 
                               Lakhimpur, North Lakhimpur.

Transcribed and typed by :
Sri Satyabrata Kshattry, Stenographer.


