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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 : 20.06.2022.

Sessions Case No.135(NL)2012.

(G.R. Case No.881/2012)

Complainant ‘X’

Represented by - Mr.  Jagneswar  Saikia,  Public
Prosecutor.

Accused. Sri Biju Das.            ….  ‘A’

Represented by Mr. Sanjib Gogoi.
Advocate.
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APPENDIX- 13

Date of ofence. 17.05.2012.

Date of FIR. 27.06.2012.

Date of charge-sheet. 21.07.2012.

Date  of  Framing  of
charges.

26.02.2013.

Date  of  commencement
of evidence.

14.05.2013.

Date on which judgment
is reserved.

06.06.2022.

Date of Judgment. 20.06.2022.

Date  of  the  Sentencing
Order, if any.

Accused Details :

Rank
of the
accuse

d

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.

‘A’ Sri Biju

Das.

05.07.2012 04.08.2012 U/s  366/
376 IPC

Acquitted 30 days.
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J U D G M E N T

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

is  that  on  17.05.2012,  Sri  Biju  Das  (hereinafter

referred to as ‘A’) called the victim ‘X’, who was the

Secretary of a Self Help Group, over phone on the

pretext of having some discussions relating to her

Self Help Group. In response to A’s request, as soon

as  the  victim ‘X’  came towards  North  Lakhimpur

court,  ‘A’ forcefully lifted her in a Maruti  van and

took her to a house of an unknown person situated

near  Moromi  Tiniali  in  Bordoloni  Bhakat  gaon.  ‘A’

assured her that he would marry her as his second

wife, and demanded all the money, of the Self Help

Group in her custody. ‘A’ outraged her modesty with

false promises to marry her. ‘A’ also threatened her

with dire consequences. On 19.05.2012, the victim

‘X’  escaped  from  that  place,  and  contacted  her

uncle, Manik Das over phone, who rescued her to

safety.

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

victim ‘X’. A North Lakhimpur PS Case No.437/2012

was  registered.  The  Investigating  Ofcer  (I.O.  in

short) embarked upon the investigaion. He went to

the place of occurrence, prepared sketch map and

recorded  the  statements  of  the  witnesses.  The

investigation fnally culminated into charge-sheet
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against  accused,  ‘A’  u/s  366,  376  of  the  Indian

Penal Code ( IPC for short ).

3) On appearance of ‘A’, copies were furnished and

as this case is triable by the Sessions Judge, this

case  was  committed  for  trial  vide  Order  dtd.

04.10.2012 passed by the Chief Judicial Magistrate,

Lakhimpur, in GR Case No.881/2012.

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

366/ 376 IPC, was framed, read over and explained

to ‘A’, who abjured his guilt and claimed innocence. 

5)  To  substantiate  its  stance,  the  prosecution

adduced  the  evidence  of  9  (Nine)  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 statement of ‘A’ was recorded u/s 313

CrPC. ‘A’ has stated u/s 313 CrPC that his son is not

well and he was proceeding to meet his son and he

met  ‘X’  in  the  bus.  He  has  admitted  that  his

committee has taken a loan of Rs.15,000/- from the

Self Help Group of which, ‘X’ was a member, and his

committee did not repay the loan and  in lieu of the

borrowed amount, land including fshery was to be

handed  over  to  the  Self  Help  Group.  He  further

stated u/s 313 CrPC that ‘X’ advised him that they
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would hold a discussion in her friend’s house. Then,

he  went  ahead  with  a  discussion  and  then,  ‘X’

retained his  mobile  and his  son’s  birth certifcate

and  documents  and  so,  he  was  unable  to  return

home. There was a ‘bandh’ call on the next day, so

he was unable to return home. He called his wife

using  Kunja  Das’s  husband’s  mobile  and then he

was rescued by his wife. He has been implicated in

a false case as the committee was unable to return

the money, but in reality, the committee exchanged

the land including fshery to the so-called Self Help

Group. This plea was substantiated by ‘A’ as DW1.

The evidence of ‘A’ (DW1) reiterates the plea taken

by him u/s 313 CrPC.

SUBMISSIONS 

6)  I  have  heard  arguments  forwarded  by  the

learned counsel  for  both the parties.  The learned

defence counsel laid stress in his argument that the

incident allegedly occurred on 17.05.2012 and the

FIR was lodged on 27.06.2012 and this implicates

that the FIR was a fabricated FIR. The victim had

time and scope to manufacture this case. The I.O.

has afrmed as PW9 in his cross-examination that

the incident occurred on 17.05.2012,  and the FIR

was lodged with the police on 27.06.2012. There is

no record in the Case Diary that an FIR was lodged
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with the police at Panigaon P.S. on 29.05.2012. The

victim  has  not  mentioned  u/s  161  CrPC  that  ‘A’

committed rape on her in the house of Smt Kunja

Das.

POINTS FOR DETERMINATION :

(i)  Whether  on  17.05.2012,  the  accused,  ‘A’

kidnapped or abducted the victim ‘X’ with intent or

knowing it to be likely that she might be compelled

to marry him against her will or in order that she

might be forced or seduced to illicit intercourse?

(ii) Whether the accused ‘A’ committed rape on the

victim ‘X’?

  

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) The victim ‘X’ testifed as PW1 that ‘A’ is from

her  village.  She  is  the  Secretary  of  a  Self  Help

Group and ‘A’  borrowed Rs.15,000/- from the Self

Help Group account as loan. ‘A’ had to repay the

loan with monthly interest,  but he failed to repay

the loan with the interest. He only paid half of the

Contd...



7              Sessions Case No.135(NL)2012.

interest  amount.  As ‘A’  did not  repay the loan,  a

meeting was convened, and it was decided that ‘A’

had to deposit his land documents and abiding by

the resolution of the Self Help Group, ‘A’ came and

handed over his land documents to their Self Help

Group.

9)  PW2  further  testifed  that  on  17.05.2012,  ‘A’

informed  her  that  he  had  arranged  to  repay  the

entire amount and he requested her to collect the

repaid  loan  amount  from  North  Lakhimpur  town,

and he asked her to come near the statue of B.R.

Ambedkar  adjacent  to  North  Lakhimpur  Court

building. When she came to North Lakhimpur town,

‘A’ took her to a nearby hotel and ofered tea and

thereafter, ‘A’ told her that he has to go to a place,

where  he  would  have  discussions  relating  to

payment of  the entire loan amount from the Self

Help  Group.  ‘A’  arranged one Maruti  van  and he

took  her  to  the  house  of  Kunja  Das  at  Bordoloni

near the embankment. ‘A’ forcefully confned her in

the  house  for  two  days  and  snatched  away  her

mobile phone and committed rape on her. As she

was crying, A’s brother-in-law, whose name is Arun

took her to the house of a person named Janti Das

and there also, ‘A’ tried to commit rape on her, but

somehow,  she  managed  to  escape  and  she

snatched her mobile back from ‘A’ and informed the
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matter to Smt Dipali  Das and Sri Manik Das, who

immediately came and saved her from the clutches

of  ‘A’.  Thereafter,  she  lodged  the  FIR  marked  as

Ext.1, and she has proved her signature on Ext.1 as

Ext.1(1). There was a delay in lodgment of the FIR

because  she  had to  discuss  this  matter  with  her

parents. ‘A’ is a married man with two children.

10)  The  testimony  of  the  victim  ‘X’  does  not

substantiate  the  FIR  lodged  by  her  (victim  X).

Moreover, the FIR was lodged after one month. The

explanation  given  by  the  victim  ‘X’  in  the  FIR

marked as Ext.1 was that she had lodged the FIR

with the police at Panigaon PS on 29.05.2012. The

victim failed to give the case no. registered on the

basis  of  the  FIR  lodged  on  29.05.2012  with  the

police at Panigaon P.S. The I.O. has also mentioned

in his cross-examination that there is no record in

the  Case  Diary  that  an  FIR  was  lodged  on

29.05.2012 with the police at Panigaon P.S. In her

FIR, the victim ‘X’ has stated that she was forcefully

taken by ‘A’, whereas in her testimony in the court,

she has mentioned that ‘A’ requested her to come

to  North  Lakhimpur  near  B.R.  Ambedkar  statue

adjacent to  the court  to  collect  the loan amount,

and when she reached North Lakhimpur town, ‘A’

took her to a nearby hotel and ofered tea and they

had a discussion regarding repayment of the loan
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amount.  She  further  stated  that  ‘A’  arranged  a

Maruti van and took her to the house of Kunja Das

at  Bordoloni  near  embankment.  There  is  no

evidence  of  forceful  abduction  by  ‘A’.  In  her  FIR,

PW1 has mentioned that ‘A’  had taken her to an

unknown  person’s  house  near  Moromi  Tiniali  at

Bhakatgaon,  while  on  contrary,  in  her  testimony,

she stated that ‘A’  took her to the house of Janti

Das, where he committed rape on her.  She has also

mentioned in the FIR that ‘A’ promised to marry her

and  with  false  promise  of  marrying  her,  ‘A’

demanded money from the Self Help Group, which

was in her custody. PW1 has not mentioned that ‘A’

borrowed money from the Self Help Group. On the

contrary  to  her  testimony  in  the  court,  PW1  has

testifed  in  her  cross-examination  that  the  Maruti

van  was  transportation  vehicle  and  other

passengers were also present in the van. ‘A’ paid a

fare of Rs.70/-. She (PW1) has testifed in her cross

examination that ‘A’ took her to Kunja Das’s house,

where she met her husband and her children. After

completion  of  their  discussion,  when she tried  to

return  home,  ‘A’  snatched  her  mobile  and

restrained her from returning to her house.  Kunja

Das  also  rebuked  ‘A’  and  due  to  scarcity  of

accommodation,  Kunja  Das’s  husband  and  her

children went to their relative’s house for the night

and she stayed with her friend, Kunja Das. PW1
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further stated in her cross-examination that on the

next day after  a  discussion with  ‘A’,  the accused

committed rape on her while her friend, Kunja Das

and Kunja  Das’s  husband were  not  in  the  house.

She  raised  alarm  and  2  /  3  women  from  the

neighouring area came. When Kunja Das returned

to her house in the evening, she informed her about

the incident and then Kunja Das rebuked ‘A’. She

was recovered from the house of Janti Das. On the

contrary,  PW1 stated  in  the  FIR  marked  as  Ext.1

that  the  accused,  ‘A’  took  her  to  an  unknown

person’s house at Bordoloni and committed rape on

her.

11)  A  careful  scrutiny  of  the  evidence  of  PW1

depicts that her testimony in the court is not similar

to her FIR. The FIR was lodged after more than a

month. There is no reason what prevented PW1 in

promptly lodging the FIR. The earlier FIR alleged to

have been lodged by PW1 has not been produced

as evidence. It appears that PW1 has falsely stated

that she had lodged the FIR on 29.05.2012. Even if

she  had  lodged  the  FIR  on  29.05.2012,  she  had

failed  to  give  an  explanation  why  the  FIR  was

lodged  after  12  days.  The  incident  occurred  on

17.05.2012, but the FIR was lodged on 27.06.2012

or 29.05.2012.
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12) Smt Kunja Das has testifed as  PW5 that  the

accused is not known to her. The incident occurred

about a year ago. On the day of the incident, she

along with her family members were in their farm

house  located  at  Nepalikhuti  at  Ratuwa.  At  that

time, ‘A’ took the victim ‘X’ to their farm house. It

was for the frst time that she came across accused

‘A’. Both ‘X’ and ‘A’ stayed in their farm house for

two days. The victim ‘X’ slept with her (PW5) and

the  accused  ‘A’  slept  with  her  (PW5’s)  husband.

There is a single room in their farm house. After two

days, one person went to their farm house and took

‘X’ and ‘A’ along with them.

13) In her cross-examination, PW5 testifed that ‘X’

did  not  inform her  that  ‘A’  took  her  to  her  farm

house by force. Both ‘X’ and ‘A’ came to their farm

house on foot from the main road. Their farm house

is located at a distance of about 3 kms away from

the main road.

14) In view of my foregoing discussions, it is held

that evidence of PW1 reveals the facts. It is clear

that ‘X’ and ‘A’ were in a relationship and both ‘X’

and  ‘A’  went  to  PW5’s  farm house  on  their  own

volition  and  stayed  there.  PW5  has  categorically

stated that ‘X’ did not inform her that ‘A’ committed
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rape on her, contrary to what ‘X’ has testifed in the

court. PW5 has testifed that ‘X’ is her friend.

15)  It  is  clear  from the evidence of  PW5 that  ‘X’

went  with  ‘A’  on  her  own  volition  because  she

walked down to the farm house from the main road

which is at a distance of 3 kms from the main road.

There is no evidence of any force being exercised

by  ‘A’  in  taking  ‘X’  to  PW5’s  farm  house.  The

accused ought to get the beneft of doubt.

16) Another  key witness in this  case is  Sri  Manik

Das, who has testifed as PW6 that ‘X’ is a distant

relative. The incident occurred about a year ago. On

the day of the incident at about 11.30 am, ‘X’ called

him over phone informing him that she was in Janti

Das’s house and she requested him to come to Janti

Das’s  house  along with  his  wife.  Then,  he  (PW6)

along with his wife went to Janti Das’s house and

found ‘X’. ‘A’, his  (PW6’s) wife, Konbhani and Janti

Das told him that ‘A’ picked up a quarrel with ‘X’

relating  to  some  transaction  of  money,  and  she

wanted to leave Janti Das’s house, and so he (PW6)

brought ‘X’ to his house, and on the following day,

‘X’ went back to her house. ‘X’ told him that ‘A’ took

her to Janti Das’s house with intention to marry her.
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17) In his cross-examination, PW6 has testifed that

in presence of ‘A’, A’s wife, Janti Das and his own

wife (PW6’s wife) asked ‘X’ about the incident and

‘X’ told him that ‘A’ brought her to that place with a

view to marry her while ‘A’ denied that he brought

‘X’ to marry, but ‘A’ insisted that he had to settle

some fnancial  amount  with  ‘X’.  This  evidence  of

PW6 is contrary to the FIR lodged by ‘X’ as well as

to  the  testimony  of  ‘X’.  ‘X’  stated  that  she  was

recovered from Janti Das’s house by Manik Das. But,

Manik Das has not testifed that he recovered and

saved ‘X’ from the clutches of ‘A’ from Janti Das’s

house.  In  the FIR also,  ‘X’  (PW1)  stated that  she

snatched the mobile phone from ‘A’ and called her

uncle,  Manik  Das  (PW6),  who  rescued  her  safely.

Thus,  the  evidence  of  PW5  and  PW6  belies  the

evidence of PW1.

18)  The  evidence  of  PW1’s  father,  also  does  not

substantiate the evidence of PW1. Sri  Chakradhar

Das has testifed as PW2 that ‘X’  is his daughter.

The incident occurred on 17.05.2012. His daughter

is the Secretary of a Self Help Group of their village,

and  ‘A’  borrowed  Rs.15,000/-  from  the  Self  Help

Group  on  condition  to  repay  the  entire  amount

along with interest. On the day of the incident i.e.,

on 17.05.2012, ‘A’ called his daughter to repay the

entire amount. His daughter ‘X’ went to meet ‘A’,
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but she did not return at night. So, he informed the

matter to the village headman. As his daughter did

not return for three days, he lodged an FIR with the

police  at  Panigaon  OP.  After  four  days,  he  learnt

from  Smt  Dipali  Das  that  ‘A’  forcibly  took  his

daughter to Bhebeli  and kept her confned in her

house. After receiving the information, he went to

that  place  and  recovered  his  daughter  ‘X’.

Subsequently,  his  daughter  (PW1)  lodged the  FIR

with the police at North Lakhimpur P.S.

19)  The  victim  ‘X’  has  testifed  that  she  was

recovered  from  Janti  Das’s  house  by  Manik  Das

(PW5), but PW2 has testifed that he recovered his

daughter  from Bhebeli.  ‘X’  has  testifed  that  she

was  recovered  from  Janti  Das’s  house  near

embankment,  but  on  the  contrary,  PW2  has

testifed that ‘X’ was recovered from Bhebeli. It is

not  clear  if  Janti  Das  is  the  same person,  whose

house is at Bhebeli.

20) A careful scrutiny of the evidence of PW1 and

PW2  reveals  that  PW2’s  evidence  does  not

corroborate the evidence of his own daughter. He

has  not  stated  that  ‘A’  committed  rape  on  his

daughter  nor  did PW5 and PW6.  The evidence of

PW1 is not corroborated by the evidence of other

witnesses as well.
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21) Smt Bobita Das has testifed as PW4 that ‘A’ is a

distant relative and he was married at the time of

the  incident.  The  incident  occurred  in  the  year,

2012.  On the day of  the  incident,  her  sister  Smt

Pobiti  Das  asked  her  over  phone  whether  ‘A’

reached home and then, she informed her that ‘A’

had not reached home. Again. On the following day,

her sister Pobiti Das informed her that ‘X’ was taken

by ‘A’ to a place named Moromi Tiniali, and ‘X’ was

confned  by  ‘A’  in  the  house,  and  Pobiti  Das

requested her (PW4) to send her husband to rescue

‘X’.

22) PW4 further testifed that as her husband went

to the ofce, she sent her brother, Sri Abhinash Das

to rescue ‘X’ and accordingly, he found ‘X’ and ‘A’

in  Kunja  Das’s  house  and  both  ‘X’  and  ‘A’  were

brought back to her (PW4’s) house, and on being

confronted, ‘X’ told her that ‘A’ had to pay money

to her  for  the Self  Help Group scheme.  On being

confronted,  ‘A’  again  replied  that  he  had already

deposited  the  amount  and  he  had  documents,

which  were  with  Smt  Pobiti  Das. Pobiti  Das  (A’s

wife) was informed and she brought the documents

and thereafter ‘X’ left the place with Manik Das and

his wife, Dipali Das.
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23)  The  evidence  of  PW4  is  contradictory  to  the

evidence of ‘X’. She (PW4) has testifed that ‘X’ had

held ‘A’ as hostage. She has not given any evidence

regarding sexual  assault  by ‘A’.  All  the  witnesses

have  testifed  about  some shady  deals  regarding

money borrowed from the Self Help Group, but this

case is not regarding misappropriation or borrowing

of money or non-repayment of loan, but this case is

regarding  sexual  assault  committed  on  ‘X’.  The

evidence  of  ‘X’  is  not  substantiated  and

corroborated  by  the  evidence  of  other  witnesses.

The evidence of ‘X’ that ‘A’ abducted her to marry

her  has  also  not  been  substantiated  and

corroborated  by  evidence  of  other  prosecution

witnesses.  On the  contrary,  the  evidence of  PW4

depicts that ‘X’ held ‘A’ as hostage.

24) The evidence of other witnesses also does not

at  all  implicate  that  ‘A’  committed  rape  on  the

victim ‘X’ or abducted her.

25) Smt Dipali Das @ Janti testifed as PW7 that the

incident  occurred  in  the  year,  2012.  ‘X’  informed

her over phone about the incident and they went to

the house of Madhab Das at Rangajan and found

both  ‘X’  and  ‘A’  and  wife  of  Madhab  Das  in  the

house. On being confronted, the victim ‘X’ informed

them about some money transactions from Self
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Help Group to  the  accused ‘A’.  Madhab Das  is  a

resident  of  Gogamukh.  PW7  further  testifed  that

they brought back ‘X’  to stay in their  house.  The

police did  not  record her  statement.  This  witness

was  declared  as  hostile  and  she  was  cross-

examined by the prosecution, but the prosecution

did not afrm the cross-examination of this witness

by cross-examination of the I.O.

26)  Similarly,  Abhinash Das testifed as PW8 that

the incident occurred in the month of May, 2012. At

the  relevant  time,  his  sister,  Pobiti  Das  informed

him over phone that her husband was kept confned

by a woman and his sister asked him to bring back

her husband (‘A’). On the next day, he (PW8) found

‘A’  and  ‘X’  in  Kunja  Das’s  house  and  on  being

confronted  ‘A’  informed  him  that  ‘X’  held  him

hostage regarding some money transactions. Thus,

it is clear that Abhinash Das is Pobiti Das’s younger

brother  and  Pobiti  Das  is  the  wife  of  ‘A’,  who

disappeared  along  with  ‘X’  and  Smt  Bobita  Das

(PW4) is related to Pobiti Das.

27)  Recapitulating  the  entire  evidence,  it  is  held

that  there is  no evidence except  the evidence of

PW1 that ‘A’ committed sexual assault on her. Due

to the contradictions in the testimony of PW1 and

the contents of the FIR, the evidence of PW1 is not

Contd...



18              Sessions Case No.135(NL)2012.

found to be reliable. It  is held that PW1 is wholly

unreliable witness.  It  is  held that the evidence of

PW1  that  she  lodged  the  FIR  with  the  police  at

Panigaon P.S. on 29.05.2012 is unsubstantiated. The

incident  occurred  on  17.05.2012,  and she  lodged

the FIR marked as Ext.1 on 26.07.2012 her FIR is

not  similar  to  the  testimony  in  the  court.  Her

evidence is not substantiated by her own evidence

and the evidence of her friend, Kunja Das as well as

evidence of other witnesses.  The evidence of the

M.O. is not discussed as she examined the victim

after one month. Any evidence of rape will not be

found on examination of a victim after one month.

28) The I.O. Sri Keshab Baruah testifed as PW9 that

on  27.06.2012,  while  working  as  SI  of  police  at

North  Lakhimpur  P.S.,  he  was  endorsed  with  the

investigation of this case by the O.C., who received

an FIR from ‘X’.  The FIR was registered as North

Lakhimpur PS Case No.437/2012. He prepared the

sketch map of the place of occurrence and recorded

the statements of  the witnesses.  He arrested the

accused  and  forwarded  him  to  the  court.  After

conclusion  of  investigation,  he  submitted  the

charge-sheet against ‘A’ u/s 366/ 376 IPC.

29) The charge-sheet was laid against the accused,

‘A’ u/s 366/ 376 IPC, but the prosecution has failed

to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that the
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accused ‘A’ committed rape on the victim ‘X’. Not a

single  witness  testifed  that  the  accused  ‘A’

committed rape or abducted the victim X. Although

the evidence of a prosecutrix is sufcient to bring

home the charges levelled against the accused, ‘A’,

the  prosecutrix  in  this  case  is  not  found  to  be

reliable. Her evidence does not inspire confdence.

30)  In  view  of  my  foregoing  discussions,  it  is

thereby  held  that  the  prosecution  has  failed  to

prove beyond reasonable  doubt  that  the  accused

‘A’  kidnapped  or  abducted  the  victim  ‘X’  with

intention  to  marry  her  and  forcefully  committed

rape  on  her  against  her  will  and  without  her

consent.

31)  The  evidence  of  DW1  substantiates  his  plea

taken  u/s  313  CrPC.  I  would  like  to  rely  on  the

decision of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in The State

of Karnataka vs Mapilla P.P. Soopi 2004(1) CRJ 284,

wherein it has been held that - “Undue delay in

lodging  the  complaint  without  acceptable

evidence has also contributed to the doubt in

the prosecution case. Hence, the High Court

was justifed in allowing the appeal.”  

32)  In  the  instant  case  too,  undue  delay  in

lodgement of the FIR throws cloud over the veracity

of the unreliable witness (PW1).
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33) Thereby, accused, Sri Biju Das (‘A’) is acquitted

from the charges u/s 366 / 376 IPC on beneft of

doubt, and is set at liberty forthwith.

34) The victim does not deserve compensation. So,

this case is not recommended for compensation.

Given under the hand and seal of this Court on the

20th 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 Bulu Das. Prosecutrix.

PW2 Sri Chakradhar Das. Other witness.

PW3 Dr. Kalpana Goswami. Medical witness.

PW4 Smt Bobita Das. Other witness.

PW5 Smt Kunja Das. Other witness.

PW6 Sri Manik Das. Other witness.

PW7 Smt Dipali Das @ Janti. Other witness.

PW8 Sri Abhinash Das. Other witness.

PW9 Sri Keshab Baruah. 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 F.I.R.

2 Exhibit -2 Medical Report.

3 Exhibit -3 Sketch map.

4 Exhibit -4 Charge-sheet.

B. Defence :

Sr. 
No.

Exhibit 
Number.

Description.

Nil Nil Nil
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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.


