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Date of Offence 04/04/2018 

Date of F.I.R. 04/04/2018 

Date of Charge sheet 23/04/2018 

Date of Framing of Charges 09/10/2018 

Date of commencement of 
evidence 

17/11/2018 

Date on which Judgment is 
reserved 

12/04/2022 

Date of Judgment 26/04/2022 
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if any 
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Accused Details: 

Rank of 

the 

Accused 

Name 

of 

Accused 

Date 

of 

arrest 

Date of 

release on 

bail 

Offence 

charged 

with 

Whether 

acquitted 

or 

convicted 

Sentence 

imposed 

Period of 

detention 

undergone 

during trial for 

purpose of 

Sec.428 

Cr.P.C. 

A-1 

Sri 

Tilak 

Gogoi 

N/A 09/10/2018 

U/s 323, 

427, 

294, 506 

I.P.C. 

Convicted 

U/s 323 I.P.C. 

to pay fine of 

Rs.1,000/-, 

I.D. S.I. for 6 

months. U/s 

427 I.P.C. to 

pay fine of 

Rs.3,000/-, 

I.D. S.I. for 1 

year. 

 N/A 
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JUDGMENT 

1) This appeal has been preferred by the 

accused/appellant against the judgment and order of 

conviction dated 26/11/2019 passed by the Sub-

Divisional Judicial Magistrate (M), Dhakuakhana in 

G.R. Case No.95/2018, sentencing the 

accused/appellant to pay a fine of Rs.1,000/- (rupees 

one thousand) only, in default to undergo simple 

imprisonment for 6 (six) months for an offence under 

Section 323 of I.P.C. and also sentenced to pay a fine 

of Rs.3,000/- (rupees three thousand) only, in default 

to undergo simple imprisonment for 1 (one) year for 

the offence under Section 427 of I.P.C. Out of fine 

amount of Rs.4,000/- (rupees four thousand) only, 

an amount of Rs.500/- (rupees five hundred) only is 

to be given to the victim Sri Tulan Paw and rest of 

the amount of Rs.3,500/- (rupees three thousand five 

hundred) only is to be given to the victim Sri Mukul 

Gogoi. 

2) The prosecution story in brief is that on 04-04-2018 

at about 9:30 AM when the driver of the informant 

was on his way to home from his work place in his 

vehicle bearing registration no.AS-07 AC-4490 then 

the accused without any reason assaulted the driver 

of the informant over the road at Chaurukia village. 

When the informant came to know about it and went 

there then accused assaulted him too and damaged 

his mobile phone and spectacles. 



5 
Criminal Appeal No.46(4)/2019. 

Contd… 

3) Accordingly an ejahar registered bearing 

Dhakuakhana P.S. Case No. 56/2018, U/S 325 and 

427 of IPC and started investigation. After completion 

of the investigation, the concerned I.O. submitted 

charge sheet against the accused person U/S 323, 

427, 294 and 506 of IPC. 

4) The accused person appeared before the Court and 

the copies of relevant documents were furnished to 

him as per section 207 of CrPC. The charges were 

framed U/S 323, 427, 294 and 506 of IPC are read 

over and explained to him to which he pleaded not 

guilty and claimed to be tried. The prosecution, in 

support of its case, examined 8 (eight) witnesses.  

The accused was examined u/s 313 of Cr.P.C. 

Defence case is of total denial but defence side 

examined no witnesses.  

5) The learned trial Court upon perusal of the case 

record and after hearing the arguments of both the 

sides passed the impugned judgment and order 

convicting the accused/appellant as above stated. 

6) On being aggrieved with the impugned judgment and 

order of conviction passed by the learned trial Court, 

the present appeal has been preferred by the 

accused/appellant inter alia on the grounds that the 

prosecution is based on false stories and initiated 

only to take shield of the cross case filed by the 

accused/appellant of the instant case as complainant 
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against the respondent no.2. That apart the evidence 

adduced are not correctly appreciated by the learned 

Court below and there are contradictions between 

the ocular witnesses and the expert opinion 

regarding the injuries of the injured witnesses. 

Moreover, it is also stated in the memo of appeal that 

regarding the value of mischief properties, learned 

Court below held that the mischief properties is 

valued more than Rs.50/- and on that basis convicted 

the accused/appellant under Section 427 of I.P.C., 

which is not sustainable in the eyes of law. Further, it 

is submitted that the statement of the 

accused/appellant under Section 313 of Cr.P.C. were 

not taken properly and all the circumstances 

appeared in the evidence against the 

accused/appellant were not put to the 

accused/appellant for his explanation. Therefore, 

conviction is liable to be set aside. 

7) Now the question to be decided in this appeal is that 

whether the learned lower Court was justified in 

convicting the accused/appellant under Sections 323 

and 427 of I.P.C. 

Discussion, decision and reason thereof. 

8) PW-1 is the informant in the instant case and stated 

that he knows the accused present in the dock. The 

incident had taken place on 04/04/2018 at about 

9:00 AM in front of the house of Late Golap Gogoi in 
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Chaurukia village. His driver namely Tulan Paw who 

drives his Bolero pick-up van, had come out after 

delivering sand in the house of Late Golap Gogoi then 

the accused who was driving his bullet, was coming 

from no.2 Hiloidari gaon in great rush and had 

stopped just in front of the Bolero pick-up van. 

Accused then rushed towards his driver Tulan Paw 

and snatched away the keys of the Bolero pick-up 

van and punched on the face and head of his driver. 

Hearing hue and cry, he rushed towards the place of 

occurrence and saw his driver bleeding profusely. 

Then the driver told him that the accused had 

snatched the keys from him. When he asked the 

accused to return his keys, then the accused 

punched on his face as a result his spectacles broke 

and when he fell down his mobile phone had also got 

broken. The people who had gathered had taken him 

to the Dhakuakhana hospital. The FIR was filed on 

the day of the alleged occurrence. After that police 

took him and his driver for medical treatment.  

9) During cross-examination PW-1 stated that the police 

had seized his broken spectacles and broken mobile 

phone. He was taken for his treatment by his family 

members first and then police took him for 

treatment. He also stated that the ejahar was written 

by a clerk. He admitted that accused is a teacher by 

profession and his minor daughter was a pillion rider 

in his bullet motorbike. He further stated that 
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accused had filed a cross-case against him and his 

driver and the case is pending. Then he denied the 

suggestions put forward to him by defence. 

10) PW-2 stated in her evidence that she knows the 

informant and the accused.  The incident had taken 

place in front of the house of Golap Gogoi during 

school time in the morning. She was walking in the 

road. Just then a Tata mobile vehicle had come out 

of the house of Golap Gogoi and waiting outside the 

gate. Then she saw the accused riding in his 

motorcycle from his house towards the Dhakuakhana 

Higher Secondary school. The accused got down 

from his motorcycle and gave a blow on the face of 

the driver of the vehicle. Then Mukul Gogoi who was 

standing at a little distance away came running and 

enquired the driver what had happened. The driver 

told him that the accused had punched on his face 

and snatched away the keys from him. Then Mukul 

Gogoi asked the accused to return the keys but the 

accused did not listen to him and instead gave him a 

punch on his right eye injuring the right eye. The 

spectacles of Mukul Gogoi got broken in the process. 

11) In her cross-examination P.W 2 stated that she 

was standing on the road along with Smt. Rupali 

Gogoi, Sri. Girin Gogoi and Sri. Hemanta Gogoi at the 

time of incident. The driver of the vehicle was sitting 

inside the vehicle. The accused had got down from 

his motorcycle and punched on the face of the driver. 
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She denied the suggestions put forward to him by 

defence.  

12) PW-3 stated in his evidence that he knows the 

informant who is his relative. He also knows the 

accused who is from his village. The incident had 

taken in the month of April, 2018 at about 9:30 PM in 

front of the house of Late Golap Gogoi. At that time 

one Bolero vehicle was coming out of Golap Gogoi's 

house and the accused was coming on his motor 

cycle with his daughter in a normal speed and had 

just hit the bolero van. Then he saw Mukul Gogoi 

rushing towards the place of occurrence. He was at a 

distance of 200 feet away. He saw them arguing and 

saw them pushing each other. He saw the accused 

snatching the keys of the delivery van from the driver 

Tulan Paw. He saw Mukul Gogoi getting injured in his 

right eye. Defence declined to cross-examine him.  

13) PW-4 stated in his evidence that he knows both 

the informant and the accused. He was at a distance 

of 200 meters away from the place of occurrence on 

that day. He saw Mukul Gogoi asking the accused to 

return his keys. Then the accused delivered a punch 

on the right eye of Mukul Gogoi. As a result Mukul 

Gogoi's spectacles got broken and he sustained injury 

in his right eye. The key was the key of the bolero 

delivery van of Mukul Gogoi which was being driven 

by his driver.  
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14) During his cross-examination PW-4 inter-alia 

stated that he does not know the cause of quarrel 

between them. He denied the suggestions put 

forward to him by defence.  

15) PW-5 stated in her evidence that the informant 

and the accused are from her village.  On that day 

the delivery vehicle had come to the house of Golap 

Gogoi to deliver some construction materials. The 

accused was driving his motorcycle at a high speed 

carrying his school going daughter as a pillion rider 

as it was school time. The accused knocked at the 

vehicle from front and then he got down from his 

motorcycle and punched on the face of the driver 

and snatched away the keys from him. At that time 

the driver was sitting inside the vehicle in his driving 

seat. When Mukul Gogoi saw this he ran towards the 

vehicle and enquired the driver what had happened. 

The driver told him that the accused had hit the 

vehicle and then punched on his face and also 

snatched the keys from him. When Mukul Gogoi 

asked the accused to return the keys the accused 

refused to give him the keys and punched on his 

right eye injuring it and in the process breaking his 

spectacles as it had fallen down and got broken.  

16) In her cross-examination PW-5 inter-alia stated 

that at the time of occurrence she heard a sound not 

very loud when the accused person's motorcycle hit 

the vehicle of the informant. She also stated that 
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police did not record her statement. She further 

stated that the accused punched Mukul Gogoi on his 

right eye injuring it and his spectacles fell down and 

got broken. Informant is his nephew in relation. She 

denied the suggestions put forward to him by 

defence. 

17) PW-6 namely Sri Tulan Paw stated in his 

evidence that he knows the complainant and the 

accused. He is the driver of the complainant's Bolero 

pick up van. The incident had taken place in Sarikoria 

gaon during school hours. On the day of occurrence, 

he had unloaded sand gravel and stones in the house 

of a person and had come out of the house of that 

person driving the vehicle slowly. At that moment the 

accused was riding his motorcycle with his daughter 

as pillion rider towards Dhakuakhana town on the 

wrong side at a speed of about 30/40 km per hour 

and before he had reached the main road the 

accused had also reached there and stopped his 

motorcycle by applying the brake. There was a sound 

but the vehicle and the motorcycle had not hit each 

other. The accused got down from the motorcycle 

and demanded him to hand over the keys of the 

Bolero pick up van to him. When he refused then the 

accused punched on his mouth which resulted in 

bleeding from his teeth and lips and the accused 

snatched the keys from him. At that moment Mukul 

Gogoi came running and asked the accused not to 
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beat him. He asked him to keep the vehicle on the 

side and when he told him that the accused had 

taken the keys forcibly then he requested the 

accused to return the keys. But the accused did not 

pay any heed to the request of informant and instead 

punched on his face injuring his right eye and 

causing his spectacles to be broken. In the 

meantime, many persons had gathered there. Police 

had taken him for treatment and recorded his 

statement.   

18) In his cross-examination P.W 6 inter-alia stated 

that the body of the Bolero pickup van is about 5 feet 

from the ground. If he stands in the ground then the 

steering of the Bolero pick up van will be at about 2.5 

feet to 3 feet and it will reach his stomach. He 

admitted that he had heard the sound of brake 

applied by the accused. After 2-3 minutes of the 

accused punching him on his face, Mukul Gogoi and 

other persons reached the place of occurrence. He 

denied the suggestions put forward to him by 

defence. 

19) PW-7 namely Dr Lalit Saikia stated in his 

evidence that on 04-04-2018 he was posted as SDMO 

in Dhakuakhana Sub-Divisional Civil Hospital. On that 

day he had examined one patient Sri Mukul Gogoi, 

aged 50 years, resident of Sarukia village at about 11 

AM. On examination, he found bruise in the left side 

of face measuring about 5 cm x 5 cm caused by 
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blunt weapon. Nature of the injury was simple. The 

injury was fresh at the time of examination. On the 

same day he had examined another patient named 

Tulan Paw aged 24 years, resident of Koseiting gaon 

of PS Dhemaji at about 11:05 AM bearing hospital 

registration no.100/18. On examination, he found 

bruise in the upper lip measuring 2.5 cm x 2.5 cm 

and another injury which was a bruise in the lower lip 

measuring 2.5 cm x 2.5 cm. Both the injuries were 

fresh caused by blunt object and nature was simple 

injury. Both the patients were escorted by HG 

Rajkumar Pegu.  

20) In his cross-examination P.W 7, inter-alia 

stated that he had mentioned the place of injury of 

the complainant as the left side of his face. On 

examination of Tulan Paw he found injury/bruise on 

both his lips and such kind of injury can also be 

sustained by falling over a hard object. 

21) PW-8 is the I.O of the instant case. He 

proceeded to the place of occurrence and prepared 

sketch-map. He interrogated the witnesses and 

recorded their statements. He got the injured 

medically examined and collected the injury report. 

After completion of investigation, he submitted 

charge-sheet against the accused person.  

22) In his cross-examination P.W 8 inter-alia stated 

that he did not seize any broken spectacle and 
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mobile phone from the victim of this case. The victim 

stated before him that the accused had assaulted his 

driver but did not specify before him as to on which 

part of the body of the driver the assault was made 

by the accused. The victim did not state before him 

that the accused had given fist blow on his right eye 

and when he asked for the keys of his car then 

accused had given him fist blow. The victim only 

stated before him that accused had given him fist 

blows. He confirmed that PW-6 did not state before 

him that the accused was riding his motorcycle on 

the wrong side of the road. Both the victims got 

themselves medically examined on their own but he 

had also sent a requisition for medical examination. 

He knows that there is a cross-case against the 

informant filed by the accused. 

23) Bare perusal of record goes on to show that 

P.W.-1 and P.W.-6 are the injured witnesses of the 

instant case. They clearly implicated the 

accused/appellant of assaulting them. Further it is 

also alleged against the accused/appellant that he 

broke the glass (spectacle) and the mobile phone of 

the P.W.-1. The evidence adduced by both P.W.-1 

and P.W.-6 have corroborated each other.  

24) The Hon’ble Supreme Court while appreciating 

the evidentiary value of the injured witness has held 

in catena of judgments that such witness should be 

given due weightage in considering the evidence and 
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generally such witness is considered reliable.   In 

Abdul Sayeed v. State of M.P. (2010) 10 SCC 

259 has held that “The question of the weight to be 

attached to the evidence of a witness that was 

himself injured in the course of the occurrence has 

been extensively discussed by this Court. Where a 

witness to the occurrence has himself been injured in 

the incident, the testimony of such a witness is 

generally considered to be very reliable, as he is a 

witness that comes with a built-in guarantee of his 

presence at the scene of the crime and is unlikely to 

spare his actual assailant(s) in order to falsely 

implicate someone. "Convincing evidence is required 

to discredit an injured witness".  

27.While deciding this issue, a similar view was taken 

in, Jarnail Singh v. State of Punjab (2009) 9 

SCC 719, where this Court reiterated the special 

evidentiary status accorded to the testimony of an 

injured accused and relying on its earlier judgments 

held as under: Darshan Singh (PW 4) was an injured 

witness. He had been examined by the doctor. His 

testimony could not be brushed aside lightly. He had 

given full details of the incident as he was present at 

the time when the assailants reached the tubewell. In 

Shivalingappa Kallayanappa v. State of 

Karnataka 1994 Supp (3) SCC 235, this Court 

has held that the deposition of the injured witness 

should be relied upon unless there are strong 

grounds for rejection of his evidence on the basis of 
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major contradictions and discrepancies, for the 

reason that his presence on the scene stands 

established in case it is proved that he suffered the 

injury during the said incident. In State of U.P. v. 

Kishan Chand (2004) 7 SCC 629, a similar view 

has been reiterated observing that the testimony of a 

stamped witness has its own relevance and efficacy. 

The fact that the witness sustained injuries at the 

time and place of occurrence, lends support to his 

testimony that he was present during the occurrence. 

In case the injured witness is subjected to lengthy 

cross- examination and nothing can be elicited to 

discard his testimony, it should be relied upon (vide 

Krishan v. State of Haryana (2006) 12 SCC 459). 

Thus, we are of the considered opinion that evidence 

of Darshan Singh (PW 4) has rightly been relied upon 

by the courts below. 

28. The law on the point can be summarized to the 

effect that the testimony of the injured witness is 

accorded a special status in law. This is as a 

consequence of the fact that the injury to the witness 

is an in-built guarantee of his presence at the scene 

of the crime and because the witness will not want to 

let his actual assailant go unpunished merely to 

falsely implicate a third party for the commission of 

the offence. Thus, the deposition of the injured 

witness should be relied upon unless there are strong 

grounds for rejection of his evidence on the basis of 

major contradictions and discrepancies therein.” 
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25) Besides the evidence adduced by P.W.-1 and 

P.W.-6, the evidence of P.W.2, P.W.-3, P.W.-4 and 

P.W.-5 have further fortified the stand taken by the 

prosecution. All those witnesses were present during 

the relevant time at the place of occurrence and they 

are vital eye witnesses in the instant case. The 

defence could not demolish the stand taken by these 

eye witnesses in the cross-examinations. Therefore, 

there is no reason to disbelieve the evidence adduced 

by those eye witnesses. 

26) Besides the injured witnesses and the eye 

witnesses, the evidence adduced by the medical 

witness i.e., P.W.-7 has also corroborated the stand 

taken by the prosecution. On examination he found 

bruise in the left side of face measuring about 5 cm x 

5 cm caused by blunt weapon. Nature of the injury 

was simple. The injury was fresh at the time of 

examination. Also on the same day P.W.-7 

examination P.W.-6 and on examination he found 

bruise in the upper lip measuring 2.5 cm x 2.5 cm 

and another bruise in the lower lip measuring 2.5 cm 

x 2.5 cm. Both the injuries were fresh caused by 

blunt object and nature was simple injury. Therefore, 

it can be seen that besides the injured and other 

witnesses, there is a clear corroboration made by the 

medical witnesses. 

27) No doubt there are minor discrepancies 

regarding the ocular witness and medical witness. As 
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per P.W.-2, P.W.-3, P.W.-4, P.W.-5 and P.W.-6 the 

injury received by P.W.-1 was on his right eye and 

not on the left side of the eye as reported by M.O 

i.e., P.W.-7. However, that is not fatal in the instant 

case. In fact, it shows that at least some injury 

occurred on the frontal face near eye of P.W.-1 

accused by the accused.      

28) In the memo of appeal it is stated that the 

mischief properties was valued wrongly as more than 

Rs.50/- and on that basis the accused was convicted 

under Section 479 of I.P.C. Upon appreciation of the 

evidence available on record, it is found that the 

accused actually damaged the spectacle of P.W.-1 as 

well as the mobile phone. It is corroborated by the 

oral evidence of the injured witnesses as well the eye 

witnesses. Therefore, court below had not erred in 

the arriving to the conclusion that the mischief 

property is that of more than Rs.50/- as the value of 

spectacle and mobile would be more than Rs 50/-. 

29) Further, a stand is taken that the accused was 

not properly examined under Section 313 of Cr.P.C. 

Upon perusal of the statement recorded under 

Section 313 of Cr.P.C., it was found that only 4 

questions were put to the accused/appellant and out 

of that 1 and 2 are of vital importance.  

As per question No.1, it is alleged that on 04/04/2018 

at about 9 AM, the accused had given a fist blow on 
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the face of one Sri Tulan Paw in front of the house of 

Lt Golap Gogoi in Chaurakia village. Have you got 

anything to say on this?  

    Answer-No, it is false. 

    As per question No.2, It is further alleged that on the 

aforesaid date, time and place you also gave a fist 

blow on the face of the informant Sri Mukul Gogoi 

and as a result his spectacles and mobile phone were 

broken. Have you got anything to say on this? 

   Answer-No, it is false.  

30) It can be seen that although all the evidence 

adduced by the P.W.s were not put to the 

accused/appellant while examining him under Section 

313 of Cr.P.C., but broadly main allegations were 

definitely put before the accused as question No.1 

and No.2 while examining him in recording his 

statement of defence. The provisions in Section 313 

Cr.P.C. no doubt makes it obligatory on the court to 

question the accused on the evidence and 

circumstance appearing against him in consonance 

with the principle of natural justice. However, it 

would not be enough for the accused to show that he 

has not been examined on a particular circumstance 

but he must also show that such non-examination 

has actually and materially prejudiced him and has 

resulted in failure of justice. In the event of any such 

inadvertent omission on the part of the court below 

https://indiankanoon.org/doc/140515/
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to question the accused on any incriminating 

circumstance appearing against him the same cannot 

ipso facto vitiates the trial unless it is shown that 

some prejudice was caused to him due to such 

omission. In the instant case, even if we assume that 

313 statement is recorded in a bit casual manner by 

the learned Court below, but that has not caused any 

prejudice to the accused/appellant and those 2 

questions i.e., Question no.1 and 2, were sufficient 

for the accused to appreciate broadly the 

incriminating circumstance and evidence which were 

available against him. 

31) Accordingly, I have no hesitation in mind to 

hold that the prosecution has been able to establish 

the charges under Sections 323 and 427 of I.P.C. 

against the accused beyond reasonable doubt. 

Hence, I find no illegality in the impugned judgment 

and order passed by the learned Court bellow and 

accordingly, the impugned judgment and order of 

conviction so passed by the learned trial Court is 

hereby affirmed and upheld. 

32) Coming to the sentence part it is seen that the 

learned Court below has directed the 

accused/appellant to pay a fine of Rs.1,000/- 

(rupees one thousand) only, in default to undergo 

simple imprisonment for 6 (six) months for an 

offence under Section 323 of I.P.C. and also 

sentenced to pay a fine of Rs.3,000/- (rupees three 



21 
Criminal Appeal No.46(4)/2019. 

Contd… 

thousand) only, in default to undergo simple 

imprisonment for 1 (one) year for the offence under 

Section 427 of I.P.C. As per Section 323 of I.P.C., 

the punishment provision stipulated is imprisonment 

for either description for a term which may extend 

to 1 (one) year or with find which may extend to 

Rs.1,000/- (rupees one thousand) only or with both 

and as per Section 427 of I.P.C., the punishment for 

mischief causing damage to the amount of Rs.50/- 

or upward, shall be punished with the imprisonment 

of either description for a term which may extend to 

2 (two) years or with find or with both. As revealed 

from the punishment award by the learned trial 

Court, there is no imprisonment imposed against the 

accused/appellant and there are only fine in terms 

of Rs.1,000/- (rupees one thousand) only and 

Rs.3,000/- (rupees three thousand) only. The 

learned Court below has already taken a very lenient 

view regarding the punishment and therefore, no 

further leniency can be considered by this Court and 

accordingly, the punishment is also affirmed and 

upheld. Accordingly, the appeal is dismissed. 

33) Send down the lower Court records along with 

a copy of Judgment to the learned trial Court. 
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Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this 

the 26th day of April, 2022. 

  

       (Syed Burhanur Rahman) 
Addl. Sessions Judge (F.T.C.), 

Lakhimpur, North Lakhimpur.  
 

Certified that the Judgment is typed  
to my dictation and corrected by me 

and each page bears my signature. 
 
 

 
(Syed Burhanur Rahman)  
Addl. Sessions Judge (F.T.C.),  

Lakhimpur, North Lakhimpur. 
 

Transcribed and typed by:  
 
 

Sri Montu Kherkatary, Stenographer. 
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APPENDIX 

 

LIST OF PROSECUTION/DEFENCE/COURT WITNESSES 
 

 
A. Prosecution: 

 

RANK NAME NATURE OF EVIDENCE 

PW1 Sri Mukul Gogoi Victim / injured witness 

PW2 Smt Ranu Gogoi Eye witness 

PW3  Sri Girin Gogoi Eye witness 

PW4  Sri Hemanta Gogoi  Eye witness 

PW5  Smt Rupali Gogoi Eye witness 

PW6 Sri Tulan Paw Victim/ injured witness 

PW7 Dr Lalit Saikia Medical witness 

PW8  Sri Birendra Nath Saikia Police witness 

 

B. Defence Witnesses, if any: 

 

RANK NAME NATURE OF EVIDENCE 

N/A N/A N/A 

 

 

C. Court Witnesses, if any: 

 

RANK NAME NATURE OF EVIDENCE 

N/A N/A N/A 
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LIST OF PROSECUTION/DEFENCE/COURT EXHIBITS 

A. Prosecution: 

 

Sr No. Exhibit Number Description 

1 Ext.1 Ejahar 

2 Ext.2 Medical report 

3 Ext.3 Medical report 

4 Ext.4 Sketch map 

5 Ext.5 Charge-sheet 

 

B. Defence: 

 

Sr No. Exhibit Number Description 

N/A N/A N/A 

 
C. Court Exhibits: 

 

Sr No. Exhibit Number Description 

N/A N/A N/A 

 
D. Material Objects: 

 

Sr No. Exhibit Number Description 

N/A N/A N/A 

 
 

(Syed Burhanur Rahman, A.J.S.,) 

                                  Addl. Sessions Judge (F.T.C.),        

                                           Lakhimpur, North Lakhimpur.  


