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Date of Framing of 
Charges 30/01/2015
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Accused/Appellant Details:

Rank of 

the 

Accused/ 

Appellant

Name of 

Accused/ 

Appellant

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 

Tepuram 

Gogoi

23/07/2014 14/08/2014

U/s  341

and  324

of I.P.C.

Convicted

Under  Section

341 of  I.P.C.  to

pay  a  fine  of

Rs.500/-

(rupees  five

hundred)  only,

in  default  to

suffer  rigorous

imprisonment

for  a  period  of

15  (fifteen)

days and under

Section  324  of

I.P.C.  to

undergo

rigorous

imprisonment

for  a  period  of

1  (one)  year

and also to pay

a  fine  of

Rs.1,000/-

(rupees  one

thousand) only,

in  default  to

suffer  rigorous

imprisonment

for  a  further

period  of  30

(thirty) days.

22 days
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JUDGMENT

1) The  instant  appeal  is  preferred  against  the

impugned  judgment  and  order  dated

09/09/2019  passed  by  the  learned  Chief

Judicial  Magistrate,  Lakhimpur,  North

Lakhimpur,  in  G.R.  Case  No.1411/2014,  in

which  the  accused/appellant  is  convicted

under  Section  341  of  I.P.C.  to  pay  a  fine  of

Rs.500/- (rupees five hundred) only, in default

to suffer rigorous imprisonment for a period of

15  (fifteen)  days  and  under  Section  324  of

I.P.C. to undergo rigorous imprisonment for a

period of 1 (one) year and also to pay a fine of

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

default  to suffer rigorous imprisonment for  a

further period of 30 (thirty) days.

2) The prosecution case in brief is that on

22/07/2014 informant  lodged  an  ejahar

with  the In-charge  of  Simaluguri  Police

Outpost  under  Bihpuria  Police  Station

alleging  that  at  about  7:30  AM  on

22/07/2014 when he went to the field to

grazing his goats, A-1 gave him a 'khukuri'

blow  to  kill to him and  as a result of

which he sustained grievous head injury.
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3) After  receiving  the  ejahar,  the  Officer-in-

charge  of  the  Bihpuria  Police Station

registered a case vide Bihpuria Police

Station   Case   No. 241/2014  under

Sections 326 and 307 of I.P.C. and got the

investigation  into  the  case  commenced.

The  investigating officer, after completing

the investigation, submitted charge-sheet

under Sections  341  and  324  of  I.P.C.

against A-1 to stand trial in the Court.

4) After considering the materials on record

and hearing both the sides, charges under

Sections 341 and 324 of I.P.C. were framed

in writing against the accused/appellant.

The charges  were read over and

explained to  the  accused/appellant  to

which he pleaded not guilty and claimed

to be tried.

5) After hearing both the sides the learned Court

below convicted the accused/appellant under

Sections 341 and 324 of I.P.C.

6) Being  highly  aggrieved  by  the  impugned

judgment  and  order  dated  09/09/2019,  the

instant  appeal  was  filed  inter  alia   on  the

ground that the learned Court below failed to

appreciate  the  evidence  available  on  record

and the conviction of the accused/appellant is

based on mere surmises and conjectures. It is
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further stated that there are omissions, serious

contradictions and major discrepancies of the

evidence  of  prosecution  witnesses.  Also  it  is

stated  that  the  accused/appellant  cannot  be

held responsible in absence of mens rea which

is  ignored  by  the  learned  Court  below.  The

entire evidence is doubtful in nature and that

proper opportunity had not been given under

Section 313 of Cr.P.C. to the accused/appellant

to  explain  the  charges  put  against  him.

Accordingly,  it  is  prayed  that  the

accused/appellant should be given the benefit

of acquittal  and the impugned judgment and

order may be set aside.

Point of determination.

7) Now the question to be decided in this appeal

is  that  whether  the  learned  Court  below

correctly  appreciated  the  evidence  available

on record and convicted the accused/appellant

under Sections 341 and 324 of I.P.C.?

        Discussion, decision and reason thereof.

8) P.W.-1, the informant/victim deposed that

at about  7:00  AM  on  the  day  of  the

occurrence  he  went  to  the  paddy field

grazing his goats and thereafter, while he

was returning  home,  the  accused/

appellant  pulled  out  the  'khuti'  (small

bamboo post) of his goats and as such
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he returned to the said place to properly

fix the 'khuti' of his goats, then the

accused/appellant  gave a  'khukuri'  blow

on  his forehead as a result he sustained

cut injury on his forehead and it bled.

Suffering the injury, he raised hue  and

cry for which villagers, namely, P.W 2, P.W

5 and Punaram Changmai,  who had been

ploughing  in  the adjacent field; came to

him but seeing the villagers approaching,

A-1  fled away from there. His family

members took him  to hospitals.

9) In his cross-examination, P.W.-1 has stated

to  have  not  mention  the  reason for

delayed submission of the ejahar. He has

admitted to have not told the police that

at  the  place  of  the  occurrence his  elder

sister,  wife, P.W.-2 and P.W.-5 had come.

He has admitted to have not elaborately

written down the entire fact in the F.I.R.

According to him the witnesses had been

ploughing at a distance of 100 meters.

He admitted the fact that witness P.W.-2

married  his  niece.  He  has  also

acknowledged the fact that a case

against accused/appellant regarding the

landed properties had been going on in

the Lakhimpur Court.
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10) P.W.-2 deposed that he had come to

the place of the occurrence as at the time

of the occurrence he was ploughing his

paddy field some 100 meters away from

the place of the occurrence. According to

him, while he was tilling his paddy field,

he had seen from a distance of about 100

meters  that  P.W.-1  had  come  there  to

graze  his  goats.  At  that  time,  the

accused/appellant armed with a 'khukuri'

went towards P.W.-1 and gave a 'khukuri'

blow on his forehead causing cut injury

to him. Immediately, he  stopped  his

bullocks and ran towards P.W.-1 and saw

that his  forehead  was  bleeding,  so  he

wrapped  his  injury  portion  with  a

'gamusha' available with him. P.W.-5 who

was also ploughing the paddy field came

near  to  P.W.-1.  Junu  Handique  and

Lakhimai  Chetia,  elder sister and wife of

P.W.-1 also went to the place of occurrence

and brought the injured to Thana and from

there  to  the  hospital.  Seeing  them  the

accused/appellant fled away from there. 

11) In his cross-examination, he P.W.-2 he

stated to have gone to the police station

and  not  to  the  hospital.  He  has  also

admitted that a case over landed property

between accused/appellant and informant
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had been going on between both the sides

prior to the occurrence. He has admitted

that he married the niece of informant

P.w.-1.

12) P.W.-3  who  is  the  brother  of  P.W.-1,

has also stated in evidence that at the

time of the occurrence he was ploughing

in the paddy field situated near his house,

when P.W.-1 had come to the paddy field

for  grazing his goats and  accused/

appellant came there  armed with a  'dao'

and gave a 'dao' blow on the forehead of

P.W.-1 for which he was reddened with

blood and went to his house. Thereafter,

the  accused/appellant  ran  towards  his

house. According to him, he along with

P.W.-4,  P.W.-5, Bhadreswar Chetia were

present near the place of occurrence. P.W.-

1 was taken to the hospital for his medical

treatment.

13) In  his  cross-examination,  P.W.-3  has

admitted  that  the  place where  the  goat

was  grazing  had  been  under  a  litigation

prior to the occurrence  of this case and

that  the  land was  claimed by  both   the

sides. His house is about a furlong away

from the place of the occurrence.
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14) P.W.-4, has deposed that on the day

of occurrence while he along with Baba,

P.W.-3,  P.W.-5  were  ploughing  in  the

paddy  field  of  P.W.-1  at  a distance  of

some 200 meters from the place where

P.W.-1  had come to graze his goats, he

heard that at the time of grazing of goat,

accused/appellant cut the informant with

a 'dao'. He saw that P.W.-1 reddened with

blood smear. Later on, he came to know

from the villagers that P.W.-1 was cut by

the accused/appellant and he saw cut

injury on his forehead.

15) In  his  cross-examination,  P.W.-4  has

categorically stated that he was aware of

the fact that a case had being going on

between accused/appellant and informant

over  land.  According  to  him,  accused/

appellant  is  alone  in the village but

informant has  many relatives in the

village.

16) According to P.W.-5, on the day   of

occurrence  while  he  was  ploughing the

paddy  field  of  P.W.-1  at  that  time P.W.-1

came to  the  paddy  field  for  grazing  his

goats but the accused/appellant had some

altercation P.W.-1. At that time, he (P.W.-5)

was taking  meal  in  the  paddy  filed  and

hearing commotion he ran to the place of
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the  occurrence  and  saw that  P.W.-1  was

lying  on  the ground  with  bleeding  cut

injury  in  his  forehead.  Thereafter,  his

nephew Khunsa  took  P.W.-1  to  the

hospital. 

17) In  his  cross-examination, he  has

stated that  P.W.-1 had married  his  sister

and that he had no visiting terms with the

accused/appellant.  He  has  also  admitted

that  a case was going on between both

the sides over the land and it was being

seized in connection with the case. He has

elaborated   that  he  along   with P.W.-1,

P.W.-2   and  P.W.-4  belongs  to  the  same

family. He has admitted to have not told

the  police  that  at  the  time  of the

occurrence he was tiling land; that P.W.-1

came  there  to  graze  his goat and

thereupon an altercation took place

between P.W.-1  and  accused/appellant

and that accused/appellant fled away. He

has categorically stated that on the day of

the deposition he had come with injured in

the Court and after discussion with them

he adduced his evidence before the Court.

18) According to P.W.-6, he heard of   a

fighting between accused/appellant and

informant over their landed property

while he was  ploughing  land  and  later
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upon returning  home,  he  came to  know

that  fighting  took  place  between  the

accused/appellant and P.W.-1. 

19) In  his cross-examination,  he  has

stated that at the time of the occurrence,

he along  with  P.W.-2,  P.W.-3,  P.W.-4  and

P.W.-5  were  ploughing.  The  place  of

occurrence is about 2 furlong away from

the place where they were ploughing. Prior

to  the  filing  of this  case,  land  dispute

between the informant and the accused/

appellant is going on. None of the person

who were ploughing had seen the

occurrence.

20) P.W.-7,  Medical  Officer, has stated

that on 22/07/2014, at 9.25 AM, he

examined P.W. -1  and found cut injury

over forehead. The nature of injury is

simple caused by sharp weapon. Ext-2 is

the  injury  certificate,  Ext-2(1)  is  his

signature with seal. 

21) In his cross-examination, P.W.-7  has

stated  to  have  not mentioned  the  case

number and police requisition number in

Ext-2 nor he mentioned if the head injury

was caused in the left, right or middle of

the forehead. He did not mention the size

or  age  of  the  injury  in  Ext-2,  but  has
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opined  that  such  injury  may  also  be

caused  by  falling  on  any sharp or blunt

object.

22) P.W.-8 is the Investigating Officer who

has stated that during the course of

investigation, he visited the place of  the

occurrence and prepared a sketch map of

the same, examined the informant/victim

and sent him to Dhalpur C.H.C. for his

medical treatment,  examined the

witnesses found at and around the place

of the occurrence and recorded their

statements,  arrested the   accused/

appellant and  forwarded  to  the  Hon'ble

Court, collected the medical report of the

victim  and  on  completion  of  the

investigation  submitted  charge-sheet

against  the  accused/appellant  under

Sections 341 and 324 of I.P.C. 

23) In his cross-examination, P.W.-8 stated

that the place of occurrence is the paddy

field  of  the  informant  and  the  accused/

appellant and a land dispute is going on

between them in connection of the said

land. He has stated that Injured  P.W.-1 did

not tell him that he was sent to the North

Lakhimpur  Civil Hospital  for  his  better

medical treatment. He also did not tell him

the reason  for  the  cause  in  delay  for
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loading  the  ejahar;  that  the  accused/

appellant committed the occurrence while

he was returning after grazing his goats;

that he sustained injury on his forehead.

I/O has further stated that P.W.-2 did not

tell him that he saw the accused/appellant

inflicting  injury  on  the  forehead  of  the

informant with a 'khukuri'; that on the day

of occurrence he along with other person,

in  a group,  were working on the land of

the  accused/appellant;  that  there  was

bleeding from the forehead of P.W.-1 and

he wrapped the wound with a 'gamucha';

that at the place of occurrence the elder

sister and wife of  P.W.-1  namely, Junu

Handique and Lakhimai Chetia came to

the place of the occurrence; and that

the accused/appellant fled away from

the place of the occurrence. Witness

P.W.-3  did not tell the I/O that near  the

place  of  occurrence  he  along  with  five

other  persons  were ploughing;  that  he

saw the occurrence; and that while P.W.-

1  was grazing  his goats the accused/

appellant gave a 'dao' blow to him. After

lodging of  the  ejahar  at  the  police

station  the  injured  was  brought  to  the

hospital.
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24) Thereafter,  the  accused/appellant  was

examined under Section 313 of Cr.P.C. and he

denied  all  the  incriminating  materials  put

before him. However, he refused to give any

D.W. nor offered any explanation to demolish

the stand taken by the prosecution.

25) Perusal  of  the  evidence  and  materials

available on record goes on to show that P.W.s.

clearly implicated the accused/appellant. P.W.-

1 has stated that on the fateful day, he went

to the paddy field for grazing the goats. The

accused/appellant pulled out the bamboo post

used for tying those goats. When P.W.-1 went

to the said place to properly fix that bamboo

post of his goats, then the accused/appellant

gave  a  'khukuri'  blow  on  his  forehead.  As  a

result  of  which  he  sustained  cut  injuries.

Thereafter, he raised hue and cry for which the

villagers  P.W.-2  and  P.W.-5  who  were

ploughing in the adjacent field, came to him,

but  seeing  the  villagers  approaching,  the

accused/appellant fled away from the place of

occurrence. 

26) 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  generally  such  witness  is  considered
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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
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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 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
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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.”

27) P.W.-2 also corroborated the stand taken

by P.W.-1. According to him, he was ploughing

in his paddy field which was located at about

100 meters away from the place of occurrence

and from that distance he saw that P.W.-1 had

come  to  graze  his  goats.  He  also  saw  the

accused/appellant  assaulting  P.W.-1  with

'khukuri'.  Then he rushed towards P.W.-1 and

saw the forehead of P.W.-1 was bleeding and

hence, he grabbed the injured portion with a

cloth (gamusa). He also stated that P.W.-5, who

was ploughing the paddy field, came near P.W.-

1.  Then  he  stated  that  Junu  Handique  and

Lakhimai Chetia, elder sister and wife of P.W.-1

also  went  to  the  place  of  occurrence  and

brought the injured to thana and from their to

hospital. Thus he also supported the instance

of assaulting P.W.-1 by the accused/appellant

with a 'dao'. According to P.W.-3, he along with

P.W.-4, P.W.-5 and one Bhadreswar Chetia were
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present  near  the  place  of  occurrence.  P.W.-4

has stated that he was ploughing in the paddy

field of P.W.-1. During that time, Baba, P.W.-3

and P.W.-5 were also with him. He stated that

the  distance  of  his  ploughing  is  about  200

meters from the place of occurrence. Further

he has stated that he only heard that at the

time of grazing of goat, accused/appellant had

assaulted the victim with a 'dao'. Therefore, it

appears  that  P.W.-4  did  not  witness  the

instance  of  assault  made  by  the  accused/

appellant to P.W.-1. However, he has supported

the prosecution case to the extent that he saw

P.W.-1 was smeared with blood and he saw the

cut  injury  on  his  forehead.  P.W.-5  also

corroborated the stand taken by prosecution.

He has stated that when he was ploughing the

paddy field of P.W.-1. At that time, P.W.-5 was

taking  meal  in  the  paddy  field  and  after

hearing commotion, he rushed to the place of

occurrence and saw that P.W.-1 was lying on

the  ground  with  bleeding  cut  injury  on  his

forehead. 

28) P.W.-6 has stated in his evidence that he

only  heard  all  the  fighting  between  the

accused/appellant  and  the  informant.

Therefore, it can be held that he is not an eye

witness  of  the  instant  case.  In  his  cross-

examination,  P.W.-6  has  also  stated  that  he
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was along with P.W.-2, P.W.-3, P.W.-4 and P.W.-5

and all of them were ploughing. According to

him  the  place  of  occurrence  was  about  two

furlong away from where they were ploughing.

He also stated that there was a land dispute

between  the  informant  and  the  accused/

appellant. Most importantly he has stated that

none of the persons who were ploughing had

seen  the  occurrence.  From  the  cross-

examination of P.W.-6, it is disclosed that the

distance between the place of occurrence and

the land where they were ploughing is about

two  furlongs.  That  apart,  P.W.-6  has  also

categorically stated that none of the persons

who were ploughing had seen the occurrence. 

29) As  per  P.W.-7,  he  has  corroborated  the

stand  taken  by  the  prosecution  and  he  has

deposed  that  P.W.-1  had  got  injury  over  his

forehead. The nature of injury is simple caused

by sharp weapon. 

30) Therefore,  while  appreciating  the

evidence  of  P.W.-2,  P.W.-3  and  P.W.-4,  two

things are required to be kept in mind; one is

that P.W.-2, P.W.-3 and P.W.-5 are relatives to

P.W.-1 and second is that both the independent

witnesses i.e., P.W.-4 and P.W.-6 did not see the

instance  of  assault  made  by  the  accused/

appellant to P.W.-1. In fact P.W.-6 went on to

say on record that none of  the persons who
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were  ploughing  had  seen  the  occurrence.

Therefore, it is not safe to rely on the evidence

adduced by P.W.-2, P.W.-3 and P.W.-5. However,

this Court has got sufficient corroboration from

the other witnesses i.e., P.W.-1, victim himself

and P.W.-7, who is the medical witness. Both of

them  held  to  be  wholly  reliable  witness  to

prove the case of prosecution.  

31) If  we  conjointly  read  only  these  two

witnesses i.e., P.W.-1 and P.W.-7, then also the

prosecution  has  clearly  established  the

charges under Sections 341 and 324 of I.P.C.

against the accused/appellant. It is to be kept

in mind that while assaulting the victim by the

accused/appellant  and gave him cut  blow to

P.W.-1,  certain  degree  of  restrain  is  quite

natural,  which  is  administered  against  the

victim P.W.-1.  Therefore,  this  Court  is  of  the

view that the learned Court below has clearly

established  the  charges  framed  against  the

accused/appellant under Sections 341 and 324

of I.P.C. beyond reasonable doubt.

32) Now  coming  to  the  sentencing  part,  it

seems  that  the  learned  Court  below  has

convicted the accused/appellant under Section

341 of I.P.C. to pay a fine of Rs.500/- (rupees

five hundred) only, in default to suffer rigorous

imprisonment for a period of 15 (fifteen) days

and  under  Section  324  of  I.P.C.  to  undergo
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rigorous imprisonment for a period of 1 (one)

year  and  also  to  pay  a  fine  of  Rs.1,000/-

(rupees one thousand) only, in default to suffer

rigorous imprisonment for a further period of

30 (thirty) days. As per Section 341 of I.P.C.,

the  punishment  stipulated  is  with  simple

imprisonment for a term which may extend to

one month, or with fine which may extend to

five  hundred  rupees,  or  with  both.  As  per

Section  324  of  I.P.C.,  the  punishment

stipulated  is  with  imprisonment  of  either

description  for  a  term which  may  extend  to

three years, or with fine, or with both. In the

instant case, a person is brutally assaulted by

the  accused  only  due  to  a  trivial  issue  of

involving the grazing of goat. The incident took

place in a public place. Therefore, this Court is

of the considered opinion that the learned trial

Court has already taken a lenient view in the

instant  case  and no  further  leniency  can  be

considered  by  this  Court  against  the

accused/appellant.  Hence,  the  punishment  is

also affirmed and upheld.

33) Accordingly,  the appeal is  dismissed  in

terms of above.

34) 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 17th day of June, 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 Mohendra Chetia Informant

PW2 Sri Biswa Borgohain Eye witness

PW3 Sri Metharam Chetia Eye witness

PW4 Sri Gethai Changmai Other witness

PW5 Sri Gobin Borgohain Other witness

PW6 Sri Puna Gogoi Other witness

PW7 Dr Sailendra Kr Kataki Medical witness

PW8 Sri Manjit Terong 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 Injury certificate

3 Ext.3 Extract copy of G.D. Entry

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


