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JUDGMENT

1) The  instant  appeal  is  preferred  by  the

accused/appellant  against  the judgment  and

order of conviction passed by the learned Sub-

Divisional  Judicial  Magistrate  (M),

Dhakuakhana  in  G.R.  Case  No.56/2017,

convicting  and  sentencing  the

accused/appellant  to  undergo  a  rigorous

imprisonment  for  1  (one)  year  and  fine  of

Rs.10,000/-  (rupees  ten  thousand)  only  for

committing offence under Section 354 of I.P.C.

In  default  of  payment  of  fine,  the

accused/appellant  will  undergo  simple

imprisonment  for  1  (one)  month.  The

accused/appellant  is  also  sentenced  to

undergo rigorous imprisonment  for  3  (three)

months  and  a  fine  of  Rs.500/-  (rupees  five

hundred)  only  for  committing  offence  under

Section 447 of I.P.C. In default of payment of

fine, he will undergo simple imprisonment for

5 (five) days. 

2) The  prosecution  case  in  brief  is  that  on

22/02/2017,  at  about  3  PM,  the

accused/appellant  Sri  Lambit  Das  forcefully

embraced his minor daughter aged 14 years

and kissed her on her cheek in the backyard

of informant's house. 

3) Police lodged the F.I.R. and after completion of

investigation, the police filed the charge-sheet
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against the accused/appellant under Sections

447  and  354  of  I.P.C.  On  perusal  of  the

materials  on  record,  cognizance  of  offences

under  Sections  447  and  354  of  I.P.C.  were

taken  against  the  accused/appellant.  At  the

relevant point of time, the accused/appellant

appeared and he was supplied with copies of

relevant documents as required under Section

207  of  Cr.P.C.  Charges  were  framed against

the accused/appellant under Sections 447 and

354  of  I.P.C.  and  particulars  of  the  said

offences  were  explained  to  the

accused/appellant  to  which  he  pleaded  not

guilty and claimed to be tried.

4) The  prosecution  examined  7  (seven)

witnesses. 1 (one) witness was examined as

C.W.  The  defence  side  did  not  adduce  any

evidence.  The  accused/appellant  was

examined  under  Section  313  of  Cr.P.C.,

wherein he stated that the prosecution case is

false. 

5) Learned trial Court upon perusal of the case

record  and  after  hearing  the  arguments  of

both  sides,  passed  the  impugned  judgment

and  order,  convicting  and  sentencing  the

accused/appellant as mentioned above.

6) Learned  counsel  on  behalf  of  the

accused/appellant   has  challenged  the
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impugned  judgment  and  order  inter  alia on

the grounds that P.W.-1 is the complainant and

the father of the victim i.e.,  P.W.-2. P.W.-1 is

only a hearsay witness. Hence, his evidence

does  not  carry  much  weightage.  P.W.-2  has

stated that at the time of occurrence, one boy

aged  about  8  years  namely,  Jadumoni  was

present. No other person except Jadumoni has

seen  the  incident.  However,  the  impugned

judgment  has  wrongly  interpreted  the  facts

and  went  in  the  wrong  direction  that  there

was a previous enmity between the family of

victim and the accused as the accused had

once confessed his love for victim and so the

father of the victim out of grudge lodged this

false case against him. That apart, the learned

Court  below  has  considered  the  evidence

adduced  under  Section  164  of  Cr.P.C.,

although  the  same  was  not  exhibited  when

the victim was examined under Section 164 of

Cr.P.C. P.W.-3 the mother of the victim is also a

hearsay witness. P.W.-4 the elder sister of the

victim claimed to be standing on the back side

of their house and she saw the entire incident

as  she was  standing  with  the  victim at  the

time  of  incident.  P.W.-5  is  only  a  hearsay

witness.  C.W.-1  was  examined  as  Court

witness, but he stated that he did not know

any person by the name of accused. He also

stated that he cannot recognize the accused if
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he  see  him.  Therefore,  there  was  no

corroboration  of  the  evidence  adduced  by

prosecution  witnesses  and  accordingly,  the

same was not sufficient to prove the offence

for convicting the accused/appellant. 

7) The  learned  A.P.P.  on  the  other  hand  has

submitted  that  the  material  available  on

record  and  more  particularly  the  evidence

adduced  by  P.W.-2  clearly  implicated  the

accused/appellant and therefore, the learned

Court  below  has  rightly  convicted  the

accused/appellant  and  no  interference  is

warranted in the instant case.

Point of determination.

8)  Now  the  question  to  be  decided  by  this

appellate  Court  is  that  whether  the  learned

Court  below  correctly  appreciated  the

evidence  available  on  record  and  convicted

the accused/appellant under Sections 354 and

447 of I.P.C.?

        Discussion, decision and reason thereof.

9)  P.W.-1 stated that he filed this case against

the  accused/appellant  who  resides  in  their

village. He does not remember the date of the

incident but the same took place one day at

about 3 PM on the backside of his house. At

the time of the incident he was in a nearby
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Naamghar  and  attending  some  religious

rituals  there.  Just  at  that  time  his  elder

daughter came running to the Naamghar and

asked  him  to  return  home  immediately.  He

came home and found that his wife and his

younger  daughter  i.e.,  victim  were  crying.

When he asked what had happened his wife,

his  elder  daughter  and victim told  him that

after returning from school,  victim had gone

to the backside of  their  house for  attending

nature's  call.  Just  at  that  time  the  accused

came,  grabbed  her  and  kissed  her  on  her

cheek.  After  learning  about  the  incident  he

went  to  the  police  station  and  lodged  an

ejahar against the accused person.

10) In  cross-examination,  P.W.-1  stated  that

his house is located at a walking distance of

fifteen minutes from Dhakuakhana P.S and it

takes only four minutes to reach the P.S from

his  house  if  he  goes  by  bicycle.  There  is  a

narrow  village  road  near  his  house  through

which  the  villagers  pass.  He  does  not

remember  what  he  had  stated  before  the

police  in  course  of  the  investigation.  P.W.-1

denied the suggestions made by defence.

11) P.W.-2  is  the  victim and  she  knows  the

accused person who resides in her village. For

last  few years  the  accused used to  tell  her

that  he loved her  but  she always replied in
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negative from her side. She also informed her

mother about this fact. Her mother discussed

the matter with accused's parents. On 22-02-

2017  in  the  afternoon she  came out  of  her

house to attend nature's call. After attending

nature's  call  near  her  house  while  she  was

about  to  leave  the  place,  the  accused

suddenly appeared before her.  He embraced

her and kissed her and then fled away. At that

time  one  boy  named  Jadumoni  was  also

present  with  her.  Jadumoni  is  aged  8  years

and he is  the  son  of  Sri  Gopal  Baishya.  He

resides in their village. No other person except

Jadumoni  had  seen  this  incident.  She  then

started crying and informed the matter to her

mother.  Her  father  also  learnt  about  the

incident subsequently and he then lodged this

case.  Police  interrogated her.  Her  statement

was  also  recorded  before  a  Magistrate  in

court. 

12) In  her  cross-examination,  P.W.-2  stated

that  the  incident  occurred  one  day  before

Shiva-ratri  and  at  the  time  of  the  incident

many  people  of  their  village  had  gathered

near  their  house  for  organising  Shiva-ratri.

There is a way near their house towards the

Shiva temple. To reach the backyard of their

house one has to enter  the house from the

front side. P.W.-2 denied the suggestion that
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at the time of the incident Jadumoni was also

present with her and that she had not stated

this fact before the police. P.W.-2 also denied

the suggestion that there is previous enmity

between  their  family  and  family  of  the

accused  person  as  the  accused  had  once

professed his love for her and so her father

out of grudge lodged this false case against

him.

13) P.W-3  is the mother of the victim and she

stated that she knows the accused person as

he resides in their village. In the year 2016 in

the  month  of  Fagun,  one  afternoon  before

Shiva-ratri at about 3:30 PM her daughter i.e.,

the  victim  had  gone  out  of  the  house  to

attend  nature's  call.  After  some  time,  she

returned  crying.  When  she  asked  her  what

had happened she told her that the accused

had grabbed her and kissed her. He also tried

to do some bad things with her. Her daughter

further  told  her  that  she  somehow escaped

from the clutches of the accused person. She

then  informed  the  matter  to  the  informant

who then lodged this case. Police interrogated

her. 

14) In  her  cross-examination,  P.W.-3  stated

that at the time of the incident she was sitting

in the front side of their house. On the day of

the  incident  she  had  not  seen  the  accused
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person  in  their  house.  P.W.-3  denied  the

suggestion that the victim had not informed

her  that  the  accused  had  kissed  her  and

embraced  her.  After  learning  about  the

incident  from  the  victim  she  went  to  the

backyard  of  their  house.  P.W.-3  denied  the

suggestion that they have lodged a false case

against the accused out of previous enmity.

15) P.W.-4  stated  that  the  informant  is  her

father.  She  knows  the  accused  who  is  a

resident  of  their  village.  The  victim  is  her

sister. The incident took place about one year

ago,  one afternoon at  about  3-3:30  PM one

day before Shiva-ratri. At that time the victim

had returned from school. She and the victim

were standing on the backside of their house

and talking to each other.  The accused was

working nearby. He was engaged in raising a

pandal  for  Shiva-ratri.  Just  at  that  time

accused came in front of them, embraced the

victim and kissed her on her cheek and lips.

She  tried  to  apprehend  the  accused but  he

went away. She saw the entire incident as she

was standing with the victim at  the time of

the incident.  The victim then started crying.

She and the victim then informed the matter

to their mother. At the time of the incident her

father was at Naamghar and she informed him

about the incident. Her father then lodged this
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case. Police interrogated her and only asked

her name and as to whether she had seen the

incident or not. 

16) In  her  cross-examination,  P.W.-4  stated

that she had only stated before the police that

she  had  seen  the  incident.  She  did  not

disclose the facts of the incident to the police

as she was not asked about the same. P.W.-4

denied the suggestion that she had not seen

the incident herself. At the time of the incident

only she and the victim were standing on the

back side of their house.

17) P.W.-5 stated in course of her deposition

that she knows the informant of this case. She

also knows the accused person. On the next

day after Shiva-ratri in the year 2017 at about

3:00 PM the victim came to the courtyard of

the house of Smt Taramai Das and she was

also present there. She told her and Taramai

Das  that  the  accused  had  kissed  her.  The

victim was  crying  and then she went  away.

Police did not interrogate her. 

18) In  her  cross-examination,  P.W.-5  denied

the  suggestion  that  the  victim had not  told

her that accused had kissed her.

19) P.W.-6 stated in course of her deposition

that she knows the informant of this case. She

also knows the accused person. One afternoon
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in the year 2017 at about 3:00 PM the victim

came to the courtyard of her house and told

her that the accused had kissed her. At that

time  P.W.  Smt  Dulumoni  Sarmah  was  also

present with her.  The victim was crying and

then she went away. Police did not interrogate

her. 

20) In  her  cross-examination,  P.W.-6  denied

the  suggestion  that  the  victim had not  told

her that accused had kissed her.

21) C.W.-1 stated in course of his deposition

that he knows Pabitra Das. He does not know

any  person  named  Lambit  Das  @ Pulki.  He

also cannot recognize him if he sees him. He

knows  the  victim.  Many  days  ago,  one

afternoon he was in the house of the victim.

At  that  time he,  victim and her  elder  sister

were  in  the  backyard  of  the  house  of  the

victim. It was the time of Shiva-ratri and all of

them  were  watching  erection  of  a  pandal.

They  were  about  to  go  to  the  spot  where

pandal  was being erected.  Just  at  that  time

one boy came and started biting the cheek of

the  victim.  Then  the  elder  sister  of  victim

chased him and he fled away. He knows only

this much. He cannot recognize the boy who

had bitten the cheek of victim even if he sees

him. 
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22) In course of his cross-examination, C.W.-1

stated that at the time of the incident besides

him  there  were  Sim  baa  and  victim  at  the

place of occurrence. He fully remembers this.

They were near the Shiva temple. When the

incident took place they were all near the gate

of  the  pandal  which  was  being  erected  for

Shiva-ratri. The pandal which was erected for

Shiva-ratri  was  very  near  to  the  house  of

victim. At that time there were some people

who were erecting the pandal. Victim was also

watching the erection of pandal. No one has

tutored him to say before this court that he

had seen someone biting the cheek of victim.

Today he has come to the court along with the

parents of victim and his mother. He calls the

parents of victim as Amuido and Taido. He had

actually  seen  someone  biting  the  cheek  of

victim.

23) P.W.-7 stated in course of his deposition

that  on  23-11-2017  he  was  entrusted  with

investigation  of  this  case.  Prior  to  him,  SI

Dinesh Doley had investigated this case. The

entire investigation had been completed by SI

Dinesh  Daley  and he  has  only  filed  charge-

sheet in this case. He is acquainted with the

signature and handwriting of SI Dinesh Daley

as he was his colleague. Ext-2 is the sketch-

map of the place of occurrence and Ext-2(1) is
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the signature of SI Dinesh Deley which he can

identify.  He  filed  charge-sheet  against  the

accused under Sections 447 and  354 of I.P.C. 

24) In  his  cross-examination,  P.W.-7  stated

that as per ejahar, the incident took place at

3:00  PM  and  information  regarding  the

incident was received at the PS at 4:45 PM on

the  day  of  occurrence.  The  P.W.-1  (Pabitra

Das)  stated  before  him  that  at  the  time  of

incident,  he  was  not  at  home  and  that  his

elder daughter had called him from a nearby

house. Victim did not state before him that at

the time of the incident one Jadumoni Das was

also present with her. He did not examine any

Jadumoni Das @ Karanjyoti as witness in this

case. No witness stated before him that at the

time  of  the  incident  Jadumoni  @  Karanjyoti

was  present  with  the  victim.  Victim  (P.W.-2)

did not state before him that she had told to

P.W.-5  and  P.W.-6  about  the  incident.  P.W.-7

denied  the  suggestion  that  he  has  filed

charge-sheet  against  the  accused  without

proper investigation.

25) The  accused/appellant  was  examined

under  Section  313  of  Cr.P.C.  and  he  was  in

total denial of all the incriminating questions

put to him. However, he did not adduce any

defence  witness  for  demolishing  the  stand

taken by the prosecution.
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26) From the perusal of the available material

on record, it is revealed that P.W.-2 who is the

victim  has  very  categorically  implicated  the

accused/appellant. She has stated that when

she came out from the house to attend the

nature's call,  the accused/appellant suddenly

appeared  before  her  and  he  embraced  her

and kissed her and then fled away. She has

also  stated that  C.W.-1  was  present  during

the time of that incident and no other person

except C.W.-1 has seen the incident. She then

started crying and informed the matter to her

mother i.e., P.W.-3. Her father i.e., P.W.-1 also

learnt  about  this  incident  and  consequently

the  F.I.R.  was  lodged  against  the

accused/appellant. The stand taken by P.W.-2

could not be demolished by the defence in her

cross-examination. 

27) P.W.-1 and P.W.-3 have also corroborated

the stand taken by P.W.-2 to the extent that

they came to know about the incident  from

their daughter and accordingly, the F.I.R. was

lodged. 

28) The  stand  taken  by  P.W.-2  is  further

fortified by C.W.-1. , who was called as a Court

witness  and  was  a  minor  child  of  about  8

years  old.  However,  the  Court  before

recording his deposition has also put various

questions before him to ascertain the level of
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his maturity and understanding. C.W.-1 could

give  rational  answers  to  the  questions  put

before him. Therefore, the Court held that he

is a matured and capable witness to depose in

the instant case. In his evidence, C.W.-1 has

stated that he was very much present in the

place of occurrence along with the victim and

his elder sister in the backyard of the house of

the victim girl. At that time one person came

and he started biting the cheek of the victim

girl. The elder sister of the victim girl chased

that person and he fled away. However, C.W.-1

has  stated  that  he  cannot  recognize  the

accused/appellant  who had bitten the cheek

of the victim girl  even if  he see him.  In his

cross-examination, C.W.-1 has however stated

that along with the victim girl, her elder sister

was also present at the place of occurrence.

From the  evidence  adduced  by  C.W.-1,  it  is

revealed  that  the  elder  sister  of  P.W.-2  was

also present at the place of occurrence. 

29) As  per  the  evidence  adduced  by  P.W.-4

i.e., the elder sister of the victim girl, she was

very much present at the place of occurrence.

According to her the incident took place one

afternoon at about 3-3:30 PM, one day before

Shiva-ratri.  At  that  time  she  was  with  the

victim girl standing on the back side of their

house.  The  accused/appellant  was  working
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nearby  as  he  was  engaged  in  raising  the

pandal  for Shiva-ratri.  At that time suddenly

the accused/appellant came in front of them

and embraced the victim girl  and kissed on

her cheek and lips. P.W.-4 tried to apprehend

the accused/appellant, but he fled away. She

saw the entire incident as she was standing

with  the victim at  the time of  incident.  The

victim then started crying. Thereafter,  P.W.-4

informed her father about the incident and the

F.I.R. was lodged by her father. In her cross-

examination,  P.W.-4 has stated that  she had

only informed the police that she had seen the

incident. She did not disclose the facts of the

incident to the police as she was not  asked

about the same.

30) P.W.-7  has  deposed  in  his  cross-

examination  that  the  victim  did  not  state

before him that at the time of the incident one

Jadumoni Das was also present with her. So he

did  not  examine  any  Jadumoni  Das  @

Karanjyoti as witness in this case. No witness

stated before him that at the time of incident

Jadumoni Das @ Karanjyoti  was present with

the victim. 

31) No  doubt  in  the  evidence  adduced  by

P.W.-2, she has mentioned that in the place of

occurrence  besides  her  only  C.W.-1  i.e.,  the

child witness was present. But the same was
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not  stated  before  the  police  when  police

recorded her statement under Section 164 of

Cr.P.C. But such omission will not go into the

root  of  the case.  Later  on the child  witness

appeared before the Court as C.W.-1 and he

also corroborated the stand taken by P.W.-2 to

the extent  that  one person  indeed came to

the backyard of victim's house and kissed/bite

her cheek. 

32) However,  the evidence of  P.W.-4  cannot

be taken into consideration as truthful one as

P.W.-2  had  clearly  and  very  categorically

stated that except C.W.-1 no other person was

present at the place of occurrence. Therefore,

this  Court  will  not  rely  on  the  evidence

adduced by P.W.-4. 

33) But  despite  the  exclusion  of  evidence

adduced  by  P.W.-4,  there  are  sufficient

incriminating evidence as adduced by P.W.-2

and  C.W.-1  to  implicate  and  convict  the

accused/appellant. 

34) That apart P.W.-2 being a teenage school

going girl  will  not falsely implicate a person

for  the  offence  of  outraging  her  modesty.

Being a resident of interior village such false

accusation  against   the  accused  would  risk

and tarnish her reputation and also create a

permanent  scar  in  her  personality.  Her

marriage prospects too will diminish to great
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extent.  Therefore,  the  evidence  adduced  by

P.W.-2 inspires the confidence and credibility

and  due  weightage  is  to  be  given  to  the

evidence  of  P.W.-2.  Despite  the  sufficient

cross-examination, defence failed to demolish

the stand taken by the prosecution. 

35) In State of Punjab Vs. Gurmit Singh &

Ors  reported  in  AIR  1996  SC  1393,  the

Hon’ble  Supreme  Court  held  that  in  cases

involving sexual harassment, molestation etc.

the  court  is  duty  bound  to  deal  with  such

cases  with  utmost  sensitivity.  Minor

contradictions or insignificant discrepancies in

the statement of a prosecutrix should not be a

ground for throwing out an otherwise reliable

prosecution  case.  Evidence  of  the  victim  of

sexual assault is enough for conviction and it

does  not  require  any  corroboration  unless

there  are  compelling  reasons  for  seeking

corroboration.  The  court  may  look  for  some

assurances of her statement to satisfy judicial

conscience. The statement of the prosecutrix

is more reliable than that of an injured witness

as she is not an accomplice.

36) In  the  case  of  State  of  Himachal

Pradesh Vs Raghubir Singh, reported in

(1993) 2 SCC 622,  the Hon’ble Apex Court

held that there is no legal compulsion to look

for  any  other  evidence  to  corroborate  the
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evidence of the prosecutrix before recording

an  order  of  conviction.  Evidence  has  to  be

weighed and not counted. Conviction can be

recorded  on  the  sole  testimony  of  the

prosecutrix,  if  her  evidence  inspires

confidence  and  there  is  absence  of

circumstances  which  mitigate  her  veracity.

Thus, the law that emerges on the issue is to

the  effect  that  statement  of  prosecutrix,  if

found to be worthy of credence and reliable,

requires  no  corroboration.  The  Court  may

convict the accused on the sole testimony of

the prosecutrix. 

37) Further the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the

case of  Wahid Khan Vs- State of Madhya

Pradesh  reported  in  AIR  2010  SC  1,

observed  as  follows:  “It  is  also  a  matter  of

common law that in Indian society any girl or

woman  would  not  make  such  allegations

against a person as she is fully aware of the

repercussions  following  therefrom.  If  she  is

found to be false, she would be looked by the

society with contempt throughout her life. For

an unmarried girl, it will be difficult to find a

suitable groom. Therefore, unless an offence

has really be committed, a girl  or  a woman

would be extremely reluctant even to admit

that any such incident had taken place which

is likely to reflect on her chastity. She would
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also  be  conscious  of  the  danger  of  being

ostracized by the society. It would indeed be

difficult  for  her  to  survive  in  Indian  society

which is, of course, not as forward looking as

the western countries are.”

38) Therefore,  considering  the  matter  in

entirety and also the sufficient corroboration

by  the  prosecution  witnesses  regarding  the

stand  taken  by  the  prosecution,  I  have  no

hesitation in mind to hold that the prosecution

has been able to establish the charge under

Section 447 of I.P.C. as the accused/appellant

clearly  made  a  criminal  trespass  in  the

backyard of the residence of the victim girl.

That  apart,  his  act  of  kissing the victim girl

attracts the Section 354 of I.P.C. The essence

of woman's modesty is her sex and from her

very birth she possesses the modesty which is

attribute  of  her  sex.  The  action  of  the

accused/appellant  is  such  as  could  be

perceived  that  one  which  is  capable  of

shocking the sense of decency of a woman. 

39) Coming to the sentencing part, it is seen

that  learned  trial  Court  has  directed  the

accused/appellant  to  undergo  a  rigorous

imprisonment  for  1  (one)  year  and  fine  of

Rs.10,000/-  (rupees  ten  thousand)  only  for

committing offence under Section 354 of I.P.C.

In  default  of  payment  of  fine,  the
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accused/appellant  will  undergo  simple

imprisonment  for  1  (one)  month.  The

accused/appellant  is  also  sentenced  to

undergo rigorous imprisonment  for  3  (three)

months  and  a  fine  of  Rs.500/-  (rupees  five

hundred)  only  for  committing  offence  under

Section 447 of I.P.C. In default of payment of

fine, he will undergo simple imprisonment for

5 (five) days. It is pertinent to mention here

that  as  far  as  Section  354  of  I.P.C.  is

concerned,  the  punishment  stipulated  is

imprisonment of either description for a term

which  shall  not  be  less  than  one  year  but

which may extend to five years, and shall also

be liable to fine. As per Section 447 of I.P.C.,

the punishment stipulated is imprisonment of

either  description  for  a  term  which  may

extend  to  three  months,  with  fine  or  which

may extend to five hundred rupees,  or  with

both. Therefore, this Court is of the view that

the  learned  trial  court  has  already  taken  a

lenient view and no further  leniency can be

considered  by  this  Court.  Hence,  the

punishment  is  affirmed  and  upheld.  Hence,

the appeal is dismissed.

40) Send back the L.C.R. along with a copy of

this Judgment to the learned Lower Court.
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Given under my hand and seal of this Court on

this the 13th day of May, 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 Father of the victim Informant

PW2 'X' Victim

PW3 Mother of the victim Other witness

PW4 Sister of the victim Eye witness

PW5 Smt Dulumoni Sarmah Other witness

PW6 Smt Taramai Das Other witness

PW7 Sri Sushil Konwar 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

CW1
Sri Karanjyoti Baishya @ 
Jadumoni

Eye witness
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LIST OF PROSECUTION/DEFENCE/COURT
EXHIBITS

A. Prosecution:

Sr No. Exhibit Number Description

1 Ext.1 Ejahar

2 Ext.2 Sketch map

3 Ext.3 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. 


