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IN THE COURT OF THE ADDITIONAL SESSIONS JUDGE (F.T.C.),
LAKHIMPUR, NORTH LAKHIMPUR.

           Present:  Syed Burhanur Rahman, A.J.S., 
                       Addl. Sessions Judge (F.T.C.),

               Lakhimpur, North Lakhimpur.

(Date of Judgment: 25/05/2022)

Criminal Appeal No.16(2)/2018  .
(F.I.R. No.16/2013, Under Sections 448, 326 of I.P.C., Panigaon P.S.)

COMPLAINANT State of Assam.

REPRESENTED BY Mr M. P. Hazarika.

ACCUSED/APPELLANT

Sri Pinku Borah,
S/o Sri Durlav Borah,
R/o Medhichuk Gaon,
P.S. Panigaon,
Dist. Lakhimpur, Assam.

REPRESENTED BY Mrs M.D.G. Boruah.
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Date of Offence 18/10/2006 

Date of F.I.R.
07/02/2013(Converted
From NLPS no.725/06)

Date of Charge sheet 29/06/2013

Date of Framing of Charges 06/04/2015

Date of commencement of 
Evidence 26/08/2015

Date on which Judgment is 
reserved 15/05/2022

Date of Judgment 25/05/2022

Date of the Sentencing Order,
if any 22/05/2018
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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 Pinku

Borah
N/A 04/10/2014

U/s  448,

326

I.P.C.

Convicted

Rigorous

imprisonment  for  a

period  of  4  (four)

years  and  also  to

pay  a  fine  of

Rs.10,000/-  (rupees

ten  thousand)  only,

in default to undergo

simple imprisonment

for 6 (six) months for

the  offence  under

Section 326 of I.P.C.

N/A
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JUDGMENT

1) The  instant  appeal  is  preferred  by  the

accused/appellant  against  the  impugned

judgment  and  order  of  conviction  dated

22/05/2018  passed  by  the  learned  Chief

Judicial  Magistrate,  Lakhimpur,  North

Lakhimpur, in connection with the G.R. Case

No.206/2013,  convicting  and  sentencing  the

accused/appellant  to  undergo  rigorous

imprisonment  for  a  period  of  4  (four)  years

and also to pay a fine of Rs.10,000/- (rupees

ten  thousand)  only,  in  default  to  undergo

simple imprisonment for 6 (six) months for the

offence under Section 326 of I.P.C.

2) The  prosecution  case  had  come  into  being

with the lodging of an ejahar on 19/10/2006

by one Smt  Dipali  Sonowal  at  the  erstwhile

Panigaon  Police  Out-Post  which  was  then

under  North  Lakhimpur  Police  Station.

Originally  it  was  marked  as  NLPS  case

no.725/06  and  later  it  got  converted  as

Panigaon P.S case No 16/2013. It was alleged

in the ejahar that on the night of 18/10/2006,

at  the  ‘Bhaona  Ghar’  of  the  Namghar  of

Dhekia  Pukhuri  Na-Pamuah  Gaon,  the

accused/appellant inflicted grievous injury on

the  head  of  the  informant’s  son  Sri  Mibul

Sonowal with sharp weapon in presence of Sri
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Mintu  Sonowal  and  Sri  Parmanu  (Prabin)

Sonowal.  Both  Sri  Mintu  Sonowal  and  Sri

Parmanu (Prabin) Sonowal put their signatures

as witness in the ejahar.

3) On receipt of the ejahar, the I/C of the then

Panigaon  Police  Out-Post  effected  a  General

Diary  entry  vide  G.D.  Entry  No.  216  dated

19/10/2006 and forwarded the ejahar to North

Lakhimpur  Police  Station.  The  O/C  of  North

Lakhimpur  Police  Station,  on  receipt  of  the

ejahar,  registered  a  case  vide  North

Lakhimpur  Police  Station  Case  No.725/2006,

under  Sections  448  and  326  of  I.P.C.

Accordingly,  the case was also  registered in

the G.R. Register as G.R. 1233/2006. It may be

stated here that subsequently Panigaon Police

Out-Post  was  upgraded  to  Panigaon  Police

Station  and  the  case  was  re-registered  in

Panigaon  Police  Station  as  Panigaon  Police

Station Case No. 16/2013, under Sections 448

and 326 of I.P.C. Accordingly, the case was re-

registered  in  the  G.R.  Register  as  G.R.

206/2013.  After  the  completion  of

investigation,  charge-sheet  bearing  CS  no

50/2013 under Sections 448 and 326 of I.P.C.

was submitted against the accused/appellant. 

4) Charges under Sections 448 and 326 of I.P.C.

were framed in against the accused/appellant

after compliance of statutory provisions. The
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charges were read over and explained to the

accused/appellant  to  which  he  pleaded  not

guilty and claimed to face the trial.

5) During the trial, the prosecution examined as

many as 7 (seven) witnesses. The victim Sri

Mibul Sonowal @ Mithun @ Diganta, who was

not  cited  as  a  witness  in  the  charge-sheet,

was examined as a court witness (C.W.-1). The

accused/appellant  was  examined  under

Section 313 of Cr.P.C., wherein he pleaded his

innocence  and  denied  the  incriminating

circumstances  appearing  against  him in  the

evidence.  He  declined  to  adduce  evidence

from his side.

6) The  learned  trial  Court  upon  perusal  of  the

evidence  available  on  record  and  also  after

hearing  the  arguments  advanced  by  both

sides,  passed  the  impugned  judgment  and

order,  convicting  and  sentencing  the

accused/appellant as above stated.

7) On being highly aggrieved by the impugned

judgment  and  order  passed  by  the  learned

Court below, the instant appeal is filed  inter

alia on the grounds that there were material

contradictions  and  exaggerations  of  the

prosecution  witnesses  and as  such  they  are

not  reliable  piece  of  evidence.  The

prosecution failed to exhibit the original injury
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report, but exhibited only the certified copy of

the injury report. Therefore, the said report is

doubtful  in nature.  The prosecution has also

failed  to  seize  the  weapon  of  offence  in

connection with the instant case and the I.O.

failed to give proper explanation to the same.

Further the I.O. failed to examine the injured

victim  under  Section  161  of  Cr.P.C.  and  no

explanation was given for non-examination of

that vital witness. It is further submitted that

there was no eye witness present in the place

of occurrence. Further, it is stated that C.W.-1

deposed that the alleged incident took place

while  he went to  watch the 'bhaona'.  P.W.-2

and  P.W.-3  deposed  that  the  incident  took

place while returning after watching 'bhaona'.

That  apart,  it  is  also  submitted  that  the

learned  Court  below  only  discussed  the

examination-in-chief  of  the  prosecution

witnesses  and  totally  discarded  the  cross-

examination of the witnesses and even failed

to  discuss  the  same.  Moreover,  the

prosecution could not bring home any enmity

or motive or sudden fight for the commission

of alleged offence by the accused/appellant.

8) I  have  heard  the  submission  made  by  the

learned  counsel  on  behalf  of  the

accused/appellant as well as learned A.P.P. on

behalf of the State.
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Point of determination.

9) 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 Section 326 of I.P.C.?

        Discussion, decision and reason thereof.

10) Now  let  me  discuss  the  evidence

available  on  record.  P.W.-1  who  is  the

informant and mother of the victim, deposed

that in the night of the occurrence there was

‘Bhaona’ in Dhekia Pukhuri Namghar situated

at Medhi Chuk. On that day, she was at home.

On being informed about  the  occurrence by

one  Gojen  Sonowal  of  their  village,  she

immediately along with her husband Tileswar

Sonowal  came  to  Chaboti  Hospital  of  North

Lakhimpur. Gojen Sonowal had told them that

the injured Mibul Sonowal was brought to the

hospital.  Later,  Mibul  Sonowal  was  taken  to

Guwahati. He was kept in Guwahati for about

17 days. Her husband informed her that the

accused/appellant had cut Mibul  Sonowal on

his head with ‘dao’. She lodged an ejahar (Ext-

1) at Panigaon Police Out-Post on the day of

occurrence. Mibul Sonowal informed her that

while  seeing  ‘Bhaona’  he  had  came  out  to

urinate  and  while  he  was  urinating,  the
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accused/appellant  gave  ‘dao’  blow  on  his

head.  She  had  seen  injury  on  the  head  of

Mibul Sonowal.

11) In  her  cross-examination,  P.W.-1  has

admitted that she did not witness the incident

with her own eyes. The police questioned her

regarding  the  incident.  She  denied  all  the

suggestions made by the defence. 

12) P.W.-2  testified  that  on  the  day  of

occurrence he had gone  to  see ‘Bhaona’  at

Dhekia Pukhuri Gaon at night. Mibul Sonowal

and  Prabin  @  Parmanu  were  accompanying

him.  They were seeing the ‘Bhaona’  held in

the  Namghar.  After  seeing  the  ‘Bhaona’,  all

the three of them came to the road from the

‘Bhaona  Ghar’.  At  that  point  of  time,  the

accused/appellant  attacked  Mibul  Sonowal

with a ‘dao’ and the blow fell on his head. The

‘dao’ cut the head and got stuck in the head.

He (P.W.-2) took out the ‘dao’ from the head of

Mibul.  Blood  oozed  from  the  injury.

Accused/appellant fled away. They took Mibul

to the Namghar. Mibul was later on taken to

the hospital.

13) In  his  cross-examination,  P.W.-2  has

stated that the 'bhaona' was at night. It was

dark in that night. He could not ascertain the
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exact  time  of  the  incident.  He  thereafter

denied all the suggestions put by the defence.

14) P.W.-3 deposed that  the occurrence had

taken place in the year 2006 in the night. On

that night,  ‘Bhaona’  was held in Na-Pamuah

Gaon. Diganta @ Mithun, Mintu Sonowal and

he had gone to see the ‘Bhaona’. After seeing

the ‘Bhaona’ till 1:00 AM, all the three of them

returned from there. When they had reached a

little distance away from the ‘Bhaona Ghar’,

on  the  road,  the  accused/appellant  inflicted

injury on the head of Diganta @ Mithun with

sharp weapon as a result of which the latter

fell  down.  They  raised  hue  and  cry.  People

came  from  ‘Bhaona  Ghar’.  The

accused/appellant  immediately  fled  away

from the place of occurrence.  The people of

the Namghar took the injured to the hospital

by a vehicle. Diganta @ Mithun had sustained

head injury.

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

admitted that he is not aware whether there

was  some  altercation  between  the

accused/appellant and the victim. He further

stated  that  during  the  time  of  night  it  was

dark,  but still  he could see. Then he denied

the suggestions put to him by the defence.
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16) P.W.-4  deposed  that  on  the  night  of

occurrence  he  had  gone  to  Dhekia  Pukhuri

Namghar to see ‘Bhaona’. While he had come

out of the ‘Bhaona Ghar’ for purchasing flute

for  his  son,  he heard hue and cry.  He went

there and saw blood on the body of Diganta @

Mithin.  He  saw blood oozing  from his  head.

Later,  they took him to Panigaon Thana.  He

was taken to Panigaon Hospital. Thereafter, he

took the injured to Chaboti Hospital. He learnt

from  the  people  that  the  accused/appellant

cut Diganta @ Mithun.

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

stated that he did not see who assaulted the

victim person. He also stated that it was dark

at that night.

18) P.W.-5,  the  M/O,  deposed  that  on

19/10/2016,  he  was  working  in  Casualty

Department of North Lakhimpur Civil Hospital.

On that day, one Sri Mibul Sonowal (aged 19

years) was brought to the hospital at 1:10 AM

by his relatives with alleged history of assault

with ‘dao’. The patient was unconscious with

history  of  vomiting.  On  examination,  P.W.-5

found cut over left fronto-parietal area of head

with active bleeding of size 4 x 1 ½ x ½ CM.

C.T.  Scan  of  brain  was  done  which  showed

intra-cerebral  haematoma  over  left  parietal

area. Patient was referred to Neurosurgeon on
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20/10/2006 and advised to collect final report

from Neurosurgeon. The injury was caused by

sharp  weapon,  was  grievous  in  nature  and

was  fresh.  P.W.-5  exhibited  as  Ext-2,  the

certified copy of the injury certificate.

19) In  his  cross-examination,  P.W.-5  has

stated that a needle is also a sharp weapon.

Such injury may also be caused by falling over

a sharp object. He did not give any report of

the neuro surgeon as he is not supposed to

receive from that neuro surgeon and police is

supposed  to  collect  that  report.  He  further

stated that the patient was unconscious with

history  of  vomiting  and  intra  cerebral

haematoma,  so  the  patient  was  sent  to

Guwahati for better treatment.

20) PW 6 is one of Investigating Officers, who

investigated  the  matter.  On  19.10.2006  he

was posted as I/C of Panigaon Outpost when

the  informant  lodged  the  FIR  against  the

instant  incident.  He made GD entry  bearing

no  216/06  dated  19.10.2006  and  forwarded

the matter to NLPS for registration of proper

case.  Thereafter,  the  investigation  was

conducted  by  him  as  well  as  subsequent

officers. And finally the Charge sheet against

the  accused/  appellant  was  filed  after

completion  of  investigation,  under  section

448/326 IPC.
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21) In  his  cross-examination,  P.W.-6  has

stated  that  the  signature  of  Manoranjan

Saikia,  which  is  exhibited  as  Ext.6(1),  could

not be identified, but he knows the person as

Manoranjan  Saikia.  He  stated  that  on

13/12/2007, he was entrusted with a task of

investigation.  He  could  not  apprehend  the

accused/appellant.  Then  he  denied  all  the

suggestions made by the defence.

22) On 07.02.2013 , PW 7 was working as O/C

of  Panigaon  PS.  He  deposed  that  when  the

occurrence took place in 2006, Panigaon was

not a full  fledged Police Station but only an

Outpost. Later on matter was re-registered as

Panigaon PS Case no 16/2013 when the said

outpost was made a full fledged police station.

He found that accused was not apprehended.

He conducted the remaining investigation and

submitted the Charge sheet.  

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

stated  the  statement  under  Section  161  of

Cr.P.C. of the injured victim was not recorded

by the earlier I.O. Thereafter, he (P.W.-7) also

did  not  record  the  statement  of  the  injured

victim. He further stated that the case diary

does not show any seizure of any weapon in

this case. 
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24) C.W.-1, who is the injured victim, deposed

that the occurrence is of the year 2006. In the

month of October-November of that year, one

night he had gone to see ‘Bhaona’ at Dhekia

Pukhuri Goan. While he was going towards the

‘Bhaona’ by the ‘gali’ (narrow path) from the

main road, the accused/appellant came from

behind and  gave  a  ‘dao’  blow on  his  head.

When accused/appellant came running toward

him and attacked him with ‘dao’,  he turned

back  and  saw  and  immediately  the

accused/appellant  gave  ‘dao’  blow  on  his

head. Light was glowing on the road and so it

was bright.  Because of being assaulted with

the  ‘dao’,  the  ‘dao’  got  stuck  in  his  head.

Immediately  after  assaulting  him,  the

accused/appellant  fled  away.  C.W.-1

immediately  fell  down  and  became

unconscious. His family members took him to

Chaboti Hospital. From there, he was referred

to  G.M.C.H.,  Guwahati.  He had to  remain in

the I.C.U. at Guwahati for three months. 

25) In  his  cross-examination,  C.W.-1  has

stated that police interrogated him about the

incident. He also stated that he did not go on

his own to the police station to inform about

the  incident.  He  further  stated  that  the

accused/appellant  is  from  the  same  village.
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But  there  was  not  much  of  interaction

between them.

26) Thereafter,  the  accused/appellant  was

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

accused/appellant  had  denied  all  the

allegations  made  against  him  and  his  plea

was  of  total  denial.  However,  he  did  not

adduce  any  D.W.  to  elicit  the  positive

evidence in his favour. 

27) Perusal  of  the  case  record  goes  on  to

show that there are various lapses as pointed

out by the learned counsel  on behalf  of  the

accused/appellant. It is a matter of record that

no weapon was recovered from the place of

occurrence,  which  a  diligent  Investigating

Officer ought to have seized to strengthen the

prosecution  case.  That  apart,  the  most

important  and  the  vital  witness  i.e.,  injured

victim (C.W.-1) was not even examined by the

police  and  recorded  his  statement  under

Section  161  of  Cr.P.C.  However,  due  to  the

lapse on the part of the Investigating Officer,

this  Court  is  of  the  view  that  it  should  not

result in the failure of justice delivery system.

This Court has to appreciate all the evidence

available on record in a wholesome manner. 

28) The  lapses  committed  by  the

Investigating  Officer  by  not  examining  the
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injured victim is somewhat ameliorated by the

learned trial Court by calling the injured victim

as  C.W.-1  to  adduce  evidence.   C.W.-1  very

categorically implicated the accused/appellant

and  also  graphically  described  how  the

accused/appellant assaulted him on his head

and caused grievous injury. There is no reason

to  disbelief  such  unimpeachable  evidence

adduced  by  an  injured  witness  as  such  a

witness will not want to let his actual assailant

go unpunished merely  to  falsely implicate a

third party for the commission of the offence.

29) 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

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
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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 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
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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.”

30) The stand taken by C.W.-1 is corroborated

by  the  eye  witnesses  i.e.,  P.W.-2  and  P.W.-3
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and  both  of  them  have  stated  that  the

accused/appellant attacked the victim with a

'dao', which is undoubtedly a sharp weapon,

and inflicted the injury on his head.  Both of

them also broadly corroborated the fact that it

was night when the 'bhaona' was held in their

village  and  then  they  saw  the

accused/appellant assaulting the victim. 

31) No  doubt  there  are  some discrepancies

regarding the fact that C.W.-1 stated that the

accused/appellant assaulted him when he was

going towards 'bhaona'. However, P.W.-2 and

P.W.-3  stated  that  they  were  returning  from

the 'bhaona' when the assault took place. But,

this Court is of the view that such discrepancy

is a minor one and we have also to keep in

mind that the recording of evidence normally

takes  place  after  the  lapse of  several  years

and human memory of rustic villagers cannot

be  that  sharp  that  they  are  expected  to

narrate  the  incident  without  any  such

discrepancies. 

32) That apart, the corroboration can also be

seen from the evidence of P.W.-1 who is the

informant in the instant case. When she was

informed about the occurrence of the incident,

she  immediately  went  to  Chaboti  Hospital

along with her husband. She also stated that

the injured victim was taken to Guwahati for
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better  treatment  and  stayed  there  for  17

days. P.W.-4 also corroborated the incident to

the extent that he saw blood on the body of

the injured victim. He saw blood oozing from

his head. Later they took him to the Panigaon

Hospital and then to Chaboti Hospital.

33) Further  the  medical  witness  (P.W.-5)

strengthened the case of the prosecution, who

has clearly stated that there were cut over left

fronto-parietal  area  of  head  with  active

bleeding of size 4 x 1 ½ x ½ CM. C.T. Scan of

brain was done which showed intra cerebral

haematoma over left parietal area. No doubt

in the case record original injury certificate is

not  available.  However,  the  learned  Court

below got  the  original  register  of  the  injury

certificate produced from the hospital on the

basis of prayer made by the learned A.P.P. and

accordingly,  P.W.-5  brought  the  emergency

register which is exhibited as Ext.3 and as per

Ext. 3(1), it is written “alleged assault by 'dao'

with  unconscious  and  vomiting,  admit”

against the patient who is injured victim in the

instant case. Therefore, this Court can safely

held that the injury received by the victim is

none other than C.W.-1 of the instant case. 

34) Therefore,  when  we  conjointly  read  the

evidence  adduced  by  C.W.-1  with  the  eye

witnesses i.e., P.W.-2 and P.W.-3 along with the
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medical witness, there is not an iota of doubt

regarding  the  assault  made  by  the

accused/appellant against the injured victim.

The prosecution has proved the stand beyond

reasonable doubt and accordingly, this Court

is  of  the  view  that  no  interference  is

warranted  against  the  impugned  judgment

and order passed by the learned Court below. 

35) Now  coming  to  the  sentencing  part,  it

seems  that  the  learned  Court  below  has

directed  the  accused/appellant  to  undergo

rigorous imprisonment for a period of 4 (four)

years  and also  to  pay  a  fine  of  Rs.10,000/-

(rupees  ten  thousand)  only,  in  default  to

undergo  simple  imprisonment  for  6  (six)

months for the offence under Section 326 of

I.P.C.  As  per  the  provision  stipulated  under

Section  326  of  I.P.C.,  a  convict  shall  be

punished  with  imprisonment  for  life  or  with

imprisonment of either description for a term

which may extend to ten years and shall also

be liable to fine. Considering the fact that an

innocent person was assaulted with a sharp

weapon  and  grievously  hurt  by  the

accused/appellant,  this  Court  is  of  the  view

that  already  a  lenient  view  is  taken  by  the

learned Court below and no further leniency

can be considered by this Court.  Hence, the
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punishment  is  affirmed  and  upheld.  Hence,

the appeal is dismissed.

36) Send down the lower Court records along

with a copy of Judgment to the learned trial

Court.

Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  of  this

Court on this the 25th 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 Smt Dipali Sonowal Informant

PW2 Sri Mintu Sonowal Eye witness

PW3 
Sri Prabin @ Parmanu 
Sonowal

Eye witness

PW4 Sri Ranjit Sonowal Other witness

PW5 Dr Diganta Dutta Medical witness

PW6 Sri Jiban Das Police witness

PW7 Sri Manoranjan 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

CW1
Sri Mibul Sonowal @ 
Mithun @ Diganta

Victim
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LIST OF PROSECUTION/DEFENCE/COURT
EXHIBITS

A. Prosecution:

Sr No. Exhibit Number Description

1 Ext.1 Ejahar

2 Ext.2 Certified copy of injury certificate

3 Ext.3 Emergency register

4 Ext.3(1) Entry of patient Sri Mibul Sonowal

5 Ext.4 Male surgical ward register

6 Ext.4(1) Entry of patient Sri Mibul Sonowal

7 Ext.5 Sketch map

8 Ext.6 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.


