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APPENDIX-12

IN THE COURT OF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE 1ST CLASS
LAKHIMPUR, NORTH LAKHIMPUR

          Present: Ms. Sparsita Garg, M.A., L.L.M., A.J.S
                         Judicial Magistrate 1ST CLASS,
                         Lakhimpur, North Lakhimpur, Assam
 

                (Date of Judgment: 02-03-2022)

       (G.R. Case No. 1748/2014)
             North Lakhimpur P.S. Case No. 948/2014, 
     under section 147/148/149/448/427/379/506 IPC

INFORMANT STATE OF ASSAM
REPRESENTED BY Sri J. Doley, A.P.P.
ACCUSED 1. Sri Boma Mili

S/o Sri Nirasan Mili
2. Sri Tajmal Chintey

S/o Late Gurichand Chintey
3. Sri Umbar Narah

S/o Late Madoram Narah
4. Sri Moni Kanta Payeng

S/o Late Kulani Payeng
5. Sri Burah Payeng

S/o Late Dilip Payeng
6. Sri Budhin Payeng

S/o Sri Mala Payeng
7. Sri Dasiram Payeng

S/o Late Bapung Payeng

All are R/o vill.: Gorsiga 
Kathalguri, 
P.S.: North Lakhimpur 
District: Lakhimpur 
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REPRESENTED BY Mr. D.R. Padi, Advocate

APPENDIX-13

Date of offence 06.09.2014

Date of FIR 07.09.2014

Date of Charge Sheet 31.10.2015

Date of Framing of Charges/offence
explanation

19.02.2016

Date of commencement of 
evidence

21.03.2016

Date on which judgment is 
reserved

NIL

Date of Judgment 02.03.2022

Date of the Sentencing Order, if 
any

---

                                   Accused Details:

Rank  of
the
Accused

Name of
Accused

Date
of

Arrest

Date
Release
on Bail

Offences
charged

with

Whether
Acquitted

or
convicted

Sentence
Imposed

Period of
Detention
Undergone
during Trial
for purpose
of Sec. 428

Cr.P.C.

A1 Sri 
Boma 
Mili

15.11
.2014

17.01.2
015

Sec. 
147/148/
149/448/
427/379/
506 IPC

Acquitted Nil 63 days
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A2 Sri 
Tajmal 
Chintey

15.11
.2014

17.01.2
015

Sec. 
147/148/
149/448/
427/379/
506 IPC

Acquitted Nil 63 days

A3 Sri 
Umbar 
Narah

15.11
.2014

17.01.2
015

Sec. 
147/148/
149/448/
427/379/
506 IPC

Acquitted Nil 63 days

A4 Sri Moni 
Kanta 
Payeng

Nil Nil Sec. 
147/148/
149/448/
427/379/
506 IPC

Acquitted Nil Nil

A5 Sri 
Burah 
Payeng

Nil Nil Sec. 
147/148/
149/448/
427/379/
506 IPC

Acquitted Nil Nil

A6 Sri 
Budhin 
Payeng

Nil Nil Sec. 
147/148/
149/448/
427/379/
506 IPC

Acquitted Nil Nil

A7 Sri 
Dasiram
Payeng

Nil Nil Sec. 
147/148/
149/448/
427/379/
506 IPC

Acquitted Nil Nil

J  U  D  G  M  E  N  T
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PROSECUTION’S CASE IN BRIEF:

1. Prosecution’s case is initiated on the basis of written ejahar

stating  inter  alia that  on  06.09.2014  at  about  09:30  to

11:30  p.m.,  the  accused  persons  armed with  dao,  stick

(lathi), axe, hammer etc., illegally entered into the house

of the informant and damaged the wielding machine pipe

and tank, television, cutting machine, a rack and clothes

and  also  looted  away  gold  ornaments,  cash  etc.  The

miscreants also threatened to cause death to the family

members of the informant. For this incident the informant

lodged the ejahar.

2.  On receipt of the ejahar, Incharge of Nowboicha Outpost

forwarded  the  ejahar  to  the  officer-in-charge  of  North

Lakhimpur Police Station and thereafter Officer-in-Charge

of North Lakhimpur Police Station registered the case  as

North  Police  Station  Case  No.948/2014  under  Sections

147/148/149/447/448/427/379/506  of  the  Indian  Penal

Code.  Thereafter  Investigating  Officer  launched

investigation of the case and submitted charge-sheet  u/s

147/148/149/447/448/427/379/506  of  the  Indian  Penal

Code against the accused namely Sri Boma Mili, Sri Tajmal

Chintey,  Sri  Umbar  Narah,  Sri  Moni  Kanta  Payeng,  Sri

Burah Payeng, Sri Budhin Payeng and Sri Dasiram Payeng.

3.  Thereafter, cognizance has been taken and summons has

been  issued to  the  accused persons.  On appearance  of

accused persons  necessary  documents  required  u/s  207
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Cr.P.C  have  been  furnished  to  them.  On  perusal  of  the

materials  on  record  formal  charges  u/s

147/148/149/448/427/379/506 IPC  is  read  over  and

explained to the accused to which they pleaded not guilty

and claimed to be tried. 

4. Prosecution  in  support  of  its  case  has  examined  only

fourteen  (14)  witnesses.  The  defence  tendered  the

evidence of three (03) witnesses. 

5. Accused persons are examined under section 313 Cr.P.C.

wherein they denied the allegations levelled against them. 

6. I  have  heard  the  arguments  advanced  by  the  Learned

Counsel  for  the  accused and Learned A.P.P.  Perused the

materials available in the case record. Upon hearing both

the parties and on perusal of the record, following points

for determination are formulated for proper adjudication of

this case.

POINTS FOR DETERMINATION:

Point  No  1:  Whether  the  accused  persons  on

06.09.2014 at about 09:30 p.m., were a member of an

unlawful assembly in the house of the informant and in

prosecution of the common object of that assembly, i.e.,

to commit mischief and theft therein, committed rioting

and  thereby  committed  an  offence  punishable  under

Section 147 of the Indian Penal Code?
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Point No.2 : Whether the accused persons on the same

date,  time  and  place,  were  a  member  of  an  unlawful

assembly  in  the  house  of  the  informant  having  been

armed  with  deadly  weapon  and  in  prosecution  of  the

common object of that assembly, i.e., to commit mischief

and  theft  therein,  committed  rioting  and  thereby

committed an offence punishable under Section 148 of the

Indian Penal Code?

Point No.3: Whether the accused persons on the same

date,  time  and  place,  were  a  member  of  an  unlawful

assembly in the house of the informant and in prosecution

of the common object of that assembly,  i.e.,  to commit

mischief and theft therein and each one of them being the

members  of  such  assembly  and  thereby  committed  an

offence punishable under Section 149 of the Indian Penal

Code?

Point No.4: Whether the accused persons on the same

date,  time and place,  committed  house trespass  in  the

house  of  the  informant  with  intent  to  commit  criminal

trespass by forming an unlawful assembly, in prosecution

of the common object of that assembly,  i.e.,  to commit

mischief  and  theft  therein  and  thereby  committed  an

offence punishable  under Section 448/149 of  the Indian

Penal Code?

Point No. 5: Whether the accused persons on the same
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date,  time  and  place,  committed  mischief  by  causing

wrongful loss or damage to the house and other articles

like  TV,  reck,  cutting  machine  etc.  belonging  to  the

informant by forming an unlawful assembly, in prosecution

of the common object of that assembly,  i.e.,  to commit

mischief  and  theft  therein  and  thereby  committed  an

offence punishable  under Section 427/149 of  the Indian

Penal Code?

Point No. 6: Whether the accused persons on the same

date, time and place, removed gold ornaments and cash

belonging to the informant without his consent and with

dishonest intention, by forming an unlawful assembly, in

prosecution of the common object of that assembly, i.e.,

to  commit  mischief  and  theft  therein  and  thereby

committed an offence punishable under Section 379/149

of the Indian Penal Code?

Point No. 7: Whether the accused persons on the same

date, time and place, threatened the informant with injury

to his persons, by forming an unlawful assembly and in

prosecution of the common object of that assembly and

thereby committed an offence punishable under Section

506/149 of the Indian Penal Code?

DISCUSSIONS, DECISIONS AND REASONS   THEREOF:
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7. Now  let  me  try  to  decide  the  above  points  by

appreciating the evidence available in the case record. I

have carefully considered the evidence available in the

instant  case.  The accused persons  are  facing  trial  for

commission of offence under Sections 147/148/149/448/

427/379/506  of  IPC.  P.W-1  Nagen  Payeng  is  the

informant of this case and in his evidence he stated that

on  27.08.2014  the  incident  occurred.  At  the  time  of

occurrence of the incident he was at his shop and his

dwelling  house  is  located  besides  the  shop.  At  about

08:00 p.m., the accused persons entered inside his shop

as well  his dwelling house being armed with dao,  axe

etc.. Thereafter, they damaged the articles in his house

as well as his shop. The accused persons also assaulted

the informant and his employees and chased them away.

The accused persons damaged the motor parts, mobil,

television etc., in his shop and further damaged all the

articles in his residence. Immediately P.W-1 informed the

police  and  police  visited  the  place  of  occurrence  and

seized the broken articles. He proved the ejahar marked

as Exhibit-1 and the seizure list marked as Exhibit-2. 

    The defence through cross examination denied about the

whole  incident  and  cross  examined  P.W-1  on  the  fact

that Lolat Yuva Sangha is the owner of the plot of land

and  that  P.W-1  entered  into  a  tenancy  agreement

marked as Exhibit-A. Though the informant in the ejahar
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stated that the occurrence took place on 06.09.2014 but

in  his  evidence  he  categorically  stated  that  the

occurrence  took  place  on  27.08.2014.  Thus,  the

informant  himself  contradicted  about  the  date  of

occurrence of the incident. The witness in his evidence

proved the  seizure  list  marked as  Exhibit-2  but  in  his

cross examination he stated that he does not know the

contents  of  Exhibit-2.  The  witness  also  could  not

describe  the  articles  that  were  seized  by  the

Investigating Officer. The informant/P.W-1 neither in his

ejahar  nor in  his  evidence named the employees who

were present at the time of occurrence. Further in the

ejahar  the  witness  remained  silent  regarding  any

assaults being meted to him and his employees but in

his  evidence  he  stated  that  the  accused  persons

assaulted  him  and  his  employees.  Thus,  P.W-1

contradicted his own evidence and could not corroborate

the allegation made by him in his ejahar.  The defence

alleged to have lodged a case against the informant for

violation of  the tenancy agreement  executed between

them.  Further  P.W-1  was  confronted  with  his  previous

statement and which goes to show that he made vital

contradictions with his previous statement which creates

doubt about truthfulness of the evidence of P.W-1. 

8. P.W-2 Sunita Payeng is the wife of the informant and

in  her  evidence  she  stated  that  the  informant  is  her
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husband and on the date of occurrence of the incident at

about 08:00 p.m., the accused persons armed with dao,

stick (lathi)  etc.,  came to their  house as well  as their

shop and attacked them. The accused persons damaged

all  the  articles  inside  their  home  and  shop  and  also

caused  damaged  to  the  motor-cycle.  On  the  next

morning  at  about  11:00  a.m.,  the  accused  persons

entered their house and broke articles. On arrival of the

police the accused persons went away. Again after two

days  at  about  08:00  p.m.,  the  accused  persons  took

away motor parts, godrej etc., after breaking the articles

inside the shop. 

   The defence cross examined P.W-2 and brought up the

contradictions  with  her  previous  statement  which

appears  that  the  witness  also  has  made  vital

contradictions in her evidence. P.W-2 is alleged to be the

eye-witness to the occurrence but the informant as P.W-1

remained silent that P.W-2 had seen the occurrence and

that she was present at time of occurrence. Further P.W-2

stated  that  the  accused  persons  create  vandalism  on

three occasions but the informant remained completely

silent  that  after  the  incident  the  accused  persons

entered  their  house  or  compound  or  shop  on  three

occasions. Thus, P.W-2 totally contradicted the evidence

of  P.W-  1.  Therefore  the  evidence  of  P.W-1  cannot  be

accepted. Further P.W-2 is the wife of the informant and
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she  is  a  highly  interested  witness  and  in  view of  the

contradiction made in her previous statement as well as

evidence of P.W-1, the evidence of P.W-2 appears to be

not believable one. 

9. P.W-3 Subha Payeng  in his evidence stated that the

informant  is  his  brother  and  on  27.08.2014  at  about

08:00  p.m.,  when  he  was  at  his  shop,  the  accused

persons armed with rod, dao and axe entered the shop

and  damaged  the  articles  inside  the  shop  including

motor-cycle parts, mobil etc., P.W-3 further submits that

the  accused  persons  damaged  one  tempo  vehicle

causing loss of around Rs. 20, 00000/- (Rupees Twenty

Lakhs Only). 

    The witness was confronted with his previous statement

and he brought the contradictions made in his previous

statement. According to P.W-3 the incident occurred on

27.08.2014  but  as  stated  in  the  ejahar  the  incident

occurred  on  06.09.2014.  Though  P.W-3  stated  that  he

was present at the place of occurrence inside the shop

but  his  presence  inside  the  shop  has  not  been

corroborated by P.W-1. According to P.W-1 at the time of

occurrence the accused persons assaulted him and his

employees  but  nowhere  is  it  stated  that  P.W-3  was

present at the time of occurrence.

    The  evidence  of  P.W-3  regarding  causing  damage  to
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tempo is also not supported by the informant/ P.W-1. P.W-

3  is  the  brother  of  the  informant  and  he  is  a  highly

interested witness and the witness also contradicted the

evidence of P.W-1 and P.W-2 as he remained silent that

the  accused  persons  damaged  the  articles  inside  the

residential house as well as the articles kept in the shop.

In view of the vital contradictions made by the witnesses

the evidence of P.W-3 appears to be highly doubtful and

cannot be relied upon.

10. P.W-4 Momai Payeng  in his evidence stated that

the accused persons caused damaged to bathroom and

Godrej  etc.,  amounting to more than lakhs.  P.W-4 was

confronted with his previous statement and he brought

the contradictions made in his previous statement. P.W-4

also admitted that he is the father of the informant/P.W-1

and  thus  he  also  appears  to  be  a  highly  interested

witness. P.W-4 in his evidence remained silent that the

accused persons damaged articles in the shop and in the

residence of the informant. None of the witnesses stated

that P.W-4 was present at the place of occurrence. The

contradictions  made  by  this  witness  as  well  as  his

evidence  appear  to  be  highly  doubtful  and cannot  be

relied upon.  

11. P.W-5 Dharma Mili  is a seizure witness and in his

evidence he stated that in the year 2014 the accused

persons damaged the articles inside the shop as well as
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residence of  the informant.  The police came and took

photographs of the damaged articles and seized those

articles and thereafter took his signature in the seizure

list marked as Exhibit 3. The witness was confronted with

his  previous statement  and brought  the contradictions

made in his previous statement. The witness appears to

have  given  a  different  version  with  his  previous

statement. This witness proved the seizure list marked

as Exhibit-3 but he admitted that he does not know the

contents of Exhibit-3. Thus P.W-5 also could not support

the prosecution case. 

12. P.W-6  Reboti  Naroh,  P.W-7  Birbul  Payeng

Achyut,  P.W-8  Suresh  Payeng  @Umesh  Borah in

their evidence remained silent about the occurrence of

the  entire  incident  and  they  could  not  support  the

prosecution case.

13. P.W-9 Haider Ali is  a  seizure  witness  and in  his

evidence he stated that the police came to the premises

of scrape dealer Nazrul Islam and seized few pieces of CI

sheets and motor-cycle parts. Exhibit 4 is the seizure list

and Exhibit- 4 (1) is his signature.

14.  According to P.W-9 police seized the  scrape article

from the dealer.  Further  this witness admitted that he

does not know what is written in Exhibit-4.  The article

even if seized by the investigating officer does not show
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that  the  articles  belong  to  the  informant  and  those

articles were handed over to the scrap dealer.  Further

there  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  informant  or  other

witnesses stated that the articles which were seized by

police vide Exhibit-4 were handed over by the informant.

Thus  evidence  of  P.W-9  also  could  not  support  the

prosecution case.

15. P.W-10 Md. Nazrul  Islam  in  his  evidence stated

that he has a shop dealing with scrape and one and a

half years back one boy namely Uresh Payeng sold few

pieces of CI sheets and rods. Later on, the police came

and seized those articles. Exhibit-4 is the seizure list and

Exhibit  4  (2)  is  his  signature.  The  evidence  of  this

witness shows that being a scrape dealer he purchased

few pieces of CI sheets and rod which were sold by one

Suresh  Payeng.  There  is  nothing  to  show  that  those

articles belonged to the informant and he handed over

those articles to Suresh Payeng. Thus evidence of this

witness also could not support the prosecution case.

16.  P.W-11 Benudhar Payeng in his evidence stated

that the he heard that the accused persons came to the

house of  the informant  at  Gorsinga and damaged the

articles.  Police  later  on came and seized  some article

vide Exhibit-2.

      In his cross examination P.W-11 stated that the informant
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is his nephew. The witness admitted that he has not seen

the occurrence of the incident and he admitted that he is

a reported witness. Further P.W-11 admitted that he does

not know the contents of Exhibit-2.  Thus P.W-11 appears

to be a highly interested witness and he does not know

anything about the incident. 

17.  P.W-12  Indreshwar  Gogoi  is  the  Investigating

Officer  of  this  case  and he conducted the  preliminary

investigation  of  this  case.  During  his  evidence  he

described the steps taken by him during investigation.

He  proved  the  sketch  map  marked  as  Exhibit-5,  the

seizure  list  marked  as  Exhibit-2.  In  his  evidence  he

stated  that  he  seized  some  damaged  articles  like  air

tank,  samsung  television,  iron  cutting  machine,  home

theatre,  wielding  machine,  metal  box,  water  pump,

bicycle and bed and seized those article vide Exhibit-2.

Thereafter he handed over the case diary to Officer-in-

charge  of  North  Lakhimpur  Police  Station.  P.W-12  was

confronted  with  the  contradictions  made  by  the

witnesses in their previous statements. The contradiction

so proved by the witnesses shows that the informant has

contradicted  about  the  date  and  place  of  occurrence,

about chasing the employees of the informant. Further

the investigation officer also proved the contradictions

made by P.W-2 and P.W-3. All these goes to show that the

vital  witnesses  contradicted  their  previous  statement
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making their evidence wholly unreliable one.

18.  P.W-13 Debojit Payeng in his evidence stated that

in  the year  2013-2014 while  he was absent  a  quarrel

took place between the informant and the villagers for a

plot of land and on his return he was informed about the

incident. The evidence of this witness shows that he has

got no personal knowledge about the incident and about

involvement of the accused persons in causing damage

to  the  properties  of  the  informant.  Thus,  P.W-13  also

could not support the prosecution case. 

19.  P.W-14  Nikhil  Rajkhowa  is  the  investigation

officer of this case who conducted the investigation and

after  completion  of  investigation  he  handed  the  case

diary  to  P.W-11.  P.W-14  further  stated  that  the

preliminary  investigation  was  done  by  P.W-11  and

thereafter  he  completed  the  investigation  after  being

endorsed  with  the  case  dairy.  During  his  evidence  he

stated  that  he  examined  P.W-5  and  P.W-13  and  re-

examined the informant. Thereafter he visited the shop

of Nazrul Islam and seized some stolen articles and also

examined the seizure witnesses. P.W-14 stated that he

arrested  the  accused persons  and after  completion  of

investigation  he  submitted  charge-sheet  marked  as

Exhibit-6. The witness also proved Exhibit-3 and Exhibit-

4.  The  Investigating  Officer  also  proved  the

contradictions  made  by  the  P.W-1/informant  and  also
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admitted  that  witness  Nazrul  Islam  stated  that  the

articles were handed over by one Uresh Payeng, Bompai

Payeng and Ashok on being sold to him. The evidence of

the Investigating Officer clearly shows that the informant

made  vital  contradictions  with  his  previous  statement

and the articles seized vide Exhibit 3 and 4 were sold to

Nazrul  Islam by above named three persons.  There is

nothing to show that the damaged article belongs to the

informant.

20.  The defence in their statements took plea that the

accused  persons  are  innocent  and  the  informant  has

lodged  this  case  only  to  cause  harassment  to  the

accused persons. Further the defence took a plea that

the informant executed a tenancy agreement with the

Lalat Yuva Sangha marked as Annexure A and B. In order

to  prove  the  case  D.W-1  Jogeswar  Payeng in  his

evidence stated that he was the Secretary of Lalat Yuva

Sangha and he proved Exhibit-A. In his cross examination

D.W-1 stated that the informant took the land in order to

start  a  garage.  There  is  nothing  to  disbelief  that  the

informant and the accused persons executed Exhibit-A.  

21.  D.W-2 Jogewsar Chintey in his evidence stated

that  on  25.08.2014  being  the  Secretary  of  Lalat  Yuva

Sangha,  Kothaguri  he  lodged  a  case  against  the

informant who tried to grab the land of the Yuva Sangha

for  constructing  a  house.  As  per  the  terms  of  the
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agreement the informant was only allowed to construct a

bamboo  house  on  payment  of  rent  but  the  informant

tried to construct a permanent house and on protest he

was threatened to be killed by the informant.  For this

reason he lodged an ejahar against the informant. D.W-2

further  stated  that  the  informant  also  lodged  a  case

against them and both the cases were clubbed together

and sent to the court of Executive Magistrate. Thereafter

the  Executive  Magistrate  attached  the  disputed  land.

The evidence of this witness also remained unrebutted

and goes to show that the informant took the land of the

Yuva Sangha on rent  but  later  on some disputes took

place dispute between both parties. 

22.  D.W-3 Joyram Narah in his evidence corroborated

the evidence of  D.W-1 and D.W-2 and stated that  the

informant is a tenant under the Lalat Yuva Sangha and

some  quarrel  took  place  between  both  parties.  The

informant used the land on monthly rent. The evidence

of  the  defence  witnesses  clearly  shows  that  the

informant is a tenant under Lalat Yuva Sangha and there

is  nothing  to  show  that  the  informant  was  paying

monthly  rent  to  Lalat  Yuva  Sangha  in  terms  of  the

agreement.

23.  Considering  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses  in

entirety and in view of the discussion made above I am

of  the  view  that  prosecution  has  failed  to  prove  the
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charges  levelled  against  the  accused  persons  under

Sections  147/148/149/448/427/379/506  IPC  beyond

reasonable doubt. On the other hand the defence could

clearly establish that there was a quarrel between both

parties for violation of the tenancy agreement entered

into by them. In view of the discussions made above the

accused persons deserves to  get  the  benefit  of  doubt

and is accordingly acquitted. 

24.  Set the accused persons at liberty forthwith.

25.  The  bail  bond  for  the  accused  persons  are

extended for a further period of six (6) months.  

26.  The case is disposed of on contest accordingly.

Given under my hand and seal on this 02nd  day of March,

2022 at Lakhimpur, North Lakhimpur.

                                      

Certified that the Judgment is typed
and corrected by me and each page 
bears my signature.

       

(Ms. Sparsita Garg)
                                    Judicial Magistrate First Class

     Lakhimpur, North Lakhimpur
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                                  APPENDIX – 14

LIST OF PROSECUTION/DEFENCE/COURT WITNESSES

A.  Prosecution:

RANK NAME NATURE OF EVIDENCE
(EYE WITNESSES, POLICE WIT-
NESS, EXPERT WITNESS, MEDI-
CAL WITNESS, PANCH WITNESS,

OTHER WITNESS)

PW1 Nagen Payeng Informant/Panch witness

PW2 Sunita Payeng Other witness

PW3 Subha Payeng Other witness

PW4  Momai Payeng Other witness

PW5 Dharma Mili Panch witness

PW6 Reboti Narah Other witness

PW7 Birbal Payeng Other witness

PW8 Suresh Payeng @ 

Umesh 

Other witness

PW9 Haider Ali Panch witness

PW10 Nazrul Islam Panch witness

PW11 Benudhar Payeng Panch witness

PW12 Indreswar Gogoi Police witness

PW13 Debojit Payeng Other witness 

PW14 Nikhil Rajkhowa Police witness

B.  Defence Witnesses, if any:
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RANK NAME NATURE OF EVIDENCE
(EYE WITNESSES, POLICE WIT-
NESS, EXPERT WITNESS, MEDI-
CAL WITNESS, PANCH WITNESS,

OTHER WITNESS)

DW1 Jogeswar Payeng Other witness 

DW2 Jogeswar Chintey Other witness 

DW3 Joyram Narah Other witness 

C.  Court Witnesses, if any:

RANK NAME NATURE OF EVIDENCE
(EYE WITNESSES, POLICE WIT-
NESS, EXPERT WITNESS, MEDI-

CAL WITNESS, PANCH WIT-
NESS, OTHER WITNESS)

CW1 Nil Nil

CW2 Nil Nil

LIST OF PROSECUTION/ DEFENCE/ COURT EXHIBITS

A.Prosecution:

Sr.
No
.

Exhibit Num-
ber

Description

1 Exhibit-1 Ejahar 

2 Exhibit-1 (1) Signature of P.W-1 in the ejahar 

3 Exhibit-2 Seizure list 

4 Exhibit-2(1) Signature of P.W-1 in the seizure list
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5 Exhibit 2(2) Signature of P.W-11 in the seizure list

6 Exhibit-2 (3) Signature of P.W-12 in the seizure list

7 Exhibit-3 Seizure list 

8 Exhibit-3(1) Signature of P.W-5 in the seizure list 

9 Exhibit-3 (2) Signature of P.W-14 in the seizure list

10 Exhibit-4 Seizure list 

11 Exhibit-4(1) Signature of P.W-9 in the seizure list 

12 Exhibit-4(2) Signature of P.W-10 in the seizure list

13 Exhibit-4 (3) Signature of P.W-14 in the seizure list

14 Exhibit-5 Sketch map 

15 Exhibit-5 (1) Signature of P.W-12 in the sketch 

map 

16 Exhibit-6 Chargesheet 

17 Exhibit-6 (1) Signature of P.W-14 in the 

chargesheet 

B.Defence:

Sr.
No.

Exhibit Num-
ber

Description

1 Exhibit-A Agreement

2 Exhibit-A1 Signature of the P.W-1/informant in

the agreement

3 Exhibit-A2 Signature of the D.W-1 in the

agreement

4 Exhibit-B Revenue paying receipt 
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5 Exhibit-C Ejahar lodged by D.W-2

6 Exhibit-C1 Signature of D.W-2 in the ejahar 

7 Exhibit-D Order of Executive Magistrate 

C.Court Exhibits:

Sr.
No.

Exhibit Num-
ber

Description

1 Exhibit C-1/CW-

1

Nil

2 Exhibit C-2/CW-

2

Nil

D.Material Objects:

Sr.
No
.

Exhibit Num-
ber

Description

1 MO1 Nil

2 MO2 Nil

(Ms. Sparsita Garg)
Judicial Magistrate First Class 
Lakhimpur, North Lakhimpur
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