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IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL JUDGE, ASSAM, GUWAHATI

Present : Sri M. Ali, AJS,
                Special Judge, Assam, 
                Guwahati.
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J  U  D  G  M  E N T

1.  The prosecution case as unfolded at the trial is that on 11.11.94 

Inspector of Police CM's SVC Sri Dilip Kr. Bora lodged an ejahar 

with the Officer In Charge, Vigilance PS, Guwahati stating that in 

1991-92  accused  Anowar  Rahman  President  of  Jaleswar  Anchalik 

Panchayat,  Nuruddin  Ahmed  Sub  Engineer  (PWD),  Abdul  Mazid 

Block Development Officer and Gram Sevak Umar Ali Sarkar of the 

block had misappropriated different some of money belonging to the 

Govt. Accused Anowar Rahman violating the panchayat rules settled 

hat, ghat and bill (fisheries) to the lowest bidder for unlawful gain, 

while  Abdul  Mazid  misappropriated  the  installment  given  by  the 

settlement holders with the help of Gram Sevak Umar Ali Sarkar. 

Accused Nuruddin Ahmed Sub Engineer misappropriated a sum of 

Rs. 21068/- belonging to Schedule Caste Scheme. On the basis of this 

ejahar Vigilance PS case No. 7/94 u/s.  120(B)/116/409 IPC r/w Sec. 

13(2) PC Act was registered  and it  was endorsed to Sri Dilip Kr. 

Bora  for  investigation  by  the  O/C  of  Vigilance  PS.  In  course  of 

investigation statement of witnesses was recorded and incriminating 

documents were seized from the BDO office and Panchayat office. At 

the concluding stage of the investigation sanction to prosecute the said 

accused  persons  was  accorded  and  then  I/O  filed  the  chargesheet 

against those ejahar named accused persons Anowar Rahman, Abdul 

Mazid, Umar Ali Sarkar and Nuruddin Ahmed u/s.  120(B)/116/409 

IPC  r/w  section  13(2)  PC  Act.  On  appearance  of  these  accused 

persons   my  Ld.  predecessor  framed  charge  against  them  u/s 

120(B)/409/116 IPC r/w Sec. 13(2) PC Act to which they pleaded not 

guilty and claimed to be tried. In course of the trial accused Nuruddin 

Ahmed expired. In order to prove the case prosecution has examined 

11  witnesses.  In  support  of  the  defence  plea  three  witnesses  are 

examined by the accused persons. 
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2. POINTS FOR DETERMINATION-

(i) Whether  the  accused  persons  had  entered  into  a  criminal 

conspiracy  to  misappropriate  govt.  money  belonging  to  SC 

scheme and earnest money deposited by lacies for allotment of 

hat, ghat, bill (fisheries) within the meaning of sec. 120(B) IPC.

(ii) Whether the accused persons being public servants working in 

different  capacities  under  Jaleswar  Development  Block, 

Goalpara  misappropriated  govt.  money  entrusted  to  them 

within the meaning of sec. 409 IPC.

(iii) Whether the accused persons while serving as public servants 

under  Jaleswar  Development  Block  fraudulently 

misappropriated govt. money entrusted to them or converted to 

their own use within the meaning of section 13(2) PC Act.

3. REASON FOR DECISION-

 I have heard the Ld. advocates of the contending parties and 

compared their  submission with the  material  on record.  PW-1 Sri 

Dilip Kr. Bora is the complainant of the case, PW-2 Smti. Sabita Das, 

PW-3 Sri Abdul Mazid, PW-4 Sri Dayal Uddin Ahmed and PW-9 Sri 

Sahadat Ali are resident of Jaleswar Anchalick Panchayat, PW-5 Sri 

Amzad Hussain is the President of Goalpara Zila Parishad, PW-6 Sri 

Lokman  Ali  Sarkar  is  the  Storkeeper,  PW-7  Sri  Mahtab  Uddin 

Ahmed is  President  of  Gaon Panchayat,  PW-8 Sri  Rabindra Nath 

Seal retired BDO PW-10 Sri B.M. Sarma is the I.O of the case.   CW-

1 Sri P.K. Choudhury is the sanctioning authority, DW-1 Sri Aman 

Ullah Ahmed is BDO Jaleswar Development Block, DW-2 Sri Pradip 

Kr.  Doley  is  Circle  Officer  of  Lakhimpur  and  DW-3  Sri  Khirod 

Kalita is UD Asstt. of DC office, Goalpara. 

4.  PW-1 Sri Dilip Kr. Bora in his evidence before the court has 

not stated that he lodged the ejahar of this case on 11.11.94. As per 

the  ejahar  dtd. 11.11.94  accused  Anowar  Rahman  President  of 

Jaleswar  Anchalik  Panchayat,  Nuruddin  Ahmed  Sub  Engineer 

(PWD), Abdul Mazid Block Development Officer and Gram Sevak 

Umar Ali Sarkar in 1991-92 had misappropriated different sums of 

money belonging to the Govt. Accused Anowar Rahman violating the 
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panchayat  rules  settled  hat,  ghat  and  bill  (fisheries)  to  the  lowest 

bidder  for  unlawful  gain,  while  Abdul  Mazid  misappropriated  the 

installment  given by the settlement  holders with the help of  Gram 

Sevak  Umar  Ali  Sarkar.  Accused Nuruddin  Ahmed Sub  Engineer 

misappropriated a sum of Rs.  21068/- belonging to Schedule Caste 

Scheme. According to him he visited the office of the BDO of Jaleswar 

Development Block and seized proceeding book of the block for the 

year  1992-93  containing  230  pages,  comparative  statement  of 

settlement of hat, ghat, bill for the year 1992 of the block vide seizure 

list Ext. 1. On 26.4.93 he seized the receipts of Rs. 11,000/- (Ext. 3) of 

SC scheme for the year 1991-92 vide seizure list Ext.2. On 19.5.93 he 

seized three receipts  and one settlement  statement  vide Ext.  4.  On 

1.9.93 he seized the ledger book (Ext. 10) vide seizure list Ext. 9. He 

seized the cashbook (Ext. 12) of Jaleswar Anchalick Panchayat and 

receipt books (Exts. 13 to 15), voucher (Ext. 16) vide seizure list Ext. 

11. He also seized receipt for Rs. 11068 (Ext. 18) and two applications 

(Exts. 19 & 20) vide seizure list Ext. 17. On 28.1.93 Sub- Engineer Sk. 

Nuruddin  Ahmed  received  Rs.  21068/-  from Goalpara  Mahakuma 

Parisad for execution of SC components scheme for the year 1991-92. 

He also seized the proceeding book of Jaleswar Anchalick Panchayat 

(Ext. 21). Ext. 22 is the comparative statement of hat, ghat, bill for the 

year 1992-93. On 19.10.93 he seized voucher No. 1 (Exts. 24) paid to 

Juti Printers, voucher No. 4 for Rs. 12,000/- (Ext. 25), voucher  No. 

for Rs. 500/- (Ext. 26), voucher No. 6 for Rs. 500/- (Ext. 27), voucher 

No. 7 for Rs. 500/- (Ext. 28), voucher No. 8 for Rs. 500/- (Ext. 29), 

voucher No. 9 for Rs. 500/- (Ext. 30), vouchers No. 10 to 18 (Ext. 31 to 

39), vouchers No. 19(A) to 19(F) (Exts. 40 to 45), vouchers No. 20 to 

26 (Ext. 46 to 50). 

5.  PW- 2 Smti. Sabita Das has stated that fund was allotted for 

construction  work of  ST and SC belonging  to  Jaleswar Anchalick 

Panchayat during the year 1991-92 and one vehicle was allotted to 

Jaleswar  Anchalik  Panchayat  for  use  by  the  President  but  the 

President Anowar Rahman used the said vehicle for his personal use 

and  expenditure  for  repairing  of  the   vehicle  was  made  from the 

panchayat fund. Accused Anowar Rahman did not refund security 
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money deposited by the contractors, PW-3 Abdul Mazid has stated 

that  in 1992-93 he was a member of  Kholisabitia  Gaon Panchayat 

under Jaleswar Anchalik Panchayat and during the period accused 

Abdul Mazid was BDO of that block and accused Anowar Rahman 

was the  presedent  of  Anchalik  Panchayat  who had withdrawn Rs. 

21,000/-  and  later  misappropriated  the  amount.  Accused  Abdul 

Mazid after inviting tenders for settlement of hat, ghat and bill settled 

them to unsuccessful bidders. He has also stated that security money 

deposited by the tenderers was   misappropriated by Abdul Mazid. 

6.  PW-4 Dayal Uddin Ahmed has stated that he was a member of 

Gusaidubi  Gaon  Panchayat  under  Jaleswar  Anchalik  Panchayat 

during the period 1992-93 and at that time accused Anowar Rahman 

was  the  president  of  the  Anchalik  Panchayat  and  accused  Abdul 

Mazid  was  the  BDO  of  Jaleswar  Development  Block.  During  the 

period  a  sum  of  Rs.  21,000/-  was  granted  for  development  of  SC 

people and the said amount was misappropriated by Junior Engineer 

Nuruddin Ahmed. During the period hat, ghat, and bills were settled 

in favour of lowest bidder by the accused persons and bid money of 

unsuccessful tenderers was misappropriated by the accused persons. 

7.  PW- 5 Sri Amzad Hussain has stated that in 1992-93 he was 

President of Goalpara Zila Parishad and at that time accused Anowar 

Rahman was the President  of  Jaleswar Anchalik  Panchayat,  while 

accused Abdul Mazid was the BDO of that block. During the period 

an  amount  of  Rs.  21,000/-  was  sanctioned  by  the  govt.  for 

development of SC people but the said amount was misappropriated 

by the accused persons. A govt. vehicle allotted to Jaleswar Anchalik 

Panchayat  was  misused  by  its  President.  PW-6  Md.  Lokman  Ali 

Sarkar in his evidence before the court has not stated when and under 

what capacity he worked in the office from where documents were 

seized.  According  to  him  vide  Ext.  11  police  seized  cashbook  of 

Jaleswar Anchalik Panchayat for the year 1992 and receipt book 1,2,3 

(Exts. 13 to 15)  and  voucher No. 19 for Rs. 11053/- (Ext. 16) in his 

presence. Vide Ext. 23 twenty six vouchers were seized by the police 
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(Exts. 24 to 52 are the said vouchers). He has also stated that all those 

vouchers were written by accused Umar Ali Sarkar. 

8.  PW-  7  Sri  Mahtab  Uddin  Ahmed,  President  of  Gaurnagar 

Gaon Panchayat under Jaleswar Anchalik Panchyat has stated that 

accused Anowar Rahman being the President of Jaleswar Anchalik 

Panchayat did not allot the works of the village for construction of 

roads  and  drains  to  the  highest  bidder  but  gave  works  to  the  3rd 

bidder. He has also stated that the govt. vehicle allotted to Anchalik 

Panchayat was misused by the President and he wrongly withdrawn 

Rs. 15 to 16 thousand for repairing of the vehicle. The security deposit 

received by the President of Anchalik Panchayat was not returned to 

the bidders. PW-8  Sri Rabindra Nath Seal, retired BDO has stated 

that  on  1.9.93  while  he  was  in  the  block office  at  Jaleswar  police 

seized one cahsbook and three receipt books vide Ext. 11 in presence 

of witnesses. Ext. 13 to 15 are those receipt books. 

9.  PW- 9 Hazi Sahadat Ali has stated that in 1992 the Jaleswar 

Anchalik  Panchayat  board  Jangalduba  bill  recorded  in  his  name 

under their possession and settled the bill  by inviting tenders from 

interested parties and being aggrieved his elder brother Abdul Hamid 

filed a Civil case in the Civil Court of Goalpara. PW-10 Sri B. M. 

Sarma Inspector of Police has stated that after being entrusted with 

the case he arrested two accused persons and after going through the 

material in the case diary he filed the chargesheet against the accused 

persons u/s. 120(B)/116/409 IPC r/w Sec. 13(2) PC Act vide Ext. 53, 

Ext. 53(1) is his signature.   

10.  CW-1 Sri Promod Kr. Choudhury has stated that on 30.1.97 

while he was serving as Commissioner and Secretary to the Govt. of 

Assam, Panchayat and Rural Development he accorded prosecution 

sanction  against  accused  Anowar  Rahman  President  of  Jaleswar 

Anchalik Panchayat vide Ext. 54 after going through all the relevant 

documents  and  connected  papers.  He  also  accorded  sanction  to 

prosecute  accused  Sidabrata  Purkayastha  Secretary  Mahakuma 

Parisad,  Goalpara  and  Abdul  Mazid  BDO,  Jaleswar  Development 
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Blcok vide Exts. 55 and 56 on 10.09.96 and Exts. 51(1) and 56(1) are 

his signatures.  

11.  DW-1 Aman Ullah Ahmed has stated that on 6.3.09 he joined 

as  Block  Development  Officer  of  Jaleswar  Development  Block.  As 

directed by the court he had produced the file relating to community 

development of Jaleswar Block vide Ext. A.  As per contents of this 

file a sum of Rs. 21068/- was utilised in the SC components scheme 

and Ext. A(1) is the utilization certificatse issued by BDO P. K. Doley 

vide Ext. A(2). He has also stated that sale proceeds of nomination 

papers of panchayat election and security money for the year 1992 

was deposited in the office of DC, Goalpara vide Ext. B amounting to 

Rs. 14,290/-, Ext. B(1) is the statement of sale proceeds amounting to 

Rs. 940/- and Ext. B(2) is the statement of security deposit amounting 

to Rs. 13350/-. Ext. B(3), B(4) and B(5) are the signatures of the then 

BDO Abdul Mazid. The then DC, Goalpara had acknowledged the 

said amount vide Ext. C.  DW-2 Pradip Kr. Doley has stated that in 

1992 he joined as Circle Officer of Lakhimpur Cicrle under Goalpara 

and that time he was also In Charge of Jaleswar Development Block. 

Ext. A is the utilization certificate issued by him vide Ext. A(2), Ext. B 

is  the  forwarding  letter  of  the  statement  of  sale  proceeds  of 

nomination papers, Ext. B(2) is the statement of security money of 

Panchayat  Election  1992  and  Exts.  B(3),  B(4)  and  B(5)  are  the 

signatures of the then BDO Abdul Mazid. DW- 3 K. Kalita has stated 

that on 30.11.2006 he retired as UDA from development branch of the 

office of the DC, Goalpara. In 1992 Panchayat Election was held in 

the  said district  and the  concerned block collected security  money 

amounting to Rs. 13350/- from the candidates and the sale proceeds of 

selling  nomination  papers  amounting  to  Rs.  940/-  of  Jaleswar 

Development Block were deposited vide receipt No. Ext. C and Ext. 

C(1) is his signature.  

12.  After carefully going through the evidence of eleven witnesses 

examined by the prosecution it is found that the whole case is based 

on the evidence of two govt. officials PW-6 Lokman Ali Sarkar and 

PW-8 Rabindra Nath working under Jaleswar Development Block. 

The  other  prosecution  witnesses  except  CW-1  are  private  persons 
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making  accusation  of  corrupt  practice  by  public  servant.  PW-8 

Rabindra Nath Seal  BDO in his  cross  examination  has stated that 

Jaleswar Development  Block was  newly  opened at  the  time  of  the 

occurrence and so there were no printing form of receipts for which 

kacha  receipts  were  issued  and  subsequently  those  kacha  receipts 

were regularised. He has also stated that in the  event of allotment of 

hat, ghat, bill and market tenders are invited and successful bidders 

are given allotment  on deposit of the security money by way of bank 

draft  and  the  security  money  are  required  to  be  returned  to 

unsuccessful  candidates  after election.   According to him on 1.9.93 

police seized one cahsbook and three receipt books vide Ext. 7 from 

his  office.  After  perusing his  evidence  it  is  found  that  he  was  not 

aware of the anomalies in his office and so he has not stated anything 

against the accused persons. According to PW-6 Lokman Ali Sarkar 

police seized the documents relating to Jaleswar Anchalik Panchayat. 

This  witnesses  has  exhibited  52  documents  relating  to  affairs  of 

Jaleswar Anchalik Panchayat for the year 1992-93 but in his evidence 

before the court he has not  stated that he worked in  the office  of 

Jaleswar Development Block and because of this reason he came to 

know  about  the  contents  of  the  documents.  This  witness  though 

exhibited 52 documents  he has not exhibited any signatures of the 

author of those documents. The remaining  non official prosecution 

witnesses PW-2, PW-3,  PW-4, PW-5, PW-7 and PW-9 have simply 

made some accusation of corruption against the accused persons but 

it is  not supported by any documentary evidence. 

13.  On the other hand DW-1 Amanullah Ahmed BDO Jaleswar 

Development  Block  has  stated  that  expenses  of  amounting  to  Rs. 

21068/- for SC components scheme for the year 1992 was utilized vide 

Ext. A and Ext. A(1) is the signature of the then BDO Mr. P.K. Doley 

which is known to him. He has also stated that the revenue collected 

as  sale  proceeds  of  nomination  papers  of  Panchayat  Election  was 

deposited  by  the  then  BDO  accused  Abdul  Mazid  with  the  DC, 

Goalpara  vide  Ext.  B,  Ext.  B(1)  is  the  statement  of  sale  proceeds 

amounting  to  Rs.  940/-  and  Ext.  B(2)  is  the  statement  of  security 

deposit  amounting  to  Rs.  13350/-.  Ext.  B(3,  B(4)  and B(5)  are  the 
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signatures of the then BDO Abdul Mazid, and those deposits  were 

received vide Ext. C of DC office, Goalpara. Supporting the evidence 

of DW-1, DW-2 Pradip Kr. Doley also stated that Ext. A was issued 

by him and Ext. A(2) is his signature. Ext. B is the statement of sale 

proceeds  of  nomination  papers  and  Ext.  B(2)  is  the  statement  of 

security money. DW-3 Sri Khirod Kalita has stated that while serving 

as UD Asstt. in the office of the DC, Goalpara in 1992 he received Rs. 

13350/-  as  security  money  and  Rs.  940/-  as  sale  proceeds  of 

nomination papers from Jaleswar Development Block and he issued 

the receipt vide Ext. C and Ext. C(1) is his signature. 

14.  At the outset of the discussion of prosecution evidence I have 

already stated that the complainant PW-1 Sri Dilip Kr. Bora has not 

stated that he lodged the ejahar of this case and for this reason the 

ejahar  of  this  case  was  not  exhibited.  On  perusal  of  the  ejahar 

enclosed with the FIR proforma which is marked as Ext. X by the 

court it is seen that at the time of sending the FIR to the court the 

Officer In Charge of Vigilance PS, Assam forwarded the copy of the 

ejahar to this court which is marked as Ext. Y. Today the Ld. Spl. 

P.P.  Mr.  G.  Sarma without  being  called  for  has  filed  the  original 

ejahar (which is marked as Ext. Z by the court) with a prayer to act 

upon the FIR as considered fit  and proper. Record shows that for 

production  of  this  document  the  Ld.  Spl.  P.P.  never  made  any 

application during trial  of the case and he has filed this document 

without order of the court at the time of delivering the judgment. The 

Ld. Spl.  P.P. has not prayed for reexamination of the complainant 

PW-1 to prove this documents. The order dtd. 17.10.2011 shows that 

Ld.  Spl.  P.P.  Mr.  G.  Sarma  on  the  date  fixed  for  argument  had 

prayed for  adjournment  on the  ground that  as  he  did  not  have  a 

police officer and a peon to help him he was unable to go through the 

evidence  of  the  witnesses.  If  we  go  through  the  evidence  of  other 

witnesses of this case we would see that the witnesses were also not 

examined  properly  and  because  of  this  reason  PW-6  Lokman  Ali 

Sarkar  has  not  stated  that  he  worked   in  the  office  of  Jaleswar 

Development Block and because of  his  official  position he came to 

know about the contents of the documents. For the same reason PW-1 
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Dilip Kr. Bora failed to state that he lodged the ejahar and exhibited 

the  same.  In  more  than  seven  cases  of  this  court,  the  Ld.  Special 

Public  Prosecutor  has  been  found  conducting  prosecution 

perfunctorily. The filing of the original ejahar by the Ld. Spl. P.P. on 

the date of delivering the judgment shows that neither has  he the 

sincerity nor the capability to conduct prosecution of cases. 

15.  On perusal of the statements of the witnesses recorded by the 

I.O u/s 161 Cr PC it is found that the investigation of the case was also 

not done properly. This is a case of misappropriation of govt. money 

by  public  servant.  Whenever  any  such  incident  takes  place  the 

officials of that department are supposed to be acquainted with the 

fact and contents of the relevant documents. If the offences committed 

by the head of the office with the help of his subordinate the I.O is to 

record oral evidence of those official  witnesses who are acquainted 

with the fact of the case. The complainant who happens to be a senior 

police officer can not take the place of those officials. 

16.  According  to  section  60  Indian  Evidence  Act  oral  evidence 

must in all cases whatever, be direct  that is to say if it refers to a fact 

which could be seen it must be the evidence of a witnesses who says he 

saw it,  if  it  refers  to  a  fact  which  could  be  heard  it  must  be  the 

evidence of a witness who says he heard it, if it refers to a fact which is 

perceived by any other sense or in any other manner it must be  the 

evidence of a witnesses who says he perceived it by that sense or in it 

manner,  if  it  refers  to an opinion or to the ground on which that 

opinion is hold it must be the evidence of the person who holds that 

opinion on those grounds. 

17.  In many cases it has been found that the investigating police 

officer  of  such  type  of  cases  want  to  play  the  role  of  the 

official/employee of that office/department to say about the contents 

of the documents. The investigating police officer may come to know 

the facts of the case but the authorship of those official documents can 

not be proved by him because he is not acquainted with the writings 

and signatures of those documents. According to Section 67 Indian 

Evidence Act  if a document is alleged to be signed or to have been 



11

written  wholly  or  in  part  by  any  person,  the  signature  or  the 

handwriting of so much of the document as is alleged to be in that 

person's  handwriting  must  be  proved  to  be  in  his  handwriting. 

During  investigation  of  the  instant  case  the  I.O  recorded  the 

statement of Sri Rabindra Nath Seal BDO of Jaleswar Development 

Block  who  took  charge  from  BDO  accused  Abdul  Mazid  on 

18.11.1992. This witness in his statement u/s. 161 Cr PC has not stated 

about the facts constituting the offence u/s  120(B)/116/409 IPC r/w 

section 13(2) PC Act. 

18.  It has also been found that the I.O at the time of collecting the 

evidence during investigation failed to find out the official acquinted 

with the contents of the documents. Here in this case PW-1 Sri Dilip 

Kr. Bora Inspector of Polcie CM's SVC in his cross examination has 

stated that in his words “I had seized the documents but I did not 

investigate on those documents. Accused persons are not known to me 

personally and I do not know their signatures. I have stated about 

putting of their signatures by seeing their names only. The accused 

persons did not put their signatures in my presence. I do not know for 

what  purpose  the  exhibited  documents  were  prepared  ”.  In  many 

cases  it  has  been  found  that  investigating  police  officer  seized 

incriminating materials correctly but to prove the contents of those 

documents  they  failed  to  procure  oral  evidence  of  the  officials 

acquinted with the facts  and circumstances of the case. This lapse on 

the part of the I.Os shows that there was no supervision on their day 

to day work and performance by their senior and responsible police 

officers  who  are  forwarding  the  investigation  report  without 

scrutinizing  the  oral  and  documentary  evidence.   In  several  cases 

pending in this court it has been found that the Superintendents of 

Police of district are not aware of the competency of the authority 

who can accord sanction  to  prosecute  particular  public  servant  in 

corruption  cases  and  because  of  this  reason  they  forwarded 

prosecution sanction given by incompetent authority to the court with 

chargesheet.  It  is  very  unfortunate  that  the  State  Investigating 

Agencies are manned by such type of officers. These anomalies in my 
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view is  caused  by  the  lack  of  inter  segment  coordination  between 

investigating and prosecuting agencies. 

19.  In  the  forgoing paras  I  have already found that  neither the 

investigation of the case was done properly nor the prosecution was 

conducted as per provisions of law. The Ld. Special P.P. has filed the 

original ejahar without any order of the court on the date of delivery 

of the judgment. There might be some incriminating material in the 

contents  of  the  documents  seized  but  neither  there  is  any  oral 

evidence nor any such material in the statement of witnesses recorded 

by  the  investigating  officer  to  support  the  contents.  If  the  court 

exercises  its power u/s. 311 Cr PC it would turn out to be a futile 

exercise. 

20.  Following my discussion in forgoing paras it is quite logical to 

hold  that  the  prosecution  has  failed  to  prove  the  case  beyond  all 

reasonable doubt. The accused persons are therefore acquitted. Send 

copy of this judgment to the Chief Secretary to the Govt. of Assam, 

Director General of Police, Assam for information. 

  Special Judge, Assam, 
Guwahati 
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Appendix
Exhibited by Spl. PP -
1. Exts. 1, 2, 4, 9, 11, 17 & 23 – Seizure memos

2. Exts. 3, 5, 6, 7 & 18 – Money receipts

3. Ext. 8 – Settlement statement 

4. Ext. 10 – Ledger book

5. Ext. 12 – Cashbook

6. Ext. 13 to 15 – Receipt books

7. Exts. 16, 24 to 52, -  Vouchers

8. Exts. 19 & 20 – Applications 

9. Ext. 21 – Proceeding book

10. Ext. 22 – Comparative statement 

11. Ext. 53 Chargesheet

12. Exts. 54 to 56– Prosecution sanctions 

Exhibited by Court -

1. Ext. X – Copy of FIR

2. Ext. Y -  Copy of FIR

3. Ext. Z – Original FIR

Exhibited by the defence - 

1. Ext. A – File

2. Ext. B – Forwarding letter

3. Ext. C – Acknowledge receipt of money

Special Judge, Assam,

Guwahati 


