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IN THE COURT OF THE SESSIONS JUDGE, KAMRUP, GUWAHATI

Present:- Mrs. R. K. Phukan, A.J.S.

Sessions Case No. 68 (K) of 2010

State of Assam
-Vs-

1. Sri Pranab Rabha
2. Sri Diganta Kalita
3  Sri Babul Rabha and
4. Samir Ranjan Goswami
5. Md. Amber Ali
6  Sri Bhadreswar Rabha
7. Sri Sanjeeb Kalita

Charge U/Ss 302/147/149 of I.P.C.

Date of Evidence on : 13-05-2010, 29-06-2010, 
11-10-2010, 04-01-2011, 
03-03-2011, 26-04-2011, 
and 13-09-2011

 

Date of Argument on : 18-01-2012

Date of Judgment on           :       02-02-2012 

J U D G M E N T

The prosecution case as unfolded from the ejahar in 
brief  is  that  on  26-05-2009  the  informant  Smti.  Jyoshna 
Kurmi  filed an ejahar before the Palashbari Police Station 
alleging  that  on  24-05-2009  at  about  10-30  p.m.  the 
accused persons namely, Pranab Rabha and Babul Rabha 
along  with  some  3/4  boys  assaulted  her  husband  Tikun 
Kurmi as a result of Tikun Kurmi died. On receipt of the 
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written ejahar from the informant, police registered a case 
being Palashbari P.S. Case No. 118 of 2009 U/S 302/34 of 
I.P.C.  and  started  investigation.  During  the  course  of 
investigation  police  recorded  the  statement  of  the 
witnesses, drew up the sketch map of place of occurrence 
and  sent  the  dead  body  to  GMCH  for  postmortem 
examination.  After  completion  of  investigation  police 
submitted charge-sheet against all the accused persons U/S 
302/34 of I.P.C. and sent them to stand trial under the said 
section  of  law.  Since  the  offence  U/S  302  of  I.P.C.  is 
exclusively  triable  by the  Court  of  Sessions,  the  learned 
Chief  Judicial  Magistrate,  Kamrup,  Guwahati,  committed 
the case to the Court of Sessions for trial and accordingly 
the case was registered as Sessions Case No. 68 (K-G) of 
2010

The accused appeared before the Court of Sessions 
for trial. After hearing the learned counsels for both sides 
on the point of charge and considering the case record and 
the  statements  of  the  witnesses  and  the  documents 
referred U/S 173 of Cr.P.C. formal charges U/S 302/147/ 
149 of I.P.C. was framed against the accused persons and 
explained to the accused; to which they pleaded not guilty 
and claimed to be tried. 

In order to bring home the charge U/S 302/147/149 
of I.P.C. against the accused persons the prosecution has 
examined  altogether  eleven  witnesses.  As  none  of  the 
witnesses implicated any other accused person apart from 
Pranab Rabha, so statement of accused Parnab Rabha was 
only  recorded.  Accused  Pranab  Rabha  in  his  statement 
recorded U/S 313 of Cr.P.C. denied the allegations levelled 
against him and pleaded that he is innocent. No defence 
witnesses has been examined.
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POINTS FOR DETERMINATION ARE  :
1. Whether  the  accused  persons 

committed  murder  of  deceased 
Tikun Kurmi as alleged?

2. Whether  accused  persons  were 
members  of  an  unlawful 
assembly with common object to 
commit murder Tikun Kurmi ?

3. Whether  accused  persons 
committed rioting being member 
of unlawful assembly ?

DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF :

I  have  heard  argument  advanced  by  the  learned 
counsels for both sides and perused the entire evidence on 
record.

Let  us  appreciate  the  evidence  on  record  to  see 
whether  the  prosecution  has  able  to  prove  the  charge 
framed against the accused persons or not.

Prosecution has examined the wife of the deceased 
Smti. Jyotshna Kurmi as P.W.-1. In her evidence she stated 
that  on  the  day  of  occurrence  her  husband went  to  the 
house of Rabin Rabha at 10:30 pm to bring chicken, but did 
not  return.  On the nest  day morning,  she was stated by 
Rabin Rabha that Pranab Rabha assaulted her husband and 
thereafter  her  husband was  left  in  the  Barduwar Bagan. 
Thereafter, injured Tikun Kurmi was taken to the Hospital. 
At the time of death, the deceased stated before her that 
Pranab Rabha assaulted  him on his  person.  On the  next 
day, Tikun kurmi expired and then she filed the ejahar on 
the matter. Ext.-1 is the FIR and Ext.-1(1) is her signature. 
In cross-examination she stated that her husband went to 
the house of Rabin Rabha with Bijoy Garh. At the time of 
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dying declaration, Babi Garh and Tengna Garh was present. 
She has further stated that army personnel hospitalized her 
husband after recovery. Her husband stated before her that 
Pranab Rabha called the army personnel and handed over 
him to them.

P.W.-2  Smti.  Kalpana  Rabha  has  stated  in  her 
evidence  that  on  the  day  of  occurrence  deceased  Tikun 
Kurmi and one Bijoy came to their house at about 9 p.m. 
Accused Pranab Rabha was in there house. She has further 
stated that accused Pranab Rabha dragged Tikun and Bijoy 
out  from  their  house  towards  the  main  road.  On  the 
following  day,  she  came  to  know  that  deceased  Tikun 
Kurmi is undergoing treatment in the Loharghat Hospital 
and on the next day Tikun expired in the hospital. Prior to 
death deceased Tikun disclosed that he was assaulted by 
accused Pranab Rabha, P.W.-2 stated. In cross-examination 
P.W.-2 stated that along with accused Pranab Rabha there 
was  also  some other  persons  but  due  to  lamp  light  she 
could not identify those persons. She was the eyewitness to 
the occurrence, she stated, but she has no knowledge as to 
who admitted the injured in the hospital. 

Another witness P.W.-3 Robin Rabha has stated in his 
evidence that on the day of occurrence, deceased and one 
Bijoy went to their house with a view to bring chicken at 10 
pm.  Meanwhile,  Pranab Rabha was  also  present  in  their 
house. He has stated that accused dragged Tikun out from 
their  house towards the road side and assaulted therein. 
Thereafter injured was hospitalized for treatment and on 
the next day, Tikun expired. He stated in cross-examination 
he he did not know who took Tikun to the hospital after the 
occurrence. He stated that now and then, Army personnel 
perform their patrolling duty at night in their locality but he 
could not say whether army personal took the deceased.
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Another witness Biswajit Das/P.W.4 has stated in his 
evidence that on the day of occurrence he along with one 
Dhiraj Kumar Das went to Mirza for collecting news. Some 
people  were  found  gathering  at  Palashbari  P.S.  He  has 
stated that police prepared one video C.D. He heard about 
murder of human being. In cross-examination he has stated 
that he alleged C.D. was not projected to them.

The doctor/P.W.-5 R. Chaliha deposed has stated in 
his evidence that on 26-05-2009, he performed postmortem 
examination on the dead body of Tikun Kurmi in connection 
with Palashbari P.S. G.D. Entry No. 681 dated 26-05-2009. 
Ext.-3 is the postmortem report and Ext.-3(1) and 3(2) are 
his  signature.  On  examination,  he  found  one  lacerated 
injury  over  the  left  eye  measuring  2  X  0.5  c.m.  In  his 
postmortem report  he has opined that  death was due to 
shock as a result of the injury to the stomach. All injuries 
are antemortem being caused by blunt  force  impact  and 
homicidal in nature. Approximate time of death is 12 to 24 
hours. The internal injuries are sufficient to cause death of 
a  person  in  the  ordinary  course  of  nature.  In  cross 
examination he has stated that no external  injury on the 
abdomen  of  the  deceased  was  found  while  performing 
postmortem examination. The lacerated injury found on the 
dead body of the deceased may be caused by falling.

Prosecution has examined Bijoy Garh as P.W.-6 and 
he  has  stated  that  on  the  day  of  occurrence  while  he 
himself  and  deceased  Tikun  Kurmi  were  sitting  in  the 
courtyard of Robin Rabha, accused Pranab Rabha dragged 
away  him  and  Tikun  Kurmi  towards  the  road  side  and 
assaulted both of them with lathi and fist blows. Later on, 
both of them were handed over to the Army Personal. He 
further stated that on the next day they were released by 
the Army Personal and he took the deceased to hospital for 
treatment. Thereafter, deceased was taken to his house and 
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later  on  Tikun  succumbed  to  his  injuries.  In  cross-
examination he has stated that army personal gave electric 
shock. Due to injury sustained, Tikun Kurmi was unable to 
speak.

P.W.-7  Md.  Faijur  Ali  has  stated  that  he  was  the 
driver of the vehicle of Alok Das which was requisitioned by 
police. Thereafter, police took the vehicle to Chanddubi. He 
has stated that he has nothing to say in this regard. He was 
not cross-examined by the defence.

The witness Biren Das/P.W.-8 has stated on the day of 
occurrence they went Palashbari P.S. hearing the news of 
murder of one man. He has further stated that video-graphy 
was done at the time of recording of statement of accused 
Pranab Rabha. In cross-examination P.W.-8 has stated that 
he was no knowledge as to why video-graphy was done.

Budhu @ Prabhu SarmaP.W.-9 has stated that on the 
day of occurrence, deceased Tikun Kurmi and Bijor Garh 
came to the house of Rabin Rabha while he was setting in 
their house..  Thereafter, accused Pranab Rabha and Raju 
Garh arrived therein  and dragged Tikun and Bijoy  away 
from the house of Robin Rabha. On the next morning he 
came to know that Tikun Kurmi died. He stated in cross-
examination that he has no knowledge wherefrom the dead 
body of the deceased was recovered. 

P.W.-10 S.I. Sri Anil Kr. Deka has stated that on the 
day of  occurrence at about 7:30 p.m. Marmeswar Rabha 
informed over telephone that injured Tikun Kurmi expired. 
Accordingly,  he  entered  the  information  in  the  general 
diary  Being  G.D.  Entry  No.  681  dated  26-05-2009  and 
started  investigation.  During  course  of  investigation,  he 
visited  the  place  of  occurrence.  The  dead  body  of  the 
deceased  was  found  lying  on  a  bed  with  injury  on  his 
person in his house. Thereafter, inquest was done by ASI 
Sanatan Hazarika. During course of investigation, the dead 
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body was sent for postmortem examination examined the 
witnesses, arrested the accused Pranab Rabha and Diganta 
Kalita, drew up sketch map of place of occurrence Ext.-8, 
made video-graphy while recording confessional statement 
of Pranab Rabha. Ext.-7 is the seizure list an Ext.-7(1) is his 
signature.  M.  Ext.-1  is  the  video  C.D.  On  that  day  one 
Jyotshna  Kurmi  lodged  formal  FIR  regarding  the 
occurrence  and  case  was  registered.  During  course  of 
investigation,  all  the  accused persons were  arrested and 
they are forwarded to the court of law and after completion 
of investigation, he submitted Sharge-Sheet Ext.-9 against 
the  accused  persons  U/S  302/147/34  of  I.P.C.  in  cross-
examination  he  has  stated  that  he  did  not  record  the 
statement of the informant Moremeswar Rabha. He neither 
recorded the statement of the doctor nor he inquired who 
took the injured to the hospital. As accused Pranab Rabha 
give his confessional statement, so he made video-graphy 
but  he  did  not  file  any  application  for  recording  such 
statement before court.

P.W.-11  Sri  Sanatan  Hazarika  the  another  ASI  has 
stated that on 26-05-2009 O/C Palashbari P.S. received an 
information about murder of Tikun Kurmi at Tiobari Gaon. 
Accordingly,  the  information  was  entered  in  the  general 
diary entry and he was directed to held inquest over the 
dead body of the deceased vide Ext.-2 is the inquest report. 
Thereafter,  he  sent  the  dead  body  for  postmortem 
examination. Thereafter, handed over the case diary to the 
O/C concerned P.S. In his cross-examination he stated that 
inquest was done in presence of the witnesses. The dead 
body was found in the house of the deceased. He has not 
inquired  wherefrom  the  dead  body  was  recovered,  he 
stated.

Initiating  the  argument,  the  learned  P.P.  Sri  H.  K. 
Deka has submitted that there is ample evidence on record 
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that it was the accused Pranab Rabha who attacked and as-
saulted deceased Tikun Kurmi as a result of which he suc-
cumbed to injuries and in view of the report of the M.O. 
that deceased died due to internal injuries sustained by him 
has proved the guilt of the accused. The evidences of P.W.-
2, P.W.-3 and P.W.-6 are relied on as eye witnesses by pro-
secution. It is further argued the accused also gave confes-
sional statement before police which was recorded by video 
clipping as such it can be held that it was none other than 
the accused Pranab Rabha who has committed the murder 
of the deceased Tikin Kurmi. 

On the other hand, the very thrust of defence argu-
ment  based  on  different  aspect  of  the  matter  and  the 
learned counsel Mr. Z Alam appearing on behalf of Pranab 
Rabha has highlighted different point which has skipped by 
the prosecution. In the instant case, it may be mentioned 
here that though there are seven accused persons stood tri-
al but none of the prosecution witnesses has implicated any 
of  the  accused  persons  other  than  the  accused  Pranab 
Rabha in course of trial due to which argument has been 
advanced only on behalf of the accused Pranab Rabha.

The learned defence counsel for the accused Pranab 
Rabha has vehemently attacked the prosecution case on the 
following grounds:

1. FIR was filed after two days of occurrence without 
any explanation.

2. The  vital  witness  Sri  Tirtha  Jyoti  Medhi  who  first 
found and took the deceased to the hospital is not ex-
amined by prosecution.

3. The person Mormeswar Rabha who first informed the 
police about the occurrence and on the basis of which 
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G.D. Entry was entered, is not examined by prosecu-
tion. The FIR filed subsequently can only be treated 
as statement. 

4. The evidence of medical officer cannot be relied upon 
to implicate the accused as because in his report it-
self he has stated that the deceased sustained simple 
injury  near the eye and all  other  organs are found 
healthy. But in his opinion it is stated that due to in-
jury  sustained  in  the  stomach  by  deceased  suc-
cumbed to injuries.  There is no evidence on record 
that deceased was dealt with injury at his stomach. 

5. The evidence of P.W.-8 as well as P.W.-10 (I.O.) can-
not be acted upon as regard video recording firstly 
because the said video clipping was not displayed in 
the court and secondly because no confessional state-
ment given to the police cannot be used against him.

6. I.O did not find any injury on the body of deceased 
person as per inquest report.

7. Army took the person on the day of occurrence and 
admittedly  deceased  was  given  electric  shock  by 
army and after two days of occurrence, the deceased 
succumbed to his injuries.

Now let  us  appreciate  the  submissions  of  both 
sides. After scrutiny of the evidence in true perspective 
of the matter we will find that there is much substance 
in the submission of the defence argument. Let us first 
take note of the FIR and circumstances as has been 
pointed out by the defence. The informant herself has 
mentioned  in  the  FIR  Ext.-1  that  accused  Pranab 
Rabha and Babul  Rabha dragged away her  husband 
from the house of Rabin Rabha/P.W.-3 and P.W.-2 (wife 
of  Rabin  Rabha)  on  24-05-09  but  she  has  not  men-
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tioned as to why she remained silent for 2 (two) days 
without informing police and only after death of Tikun 
Kurmi she lodged FIR. How she could remain content 
if her husband did not return home at night. Further, 
she was reported by P.W.-3 that accused Pranab Rabha 
has assaulted her husband and has been thrown at the 
Barduar Tea Estate  and thereafter  her husband was 
taken to hospital in injured condition. So, according to 
her, her husband was found in tea garden and in cross-
examination it is stated that one Tithojyoti Medhi took 
her husband to hospital. But the other witness P.W.-6 
Bijay Garh who happened to present with the deceased 
at the time of occurrence has not supported the evid-
ence of P.W.-1. The said P.W.-6 has stated that after in-
flicting injury the accused handed over of them to the 
Army Personnel who kept them for the whole night and 
Army personnel  gave them electric shock and there-
after  they  were  released.  Obviously,  the  deceased 
Tikun Kurmi as well as P.W.-6 was taken by army per-
sonnel immediately after the occurrence and in the cir-
cumstances there is reason to doubt upon the authenti-
city of the evidence of P.W.-1. More so, the FIR indic-
ated the name of two persons Pranab and Babul along 
with another unknown 4/5 persons involved in the oc-
currence.  But  peculiarly  enough it  is  found that  the 
said informant has not uttered a single word about the 
involvement of any other persons apart from accused 
Pranab Rabha in her evidence during trial. In the same 
way  the  P.W.-6  has  only  implicated  accused  Pranab 
Rabha and none others, then how the name of other 
accused inserted into the FIR which has again raised 
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suspicion on the FIR. It is to be noted that it is a case 
of murder and not a game of hide and chick to say any-
thing as they like. 

The  criminal  law  was  set  into  motion  on  the 
telephonic message given by one Mormeswar Rabha 
and a G.D. Entry No.681 dated 26.05.2009 was made 
on the effect and the investigation started after receipt 
of said information and the FIR filed by the informant 
is  subsequent  thereto,  apparently  is  a  statement,  as 
has  been  held  by  the  Hon’ble  Gauhati  High  Court 
(2010) Crl.L.J. 781 wherein it has been observed that 
statement  in  the  form  of  ejahar  lodged  after  police 
investigation has already started, inasmuch as police 
on  being  orally  informed  about  occurrence,  had 
already visited place of  occurrence and inquest over 
the dead body had been held. So it can not be legally 
treated as FIR. 

In  another  case  law  (2010)  Crl.L.J.  805  it  has 
been held that GD entry recorded by I.O. on the basis 
of telephonic message and on being satisfied about the 
case  of  homicide  proceeded  to  conduct  the 
investigation,  should  be  treated  as  FIR.  Now in  the 
instant case admittedly  the I.O.  started investigation 
immediately  after  receipt  of  telephonic  information 
and made GD Entry and the informant filed the FIR 
much later than that and in view of the position of law 
such FIR is nothing but a mere statement. Further, it is 
seen that the content of FIR is not corroborated by the 
informant as well as her other witnesses as has been 
mentioned above.
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The  said  GD  Entry  has  been  exhibited  by 

prosecution  as  Ext.-10  which  reveals  no  name  of 
assailant  and has  simply  reported  that  due  to  some 
quarrel  and altercation  with  some unknown persons 
Tikun Kurmi has died, vide GD Entry No.681 dated 26-
05-2009 received at 7:30 a.m. and the FIR was lodged 
on  the  same very  day  at  3:00  p.m.  vide  G.D.  Entry 
No.690. In the backdrop non-examination of Tirthajyoti 
Medhi and Mormeswar Rabha to unfold the real fact is 
found to fatal to the prosecution. 

On the next the evidence of M.O. cannot be used 
conclusively  against  the  accused  to  arrive  at  the 
finding that Tikun Kurmi died out of the injury caused 
by the accused Pranab Rabha. As because the so-called 
eye witness has stated that accused Pranab Rabha has 
simply gave fist and blow to the deceased Tikun Kurmi 
without mentioning the part of the body and M.O. also 
found  simple  injury  near  the  eye  and then  how the 
deceased sustained internal  injury at  stomach is  not 
explained the prosecution. At the juncture ,it cannot be 
negativated  that  the  deceased might  have  sustained 
such internal injury while he was under the custody of 
army personnel.

As  regards  the  credibility  of  the  eye  witnesses 
P.W.-2, P.W.-3 and P.W.-6 as we found that they are 
giving contradictory statement on material aspect. In 
her statement P.W.-2 has stated that accused Pranab 
Rabha was sitting their house prior to arrival of Tikun 
and Bijoy and he dragged away the  deceased Tikun 
and Bijoy from their house. But P.W.-3 has stated that 
after arrival  of  Tikun and Bijoy,  the accused Pranab 
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entered into their house and dragged away deceased 
Tikun  and  began  to  assault  him.  He  has  not 
mentioned about  Bijoy  in  the  episode.  On the  other 
hand  P.W.-6  has  stated  that  accused  Pranab  Rabha 
dragged away  both  of  them and also  assaulted 
both of  them.  P.W.-9 has  also  stated  that  accused 
Pranab  Rabha  came  and  taken  away  both  deceased 
and P.W.-6, but he has not uttered a single word about 
any assault made by accused persons. That apart none 
of them have mentioned about presence of any other 
accused persons as has been indicated in the FIR.  In 
the  back  drop,  uncorroborated  testimony  of  P.W.-1 
regarding dying declaration made by deceased before 
her is highly unsafe to rely on. 

Further it is to be noted that both P.W.-2 and 3 
are closely related to the deceased Tikun Kurmi and as 
such very much interested witness and in view of the 
same and contradictory statement given by them has 
made their evidence unreliable. Their another conduct 
is also noted that if the deceased was actually taken 
away from their house by assaulting by the accused, 
then  why  they  did  not  immediately  informed  to  the 
police  or  to  the  wife  of  victim  or  to  the  concerned 
gaonburha. They kept mum till the death of deceased 
and only after two days of occurrence the FIR was filed 
which  has  made  their  testimony  doubtful.  There  is 
reason to believe that these witnesses have suppressed 
the  material  fact  which  has  resulted  in  severe 
inconsistency in their evidence. 

Another  vital  aspect  of  the  prosecution  case 
which has hammered the whole case and has raised 
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doubt  over  the  authenticity  of  allegation  as  well  as 
involvement of the accused with the offence charged is 
that, there is a missing link in the prosecution case, 
which, could not be explained by prosecution in any 
manner.  Admittedly,  by  the  P.W.-1  and  P.W.-6  the 
deceased as well as the P.W.-6 was submitted to army 
immediately  after  the  occurrence  on  24-05-2009  at 
night about  10-30 pm and on the next  day morning 
they  were  released  by  army and  electric  shock  was 
given  to  the  deceased  as  well  as  to  P.W.-6.  So  the 
torture by the army has come in to play which unveiled 
another possibility that such torture might have caused 
death  of  the  deceased  Tikun  Kurmi.  The  another 
pertinent aspect which deserved consideration is that 
had  the  accused  intention  to  cause  death  of  the 
deceased Tikun then why he would submit said Tikun 
Kurmi to army? In such scenario the answer given by 
the accused Pranab Rabha U/S 313 Cr.P.C. appears to 
be  plausible  explanation  of  the  occurrence.  In  his 
statement he has stated that while returning from duty 
he found the deceased and Bijoy creating hulla on the 
road  by  taking  alcohol,  so  the  army  personnel  took 
Tikun and Bijoy from the road. In the circumstances, 
theory of last seen together  can not be applied to this 
case as has  been held by the Hon’ble  Gauhati  High 
Court (2010) Crl.L.J 2282 as below:

“The last seen theory comes into play where the 
time gap between the point of time when the accused 
and  deceased  were  last  seen  alive  and  when  the 
deceased is found death is so small that possibility of 
any  other  person  other  than  the  accused  being  the 
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author of crime became impossible. Even in such case 
the court should look for some corroboration. Where 
the  time  gap  between  the  point  of  time  where  the 
deceased and the accused were last seen together and 
the  dead  body  of  the  deceased  was  recovered  was 
more than 24 hours, the trial court should not believe 
such last seen theory normally'. 

It is also further held that suspicion can not be 
treated  as  proof  of  guilt  of  accused  in  such  back 
ground.

The Hon’ble Supreme Court also held in (2004) 
10 SCC 699 that suspicion however grave can not take 
the place of proof. There is a long distance between 
“may  be”  and  “must  be”.  In  criminal  trial 
presumption of innocence by accused is a human right 
and when there is possibility of two views one of which 
aimed at the innocence of accused then the view which 
favours the accused should be up-held. 

Lastly,  the  evidence  of  P.W.-8  and 
10/Investigating Officer  regarding recording of video 
in  the  police  station  as  regard  the  confessional 
statement given by the accused is totally inadmissible 
as per the Sec. 25 and 26 of the Evidence Act. In 2010 
(4) GLT 538 it has been held that these two sections 
put a complete bar on admissibility of confession made 
to  a  police  officer.  The  I.O.  made  no  prayer  for 
recoding of confessional statement of accused as per 
law and has acted on the contrary of the statue which 
is not permissible. The prosecution case is based on 
concoction and surmised, without any convincing and 
cogent  evidence  to  inspire  confidence  on  the 
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credibility of witnesses. The evidence on record found 
wholly unreliable.

From what has been discussed above it can be 
safely  concluded  that  the  prosecution  has  failed  to 
prove  the  ingredient  of  Sec.  299  IPC  beyond  all 
reasonable  doubt  that  accused  caused  such  bodily 
injury to the deceased with intention of causing death 
of Tikun Kurmi to make him liable for punishment U/S 
302  IPC  as  a  result  of  which  accused  is  liable  to 
acquitted on benefit of doubt. In the same way there is 
no iota  of  evidence in support  of  unlawful  assembly 
and rioting.

Accordingly, I find and hold that accused persons 
are not guilty U/S 302/147/149 IPC and I acquit all of 
them  on  benefit  of  doubt  and  set  them  liberty 
forthwith.

Given under my hand and seal of the court on this 2nd 

day of February, 2012

Dictated & Corrected by me Sessions Judge
Kamrup, Guwahati 

Sessions Judge
Kamrup, Guwahati 
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A P P E N D I X

Witnesses for the prosecution:

P.W.-1 Smti. Jyotshna Kurmi 

P.W.-2 Smti Kalpana Rabha

P.W.-3 Robin Rabha

P.W.-4 Biswajit Das

P.W.-5 Dr. R. Chaliha

P.W.-6 Bijoy Garh

P.W.-7 Md. Faijul Ali

P.W.-8 Biren Das

P.W.-9 Bubhu @ Prabhu Sarma

P.W.-10 Anil Kr Deka

P.W.-11 Sanatan Hazarika 

Exhibits for the prosecution:

Ext.-1 Ejahar

Ext.-2 Inquest Report

Ext.-3 Postmortem Report

Ext.-4 Command Certificate

Ext.-5 Forwarding Letter

Ext.-6 Dead body Challan

Ext.-7 Seizure List

Ext.-8 Sketch Map

Ext.- 9 Charge Sheet

Ext.-10 Extra Copy of Palashbari P.S. 
   GD Entry No. 681 date 26-05-2010

Sessions Judge
Kamrup, Guwahati
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