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::::::: IN THE COURT OF SUB-DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE (M), SADIYA, ::::::  

TINSUKIA: ASSAM 

G.R CASE NO: 01 OF 2016 

U/ Sec 341/323/34 OF IPC 

STATE OF ASSAM 

.……… PROSECUTOR 

-Vs.- 

1. SRI RANJIT GOGOI 

S/O: TULESHWAR GOGOI 

ADDRESS: NATUN BALIJAN  

P.S.: CHENG CHUP CHARIALI, DIST: TINSUKIA, ASSAM 

2. SRI PUNA RAM DEORI 

S/O: LATE PHULEN DEORI 

ADDRESS: SUN PARA DEORI GAON  

P.S.: CHENG CHUP CHARIALI, DIST: TINSUKIA, ASSAM 

.......……ACCUSED 

PRESENT: SALEH AHAMMAD, LL.M. AJS 

SUB-DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE (M), SADIYA 

TINSUKIA 

FOR THE STATE:  Mrs. SULEKHA KAR, LEARNED ASST.PP  

FOR THE ACCUSED: Mr. PUTUKAN CHIRIN, LEARNED ADVOCATE 

OFFENCE EXPLAINED ON:   27/09/16 

EVIDENCE RECORDED ON: 02/11/16, 04/02/17, 23/03/17, 12/07/17, 05/02/18, 05/03/18 & 

26/03/18 

ARGUMENT HEARD ON: 29/03/18 

JUDGMENT DELIVERED ON: 06/04/18 

JUDGMENT: 

1. The genesis of this case had its roots with the lodging of the First Information Report 

(in short as FIR) wherein the informant has alleged that on 05/01/16 at about 6:30 
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p.m. when the informant came in search of his nephew at the SUN PURA JYOTI 

CLUB where the magic play was in its full swing and at that time the accused RANJIT 

GOGOI & PUNA DEORI had wrongfully restrained him inside the arena and thereby 

had assaulted him with hands & legs. This had caused grievous injuries to him. 

Finally, he lodged the FIR. The criminal law was set in motion with the lodging of this 

FIR.     

2. Accordingly, the case was registered as CHENG CHUP CHARIALI P.S case No. 01/16 

u/s 341/325/34 of IPC and S.I. TANKESHWAR DAS was entrusted to investigate the 

case and finally the charge-sheet was submitted by him u/sec 341/323/34 of IPC. 

3. The accused persons appeared before the court and they were allowed to go on bail 

and as per provisions of sec 207 CrPC. The copy was furnished to the accused 

persons. After hearing both sides offences u/s 341/323/34 of IPC was read over and 

explained to the accused persons to which they pleaded not guilty and claimed to be 

tried by my learned predecessor.  

4. In this case the prosecution has examined as many as 7 PW’S to prove this case. The 

statements of the accused persons are hereby recorded and their pleas are of total 

denial. The defence had adduced 5 DW’S from their side.  

5. After hearing the learned counsel of both sides and after perusal of the case record I 

do hereby framed the following as point of determination. 

POINT OF DETERMINATION 

POINT FOR DETERMINATION NO.1:  

Whether the accused persons in furtherance of common intention had 

wrongfully restraint the informant at 6:30 p.m. at the arena of SUN PURA 

JYOTI CLUB where magic play was being performed & when the informant 

was on his way in search of his nephew and thereby committed an offence 

punishable U/sec 341/34 of IPC? 

POINT FOR DETERMINATION NO.2:  

Whether the accused persons in furtherance of common intention had 

voluntarily caused hurt to the complainant at the same time & place & 

thereby committed an offence punishable u/s 323/34 of IPC? 

Discussion, Decision and Reasons there on:  

For the sake of convenience both the points are clubbed together: 

1. PW-1 JANMI BURAGOHAIN in his evidence has deposed that the occurrence took 

place on 05/01/16 at 6:00 p.m. in the evening at the CHUNGPURA NAGAON area 

where the magic were being displayed. He went in search of his nephew BIKRAM 
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BURA GOHAIN. The accused were the members of magic committee. The accused 

persons were performing magic and when he entered into the auditorium where the 

program was on its way the accused RANJIT GOGOI had caught hold of his 

forehead and thereby had assaulted him on the front side of his body as well as on 

his face and blood came out of his nose. It was PUNA DEORI who had given him a 

blow on his head.  He lodged the FIR after coming to the police station. EXT 1 IS 

THE FIR, EXT 1(1) IS HIS SIGNATURE. The police took him for medical examination.  

2. During his cross examination he stated that when the magic was being performed 

he wanted to enter through the ticket check gate. He didn’t had any ticket. He 

wanted to enter into the auditorium without having any ticket. It was his nephew, 

BINOD BURAGOHAIN, CHENGCHUP police stations police namely SONUWAL who 

came there and they saw that the accused had assaulted the informant. At that time 

they were outside the auditorium. The suggestions put forward are of total denial. 

3. PW-2 BIKRAM BURA GOHAIN in his evidence has deposed that the occurrence took 

place on 05/01/16 at 6:30 p.m. He went there along with his friend. He saw that the 

magic play was on its way and there was gathering of public. He went near to the 

place and saw that blood was oozing out from the nose of the informant. He came 

to know that RANJIT & PUNNA had assaulted the informant. He saw the incident 

from a place. After sometime the police came and took them to the place station. 

He also went to the police station and his uncle (KHURA) lodged the FIR.  

4. During his cross examination he stated that he was standing at a distance of 20 

meters from the place of occurrence. The police reached the place of occurrence 

before he could reach the crime scene. It is difficult to identify people from the place 

where he was standing. He came to know from his uncle that the accused persons 

assaulted his uncle.  

5. PW-3 BINOD BURA GOHAIN in his evidence has deposed that it was in the year 

2016 when the theatre was on its way at the CHUNGPURA AMARGAN School. The 

informant went inside in search of his nephew to the theatre. The accused was the 

franchisee of the theatre. The accused enquired about the ticket from the informant. 

There was an altercation between them and the accused had assaulted the 

informant. The accused had assaulted the informant with fist and blows. He was 

nearby and he saw it.  

6. At the time of cross examination he stated that he was standing near the entry gate. 

He heard that the informant came in search of his nephew JUGEN @ PAPU. The 

informant wanted to enter without ticket in the arena. The exchange of blows took 
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place between both parties. 

7. PW-4 MUKUT BARUAH in his evidence has deposed that the incident took place in 

the evening at 6/7 p.m. about two years back. He went to watch a magic show and 

he heard that there was a quarrel between someone. He didn’t know the details of 

the incident. 

8. The learned defence counsel had declined to cross examine PW4. 

9. PW-5 MANAB KUMAR SONUWAL in his evidence has deposed that the incident took 

place in JANUARY, 2016 at about 6:00 P.M. in the evening. There was a magic show 

at SONPURA. He was on duty at the magic show and he could see that a quarrel 

took place at the gate where platform ticket were issued. He went and saw that the 

two accused persons had assaulted the informant. There was bleeding from the 

nose of the informant. He took the informant to CHENGCHUP CHARIALI and handed 

over him to the O/C of the said P.S. Thereafter he left for his duty.  

10. During his cross examination he stated that the quarrel took place outside the 

auditorium at the gate. He was not nearby when the quarrel started. Later on, after 

hearing the hue & cry he went to the place of occurrence. There was light at the 

time of occurrence. When the incident took place the magic show didn’t started. 

There were several persons at the place of occurrence. He didn’t saw that the 

accused persons beating the informant but he saw that there was bleeding from the 

nose of the informant. It was told to him by the informant that the accused persons 

assaulted. The suggestions put forward are of total denial. 

11. PW-6 Dr. AMAR JYOTI SAIKIA in his evidence has deposed that on 05/01/16 he was 

on duty at the CHAPAKHOWA FRU as Sr. M & HO and on that day he had examined 

one JANMI BOR GOHAIN, age 40 years on police requisition who was escorted by 

HG KAMAL GOGOI of CHENG CHUP CHARIALI P.S. and found the following: (A) 

Abrasion injury on his nose, in his opinion: Nature of injury is simple, fresh and 

caused by blunt weapon. EXT 2 IS THE INJURY REPORT, EXT 2(1) IS HIS 

SIGNATURE. 

12. During his cross examination he stated that he didn’t mention the time of 

examination, requisition number, registration number and serial number in EXT 2.  

13. PW-7 TANKESHWAR DAS in his evidence has deposed that on 05/01/16 he was 

posted as O/C CHING CHUP CHARIALI and on that day one FIR was lodged by 

JANMI BURA GOHAIN and the case was registered by him and he had himself 

entrusted him for investigation. He had send the injured/informant for medical 

examination. He went to the place of occurrence, recorded the statements of the 
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witnesses & prepared the sketch map. He arrested the accused persons and as the 

offences were bailable in nature he allowed them to go on bail. He collected the 

medical report and after completing the investigation he submitted charge sheet 

against the accused persons U/SEC 341/323/34 OF IPC. EXT 3 IS THE SKECTH MAP, 

EXT 3(1) IS HIS SIGNATURE, EXT 4 IS THE CHARGE SHEET, EXT 4(1) IS HIS 

SIGNATURE.  

14. During his cross examination he stated that the occurrence took place outside the 

theatre hall and it was infront of the gate. Manab Sonuwal was an eye witness to 

the incident. There was presence of BIKASH BURA GOHAIN, MUKUT BARUAH & 

BINOD BURA GOHAIN in the place of occurrence and he met them as eye witness in 

this case. The injured was examined at CHAPAKHOWA FRU.  

Evidence from the side of defence  

15. DW1 in his evidence has deposed that the magic play started between 5:00 P.M. to 

6:00 P.M. At the day of incident he was on duty at the gate along with RANJIT. 

JANMI BORGOHAIN didn’t had a ticket and he entered inside. They took out JANMI 

and they were forced to hand over him to the police. It was JANMI who shouted and 

the police took him. On the next day they received a news from the police that a 

case has been levelled against them. They also made an allegation against the 

informant JANMI that he was shouting and they didn’t know whether any action was 

taken by the police.  

16. During his cross examination he stated that he was on duty at the gate and at the 

time of occurrence there was no gathering of masses. The suggestion put forward is 

of total denial. 

17. DW2 in his evidence has deposed that he was a member of the magic play 

committee. On the first day it was JANMI BURA GOHAIN who wanted to enter into 

the auditorium without ticket. They tried to make him understand and he was asked 

to go outside. The police was on duty and he heard that the police took JANMI.  

18. During his cross examination he stated that the occurrence took place outside the 

magic play auditorium. The suggestion put forward is of total denial. 

19. DW3 in his evidence has deposed that he was inside the auditorium and he heard 

the noise and he came out. He saw that the accused persons were taking out JANMI 

BURA GOHAIN. There was an act of shoving and he was taken outside. JANMI was 

taken by the police. He didn’t had any idea if any case was lodged by JANMI BOR 

GOHAIN.  
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20. During his cross examination the suggestion put forward is of total denial. 

21. DW4 in his evidence has deposed that he heard a noise near the auditorium and 

there was a person named JANMI who wanted to enter the auditorium by force. 

There was an act of shoving ( in Assamese ”THELA THELI”). He was asked to go out 

and he didn’t had a ticket. The police came and took him. There was an FIR lodged 

by the committee consisting of 15 members before the police station against JANMI. 

He didn’t had any idea what happened to that case.  

22. During his cross examination he stated that PUNA RAM & RANJIT were there at the 

gate. There was an act of shoving at the gate. There was no such act of assault.  

23. DW5 in his evidence has deposed that at about 6:30 p.m./7:00 P.M. the program 

was about to begin and at that time JANMI BURA GOHAIN had entered the 

auditorium without ticket and because of it he was taken out of the auditorium as 

he was without ticket. The police was not present nearby. They came to know on 

the next day that the police took him. They came to know that JANMI had lodged a 

case against them.  

24.  The suggestion put forward is of total denial during his cross examination.  

I have heard the arguments of the learned ASST.PP & the learned defence 

counsel  

25. From the perusal of the evidence of the PW’S it appears that the offences which has 

been levelled against the accused are u/sec 341/323/34 of IPC.  

26. In relation to section 341 of IPC one needs to have a look at it. The penal section is 

341 of IPC and the definition is provided u/s 339 of IPC. Section 339 of IPC lays 

down, “Whoever voluntarily obstructs any person so as to prevent that person from 

proceeding in any direction in which that person has a right to proceed, is said 

wrongfully to restrain that person.” (Exception) —The obstruction of a private way 

over land or water which a person in good faith believes himself to have a lawful 

right to obstruct, is not an offence within the meaning of this section.  

27. In this case one needs to have a close look at the ingredients of section 341 of IPC. 

On close perusal it appears that the prosecution has to prove that the accused had 

obstructed voluntarily, the obstruction had prevented the victim from proceeding in 

any direction & the victim had every right to proceed in that direction.  

28. On close scrutiny of the evidence of PW’S it appears that the informant/victim was 

obstructed from proceeding at the auditorium on the fateful day where the magic 

play was going on. However, it has also been admitted by PW1 during his cross 

examination that he didn’t had a ticket and he wanted to go inside. This clearly 

http://indiankanoon.org/doc/181171924/
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makes out from the evidence of PW1 that the informant/victim didn’t had any right 

to proceed in the right in which he had proceeded. The entry into the auditorium 

cannot be claimed as a right to enter when the informant didn’t had any ticket with 

him. The said evidence has been brought to light from the side of defence and it 

appears in the evidence of DW1 to DW5 whereby the prosecution side during the 

cross examination couldn’t prove that the informant/victim had a ticket with him.  

29. This becomes quite clear that when the informant didn’t had any right to move in 

the direction i.e. towards the auditorium where the magic performance took place 

the accused persons had every right to stop him. Hence, it appears that when the 

informant didn’t had any right to proceed in that direction the accused persons 

cannot be held liable for the offence of wrongful restraint. It appears that the 

prosecution side has failed to bring out the ingredients of section 341/34 of IPC.  

30. Now let me proceed with the second important issue which deals with the 

offence of voluntarily causing hurt to the informant/victim in furtherance 

of common intention.  

31. This is quite apparent that on the fateful evening of 05/01/16 at 6:00 p.m. there 

was an occurrence which took place and this cannot denied at all. It is crystal clear 

from the evidence of PW’S that the informant i.e. the victim of this case was 

assaulted by the accused persons while he tried enter into the auditorium where in 

the magic play was being played. On close scrutiny it appears that the accused 

persons had assaulted the victim/injured of this case on his nose. If one peeps into 

the evidence of PW1 it appears that the accused had assaulted the informant on his 

face and thereby blood came out of his nose. During the cross examination of PW1 

the defence side has failed to roll out the ball in their favour and it appears that 

PW1 had tested the fire of cross examination and during the cross examination 

battle it came to light that it was the nephew of the informant, one BINIOD 

BURAHGOHAIN & one SONUWAL had seen that the accused persons had assaulted 

the informant i.e. the injured of this case. The evidence of PW1 has its sufficient 

corroboration with the evidence of other PW’S. Now, during the cross examination of 

PW2 & PW5 it appears that the evidence of PW2 & PW5 are partly hearsay 

evidence. However, from the evidence of DW’S it appears that there was an act of 

shoving which came to light during the evidence of DW3 & DW4. This clearly proves 

the fact that there was something which took place and cannot be denied that 

nothing had taken place.  

32. On close scrutiny of the evidence of PW2 it appears that he saw blood which was 
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oozing out of the nose of the informant and he came to know that the accused did 

it. During his cross examination it has also come to light that PW2 came to know 

from his uncle that the accused assaulted his uncle. However, even if it appears 

during the cross examination of PW2 it is difficult to identify people from the place 

where he was standing. But this plea cannot be accepted because the accused 

persons had been identified by the informant as well as the other PW’S. It has 

admitted by DW1 during his cross examination that there was no such huge rush at 

the gate. At this stage, let us have a look at the evidence of PW5 and it appears that 

the accused had assaulted the informant. But during his cross examination he stated 

that after hearing the hue & cry PW5 went there. It has also been admitted by PW5 

that he didn’t saw the accused assaulted the informant but he saw that blood was 

oozing out of the nose of the informant. It has been highlighted during the cross 

examination of PW5 that the informant had informed him that the accused had 

assaulted the informant.  

33. Now, on the other hand it appears that the star witness of the defence side i.e. DW1 

& DW5 had stood to the fact that the informant cum victim was taken out of the 

place where the magic was performed. But they didn’t forward any light upon the 

fact that there was an act of shoving which took place there. It has also been 

admitted by DW1,DW2 & DW3 that the presence of the police has been confirmed 

by the DW’S. However, DW4 & DW5 had stated that the police was not nearby and 

one DW4 had stated that the police came and took JANMI BURA GOHAIN. Now, it 

appears that the evidence of PW5 i.e. MANAB KUMAR SONUWAL who was the 

MAJOR HABILDAR on duty. This is quite evident to find out the truth and quest for 

justice this court needs to have a look at the evidence of PW5.  

34. Now, the evidence of PW2 & PW5 cannot be thrown away even if the evidence of 

PW2 & PW5 appears to be partly hearsay evidence. The evidence of PW2 & PW5 

had faced the test of cross examination and the truth came to light that the accused 

assaulted the informant and because of it he had sustained injuries in his nose.  

35. At this juncture, let us have a look at the evidence of PW3 and it appears that there 

was an altercation and the accused assaulted the informant with fist & blows and he 

saw it. During his cross examination it has been stated that there was exchange of 

blows between the parties. In this case, it is quite certain that there might have 

been exchange of blows between both parties but however this view has come to 

light during the evidence of PW3 only. However, it is quite clear that the accused 

persons had assaulted the informant.  
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36. At this stage, let us have a look at the evidence of PW6 i.e. M/O and it appears from 

the evidence of M/O that the injured had sustained injuries on his nose and it was a 

simple injury which was caused by blunt object. But during the cross examination 

the learned defence side had raised the issue about the technicalities in the medical 

report i.e. EXT 2. In this regard, I would like to point it out that the evidence of PW6 

i.e. M/O cannot be wiped merely because of technical errors. It is apparent that the 

medical officer is an expert and the opinion of an expert cannot be accepted until 

and unless there is corroboration in the evidence of PW’S. In this case, there is 

sufficient evidence and corroboration in the evidence of PW’S and this has also been 

supported by the medical report.  

37. It is a clear principle of criminal law that the prosecution side must come up with 

clean hands and in this case also even if the evidence of DW1, DW2 & DW5 are 

accepted to be gospel’s truth but the said fact couldn’t be proved by the defence 

side during their examination. The medical report speaks itself that the injured had 

sustained injuries in his nose. This evidence of the medical officer cannot be thrown 

out and it has sufficient corroboration with the evidence of PW’S.  

38. There was no such suggestion nor did any view or opinion raise by the defence side 

that the injured might have sustained injuries by falling on hard substance or rough 

substance. However, during the cross examination of PW5 it appears that the 

learned defence counsel had raised the plea there was an act of shoving and the 

injured sustained injuries due to falling down. But in this case, the view couldn’t be 

proved by the defence side. Now, during the evidence of DW’S it has come to light 

that there was an act of shoving which took place but the said fact can be accepted 

that when the informant cum injured was taken out of the auditorium he was having 

no ticket with him. But the fact that what was the force used by the said act of 

shoving couldn’t be proved by the defence side. This is evident from the perusal of 

EXT 2 that the injured was examined on 05/01/16 and it has been mentioned by the 

medical officer that the injury was fresh injury. This is evident that the injured had 

sustained injuries.  

39. The prosecution side has also examined the I/O as PW7. It appears during the cross 

examination of PW7 and it has been admitted by the I/O i.e. PW4 was an eye 

witness to the incident. But on close perusal of the evidence of PW4 it appears that 

he didn’t saw the incident and he had no idea about the incident.  

40. During the evidence of DW1 & DW4 it appears that they had also lodged a case 

against the informant but they didn’t know what happened to the said case. It is 
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quite clear that the I/O was examined as PW7 but during the cross examination of 

I/O no such question was put forward to the I/O so as to bring to light about the 

cross case. There was no such document produced nor it was marked as Exhibit to 

prove the fact that the accused persons had lodged a case along with the committee 

members against the injured cum informant. In such a case, it cannot be accepted 

that there was another case lodged by the accused persons.  

41. This clearly proves that the accused persons had assaulted the informant/injured 

and thereby he had sustained injuries in his nose.  

42. Now, let us have a look whether the accused persons had common intention to 

commit the offence.  

43. It is a well-known principle of criminal law that common intention may be developed 

on the spot also. The object of common intention can be proved either from direct 

evidence or by inference from the acts or attending circumstances and conduct of 

the parties. In this case, in order to establish the fact of common intention one 

needs to have a look at the evidence of PW’S. On close perusal of the evidence of 

PW’S as well as DW’S it appears that the accused persons were franchisee of the 

magic play which was being performed at the auditorium. On the other hand, when 

PW1 wanted to enter into the auditorium the accused persons who were standing 

on the entry gate wanted to check the ticket and it has been admitted by PW1 that 

he didn’t had any ticket. However, the accused RANJIT GOGOI had caught hold of 

his forehead and thereby had assaulted him on the front side of his body as well as 

on his face and blood came out of his nose. It was PUNA DEORI who had given him 

a blow on his head. In this case, it is quite clear that when one of the accused 

RANJIT GOGOI had assaulted the informant the other accused PUNA DEORI also 

participated in the same transaction and thereby assaulted the informant. This 

makes it quite clear that the common intention to assault the informant grew up at 

the said moment of time when one of the accused assaulted the informant. A clear 

inference can be drawn from the evidence of the PW’S that the accused had the 

common intention to assault the informant.  

44. Hence, it becomes quite clear that the prosecution has been able to prove the 

offences u/sec 323/34 of IPC. Hence, it becomes quite clear that the prosecution 

has failed to prove the ingredients of section 341/34 of IPC.  

45. Finally I am of the opinion that the accused persons are involved in the said crime 

and all the ingredients U/sec 323/34 of IPC has been proved by the prosecution by 

relying upon 7 PW’s and hence the accused persons are held guilty for an offences 
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U/sec 323/34 of IPC. However, the prosecution side has failed to prove the offence 

u/sec 341/34 of IPC.  

46. Now let me considered whether the accused persons are entitled to get 

benefit of probation in this case. 

47. From the perusal of the evidence on record it seems clearly that the accused 

persons had the common intention to commit the said offence. In the light of 

growing crime rate in society and social environment of villages/towns/cities such 

crime should not go unpunished and the offences being grave and serious one & the 

accused are not entitled to get any benefit. 

48. Considering all aspects I decide that the accused persons will not be released on 

probation as per sec 3 and sec 4 of the Probation of Offenders Act 1960. 

 

HEARING OF POINT OF SENTENCE 

49. Now I propose to pass appropriate sentence after hearing the convicts. Heard the 

convicts on the point of sentence. They have prayed mercy of the court considering 

their family, job and future life. I have heard the learned defence counsel and the 

learned Asst. P.P. The learned Asst. P.P has submitted that the accused persons 

should get adequate amount of punishment and the learned defence counsel had 

submitted that the court may be lenient on the accused persons on the point of 

sentence as the accused persons are having their family and future life.  

ORDER 

50. As a result the accused persons are hereby convicted of the offences 

leveled against him U/sec 323/34 of IPC. Having regard to the nature of 

offence submission of the convicts as well as after hearing the learned 

defence counsel and the learned Asst. P.P and circumstances of the 

present case I hereby sentence the accused persons namely RANJIT 

GOGOI & PUNA RAM DEORI U/sec 323/34 of IPC to pay a fine of Rs. 

1000/- (Rupees one thousand) each I/d undergo simple imprisonment of 

three (3) months each. The fine amount of (Rs. 2000/- in total) if realized 

be given to the victim/injured person. The accused persons are acquitted 

of the offences u/sec 341/34 of IPC.  

The period of detention already undergone by the accused persons in 

judicial custody during the investigation, the enquiry or trial of the instant 

case shall be “set off” as per provisions of sec 428 of CrPC. 
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51.   Let a copy of the judgment be given to the convicts free of cost under 

Sec 363 of CrPC immediately. 

52. Make necessary entry in the judgment register 

Given under my hand and seal of this court on this the 6th day of APRIL, 

2018 at SADIYA COURT                                                              

   SALEH AHAMMAD 

SUB-DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE (M), SADIYA 

                                                           TINSUKIA 

APPENDIX: 

WITNESSES FROM THE PROSECUTION SIDE: 

PW1: JANMI BURA GOHAIN 

PW2: BIKRAM BURA GOHAIN 

PW3: BINOD BURA GOHAIN 

PW4: MUKUT BARUAH 

PW5: MANAB KUMAR SONUWAL 

PW6: Dr. AMAR JYOTI SAIKIA, M/O 

PW7: TANKESHWAR DAS, I/O 

WITNESSES FROM THE DEFENCE SIDE:     

DW1: PUNA RAM DEORI 

DW2: SIBA CHETRY 

DW3: BIPUL GOGOI 

DW4: JAYANTA GOGOI 

DW5: RANJIT GOGOI 

PROSECUTION EXHIBITS:   

EXT 1 IS THE FIR 

EXT 1(1) IS THE SIGNATURE OF PW1 

EXT 2 IS THE INJURY REPORT 

EXT 2(1) IS THE SIGNATURE OF PW6 

EXT 3 IS THE SKECTH MAP 



13 
 

EXT 3(1) IS THE SIGNATURE OF PW7 

EXT 4 IS THE CHARGE SHEET 

EXT 4(1) IS THE SIGNATURE OF PW7  

DEFENCE EXHIBITS:     NIL 

 

                                                                  SALEH AHAMMAD 

SUB-DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE (M), SADIYA 

                                                           TINSUKIA 


