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IN THE COURT OF THE SESSIONS JUDGE :: ::  :: TINSUKIA

District: Tinsukia

Present: Sri P.J. Saikia, 

Sessions Judge, 

Tinsukia

Sessions Case No. 37 (T) of 2017

U/s 376 (D) IPC. 

The State of Assam .......................... Complainant.

-Versus -

1. Sri Ranjit Tanti

S/o- Lt Bhaskar Tanti

2. Sri Khagen Tanti

S/o- Sri Antaram Tanti

3. Sri Jiskel Murah

S/o- Sri Rajesh Murah

All are 

R/o- Choto Tingrai T.E., Borbheta Line
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P.S-  Bordubi

District- Tinsukia, Assam      .......................... Accused.

 Appearance: 

Sri A.K. Choubey,

Public Prosecutor   ......................... For the State 

Shreeram Prasad,

Advocate               .................... For the accuseds.

Date of Argument:   27/04/2018

Date of Judgment:    14/05/2018

 J   U   D   G   M   E   N   T

1.        The case against the accused persons Sri Ranjit Tanti,

Khagen Tanti and Sri Jiskel Murah was committed for trial by

the Ld. Chief Judicial Magistrate, Tinsukia  on 24/04/2017.  

 PROSECUTION CASE

2.  The prosecution case revolves around the rape of  a

married woman by three persons. It may be stated that the

occurrence took place in a tea garden society,  where most

people are illiterate and uneducated and they still rely upon

quacks for medical treatment. The three accuseds   practiced

quackery  in that society. 
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3. On the day of occurrence, the wife of the informant was

feeling unwell and so the informant took her to the accuseds,

who jointly worked as quacks. The accuseds told the informant

that in order to cure his wife, she was required to be taken to

the  river  bank  at  night  and  there  some  rituals  would  be

performed. Accordingly, the informant was asked to bring one

cock,  some  fruits  and  a  bottle  of  liquor.  The  informant

collected those items and handed them over to the accuseds.

Thereafter, the accuseds took his wife to the river bank. The

informant was not allowed to come to the river bank.

4. Before reaching the river bank, the accuseds forced the

woman  to  consume  liquor  and  the  blood  of  the  cock.

Thereafter, the victim woman was taken to the river bank. The

accuseds then fixed the fingers of the woman to the ground by

using some metallic clamp like material, so that she would not

be  able  to  remove  her  hands.  Thereafter,  all  the  three

accuseds disrobed the woman and committed rape upon her

one by one. Thereafter, the accuseds allowed her to put on

her clothes and brought her back home. The victim woman

reported  the  matter  to  her  aunt  Dukhini  Mura  and  also

informed  her  husband,  the  informant.  Next  morning,  the

ejahar was lodged by the informant. 

5. During  the  period  of  investigation,  the victim woman

was subjected to medical examination. The doctor found the

following:

"Identification  mark  -  Mole  just  below  the  right  eye.

General configuration and development- Normal. Mental state

Intact.  Weight  -  40  kg.  Height-  4  ft,  6  inches.  Teeth-  28,
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permanent. Abdomen- Tenderness on whole abdomen. Breast-

Tenderness present. Areola and nipples- Normal. Scalp hair -

present.  Pubic  hair  and  axillary  hair-  present.  Menstrual

history- LMP on 18th December, 2016. Genitals- Normal. 

Vulval  injury-  tenderness  present  in  the  vulva.

Tenderness  present  on labia  majora.  Tenderness  present  on

labia  minora.  Hymen-  absent.  Vagina-  normal.  Uterus-  size

could not be determined, because of tenderness. There are no

vaginal bleeding. 

Fourchette-  Normal.  Fossa  navicularis-  normal.

Examination was painful. Injuries on the body other than those

on genitals- There were scratch marks on face, neck and legs."

6. The doctor opined that there was evidence of forcible

sexual assault upon the victim woman. The doctor also opined

that there were scratch marks on face, neck and legs of the

victim woman. 

7. The victim woman also gave a statement u/s 164 Cr.PC.

The victim woman stated before the Magistrate that when she

was taken to the river bank by the accuseds, she was asked

by them to remove her clothes and to take bath in the river.

She also stated that she complied with the said instruction

and accordingly  removed  her  clothes  and  took  bath  in  the

river. The victim woman also stated before the Magistrate that

after she had taken bath in the river, the accuseds beheaded

a cock and made her to drink the blood. The victim woman

further  stated before  the Magistrate  that  she was  made to

consume 'ganja bhang' and liquor by the accuseds. The victim

woman  stated  that  after  consuming  those  articles,  she
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became unconscious  and fell  on  the  ground and  the  three

accuseds forcibly committed sexual intercourse with her one

by one. The victim woman stated before the Magistrate that

she  was  unable  to  resist  the  accuseds,  as  she  was  semi-

conscious at that time. The victim woman lastly stated that

when  she  was  dropped  home  by  the  accuseds,  she  told

everything  to  her  aunt  Smti  Minu  Kharia  and  from her  the

informant came to know about it and accordingly lodged the

ejahar before the police. 

    POINT FOR DETERMINATION

 8.   The only point for determination in this trial, is as to

whether  the accuseds constituting a  group committed  rape

upon the victim woman? 

DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF

9.       In order to prove the case against the accused persons,

the  prosecution  side  has  examined  as  many  as  seven

witnesses,  including the police Investigating Officer and the

Doctor,  who  examined  the  victim  woman  at  the  time  of

investigation. The defence plea is total denial and no evidence

has  been  adduced  by  the  accuseds.  I  have  carefully  gone

through the prosecution evidences. 

10.   The  first  witness  in  this  case  is  the  victim woman

herself.  She  has  supported  the  prosecution  case  in  her

evidence-in-chief. The second witness is the informant. He has

stated that the accuseds initially told him that his wife would

overwhelmed by some evils spirits and that is why she was
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taken to the river  bank.  The informant  has  stated that  the

accuseds took his wife to the river bank, but they debarred the

informant and other relatives from going to the river bank. The

informant  has  stated  that  at  about  3  am,  the  accuseds

brought  his  wife home.  The informant stated that  after the

arrival of his wife, he even treated the accuseds with kichdi

(rice and lentil,  cooked together).  The informant has stated

that he had noticed that after she arrived home from the river

bank, his wife was not able to walk properly. The informant

has stated that his wife narrated about the incident that had

taken place in the river bank to his aunt Dukhini Mura. The

informant has also stated that he was informed by his wife

that her hands were fixed to the ground by some clamps like

materials and thereafter the accuseds committed rape upon

her. The third witness is Makdali Kharia. This is witness is the

mother-in-law of the victim woman. She has stated that at the

relevant  time of  occurrence,  the victim woman was feeling

unwell  and  so  she  was  taken  to  the  accuseds  for  medical

treatment.  Makdali  Kharia  has  stated that  her  son and she

herself took the victim woman to the house of the accuseds.

The  accuseds  reportedly  told  this  witness  that  they  would

perform some puja  on the river  bank  for  curing  the  victim

woman and for that purpose the accuseds asked her to bring a

bottle of liquor, one cock and one coconut. Makdali Kharia has

stated that the accuseds debarred her and her son to go to

the river bank, while the victim was being taken to there. The

witness has stated that at about 3 am, the accuseds brought

the victim woman home. Makdali Kharia has stated that she

had noticed  that  at  that  time,  her  daughter-in-law was  not

able  to  walk  properly.  According to Makdali  Kharia  she was
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informed  by  her  daughter-in-law  that  the  accuseds  had

blindfolded her and her hands were also fixed to the earth by

means  of  some  clamps  like  materials  and  thereafter  they

committed  rape  upon  her.  She  has  also  quoted  the  victim

woman,  as  saying  to  her  that  the  accuseds  forced  her  to

consume liquor, ganja and blood of cock, while she was at the

river bank. According to Makdali Kharia, the victim woman first

reported the matter to Dukhini Mura and to a person called

Minu. 

11. The fourth witness is Dukhini Mura. She has stated that

the victim woman told her that the three accuseds of this case

had committed rape upon her. Dukhini Mura has stated that

the victim woman never stated to her about the place, where

the said  incident  took place,  nor  did  she tell  her  the time,

when the said incident took place. 

12. The  fifth  witness  is  Ujjal  Medhi.  This  witness  has

deposed irrelevant evidence. Therefore, his evidence does not

require an elaborate discussion.

13. The Investigating Officer Sri Amulya Gogoi spoke about

the investigation of the case.

14. All  the  prosecution  witnesses  have  been  extensively

cross examined by the Ld. defence counsel. The victim woman

stated before the defence counsel  that the accuseds forced

her to consume liquor and to smoke ganja and therefore she

became unconscious  and regained her  conscious  when she

was brought home. The victim woman has admitted that she

did not state before the Magistrate u/s 164 Cr.PC that she had

informed  Dukhini  Mura  about  the  occurrence.  The  victim
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woman stated that after consuming liquor and ganja, she had

lost  her  consciousness  and therefore  she did  not  have  any

knowledge about the incident  that  might  have taken place,

before she was brought home. 

15. The informant has stated in his cross examination that

he being an illiterate person, did not have any idea about the

contents of the ejahar.

16. The  witness  Makdali  Kharia  has  admitted  before  the

defence counsel that she did not state before the police that

the accuseds had debarred her from going to the river bank

before the incident took place. Makdali Kharia also stated that

her  daughter-in-law  never  stated  before  her  that  she  was

raped by the accuseds. 

17. The witness Dukhini Mura has stated before the defence

counsel that when the victim woman was telling her about the

facts of the case, she was alone with the victim woman. 

18. On scrupulous perusal of  the prosecution evidences, I

find that the facts that the victim woman had injury marks

upon her private parts and that there was evidence of forcible

sexual  assault  upon  the  victim  woman,  have  not  been

disputed  by  the  accuseds.  Thus,  it  is  proved  beyond  all

reasonable doubts that at the relevant time of occurrence, the

victim woman was subjected to rape. 

19. Now, the point for consideration is as to whether the

accuseds had committed rape upon the victim woman.

20. I have already stated herein before that the non-official

witnesses  of  this  case  are  mostly  illiterate  and uneducated
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and belong to a society, where people still come to quacks for

medical treatment, inspite of going to a doctor. The witnesses

belong  to  tea  tribe  community.  Therefore,  the  cross

examination of these witnesses is an unequal dual between an

astute lawyer and a rustic. The cross examination portion of

the evidence of the victim woman contains some facts, which

have no relevance in the present case. For example, the victim

woman  has  stated  before  the  defence  counsel  that  after

consuming liquor and ganja, she had lost her consciousness

and  therefore,  she  did  not  have  any  idea  about  what  had

happened after that and before she was dropped home. This

question itself  has no logical  support.  I  have already stated

herein before that in the instant case, the cross examination is

nothing, but an unequal duel between an astute lawyer and a

rustic. Therefore, these facts have no relevance in the present

case, because, these matters do not amount to discrepancy or

contradiction. 

21. The cross examination portion of  the evidence of  the

informant has absolutely nothing relevance for an elaborate

discussion. 

22. The  cross  examination  portion  of  the  evidence  of

Makdali Kharia contains some irrelevant suggestions only. She

has stated before the defence counsel that her daughter-in-

law never told her that she was raped by the accuseds. This

statement would never affect the merit of the case. 

23. The  cross  examination  of  Dukhini  Mura  has  nothing

material  to warrant an elaborate discussion. 
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24. The witness  Ujjal Medhi was not cross examined by the

defence counsel.

25. The  police  Investigating  Officer  proved  some

statements of the informant and Makdali Kharia. In fact, these

statements did not go to the root of the case. 

26.    It is settled position of law is that ordinarily the evidence

of  a  victim  of  sexual  attack  deserve  to  be  considered

sacrosanct.  Once  the  statement  of  the  prosecutrix  inspires

confidence and is allowed by the Court as such, conviction can

be based only on solitary evidence on the prosecutrix and in

corroboration could be required unless there are appropriate

reasons which necessitate the Court to seek corroboration and

the  statement  of  the  victim  lady  her  testimony  has  to  be

proved on the principle of probability just as the testimony of

any other witness.

27. In State of Punjab vs. Gurmit Singh & Ors. (1996) 2

SCC 384 the Hon,ble Supreme Court allowed the State appeal

against  acquittal  and  while  convicting  the  accused  under

section 376 of the IPC, observed thus:

Of late, crime against women in general and rape in particular

is on the increase. It is an irony that while we are celebrating

women's rights in all spheres, we show little or no concern for

her honour. It is a sad reflection on the attitude of indifference

of the society towards the violation of human dignity of the

victims of sex crimes. We must remember that a rapist not

only violates the victim's privacy and personal integrity, but

inevitably  causes  serious  psychological  as  well  as  physical

http://indiankanoon.org/doc/1046545/
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harm in the process. Rape is not merely a physical assault - it

is often destructive of the whole personality of the victim. A

murderer  destroys  the  physical  body of  his  victim,  a  rapist

degrades  the very soul  of  the helpless  female.  The Courts,

therefore,  shoulder  a  great  responsibility  while  trying  an

accused on charges of rape. They must deal with such cases

with  utmost  sensitivity.  The  Courts  should  examine  the

broader probabilities of a case and not get swayed by minor

contradictions or insignificant discrepancies in the statement

of the prosecutrix, which are not of a fatal nature, to throw out

an  otherwise  reliable  prosecution  case.  If  evidence  of  the

prosecutrix inspires confidence, it must be relied upon without

seeking corroboration of her statement in material particulars.

If for some reason the Court finds it difficult to place implicit

reliance on her testimony, it may look for evidence which may

lend  assurance  to  her  testimony,  short  of  corroboration

required in the case of an accomplice. The testimony of the

prosecutrix  must  be  appreciated  in  the  background  of  the

entire  case  and  the  trial  court  must  be  alive  to  its

responsibility  and  be  sensitive  while  dealing  with  cases

involving sexual molestations.

28. The Court also observed that the alarming frequency of

crimes  against  women  had  led  Parliament  to  make  some

special laws in the background that rape was a very serious

offence and that this was another factor which was to be kept

in mind while appreciating the evidence in such matters.

29. The observations in Gurmit  Singh's case (supra) were

reiterated in Ranjit Hazarika vs. State of Assam (1998) 8

SCC 635 in the following terms:

http://indiankanoon.org/doc/905384/
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The courts must, while evaluating evidence, remain alive to

the  fact  that  in  a  case  of  rape,  no  self-respecting  woman

would  come forward  in  a  court  just  to  make  a  humiliating

statement  against  her  honour  such  as  is  involved  in  the

commission  of  rape  on  her.  In  cases  involving  sexual

molestation, supposed considerations which have no material

effect  on  the  veracity  of  the  prosecution  case  or  even

discrepancies in the statement of the prosecutrix should not,

unless the discrepancies are such which are of fatal nature, be

allowed to throw out an otherwise reliable prosecution case.

The inherent bashfulness of the females and the tendency to

conceal  outrage of  sexual  aggression are  factors  which the

courts should not overlook.

The testimony of the victim in such cases is vital and unless

there  are  compelling  reasons  which  necessitate  looking  for

corroboration  of  her  statement,  the  courts  should  find  no

difficulty to act on the testimony of a victim of sexual assault

alone  to  convict  an  accused  where  her  testimony  inspires

confidence and is found to be reliable. Seeking corroboration

of her statement before relying upon the same, as a rule, in

such cases amounts to adding insult to injury. Why should the

evidence of a girl or a woman who complains of rape or sexual

molestation be viewed with doubt, disbelief or suspicion? The

court  while  appreciating the evidence of  a  prosecutrix  may

look for some assurance of her statement to satisfy its judicial

conscience,  since she is  a  witness who is  interested in the

outcome  of  the  charge  leveled  by  her,  but  there  is  no

requirement  of  law  to  insist  upon  corroboration  of  her

statement to base conviction of an accused. The evidence of a

victim  of  sexual  assault  stands  almost  on  a  par  with  the
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evidence of an injured witness and to an extent is even more

reliable. Just as a witness who has sustained some injury in

the  occurrence,  which  is  not  found  to  be  self-inflicted,  is

considered to be a good witness in the sense that he is least

likely to shield the real culprit, the evidence of a victim of a

sexual  offence  is  entitled  to  great  weight,  absence  of

corroboration notwithstanding. Corroborative evidence is not

an imperative component of judicial credence in every case of

rape. Corroboration as a condition for judicial reliance on the

testimony of the prosecutrix is not a requirement of law but a

guidance of prudence under given circumstances. It must not

be  overlooked  that  a  woman  or  a  girl  subjected  to  sexual

assault is not an accomplice to the crime but is a victim of

another person's lust  and it  is  improper and undesirable to

test her evidence with a certain amount of suspicion, treating

her as if she were an accomplice. Inferences have to be drawn

from  a  given  set  of  facts  and  circumstances  with  realistic

diversity and not dead uniformity lest that type of rigidity in

the shape of rule of law is introduced through a new form of

testimonial tyranny making justice a casualty. Courts cannot

cling to a fossil formula and insist upon corroboration even if,

taken as a whole,  the case spoken of  by the victim of  sex

crime strikes the judicial mind as probable.

30. The  Apex  Court  in Rai  Sandeep  v.  State  (NCT  of

Delhi), (2012) 8 SCC 21 reversed the conviction of the Trial

Court  and  its  confirmation  by  the  High  Court  finding

contradictions in the testimony of the prosecutrix and that the

same  was  inconsistent  with  the  remaining  evidence  of  the

prosecution. While doing so, the Supreme Court examined as

to  when  the  prosecutrix  can  be  called  to  be  a  „sterling

https://indiankanoon.org/doc/120726166/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/120726166/
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witness‟ as under:

"22. In our considered opinion, the "sterling witness" should

be of a very high quality and calibre, whose version should,

therefore, be unassailable. The court considering the version

of such witness should be in a position to accept it for its face

value  without  any  hesitation.  To  test  the  quality  of  such  a

witness,  the status of  the witness would be immaterial  and

what would be relevant is the truthfulness of the statement

made by such a witness. What would be more relevant would

be the consistency of the statement right from the starting

point till the end, namely, at the time when the witness makes

the initial statement and ultimately before the court. It should

be  natural  and consistent  with  the  case  of  the prosecution

qua the accused. There should not be any prevarication in the

version of such a witness. The witness should be in a position

to  withstand  the  cross-examination  of  any  length  and

howsoever strenuous it  may be and under no circumstance

should  give  room  for  any  doubt  as  to  the  factum  of  the

occurrence, the persons involved, as well as the sequence of

it. Such a version should have co-relation with each and every

one of other supporting material such as the recoveries made,

the  weapons  used,  the  manner  of  offence  committed,  the

scientific evidence and the expert opinion. The said version

should  consistently  match  with  the  version  of  every  other

witness. It can even be stated that it should be akin to the test

applied  in  the  case  of  circumstantial  evidence  where  there

should not be any missing link in the chain of circumstances to

hold the accused guilty of  the offence alleged against him.

Only if the version of such a witness qualifies the above test

as well as all other such similar tests to be applied, can it be
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held that such a witness can be called as a "sterling witness"

whose  version  can  be  accepted  by  the  court  without  any

corroboration and based on which the guilty can be punished.

To be more precise, the version of the said witness on the core

spectrum of  the  crime should  remain  intact  while  all  other

attendant materials, namely, oral, documentary and material

objects should match the said version in material particulars in

order to enable the court trying the offence to rely on the core

version to sieve the other supporting materials for holding the

offender guilty of the charge alleged."

31. Reverting to the case in hand, the most pertinent question

that  arises at  this stage is as to why the informant would

depose false evidence against the accuseds. They have not

claimed any previous enmity with the victim woman. I do not

find any reason to explain as to why the victim woman, the

informant,  Makdali  Kharia  and  Dukhini  Mura  would  depose

false  evidence  against  the  accuseds.  Their  evidences  are

devoid  of  discrepancies  and  contradictions.  The  so  called

discrepancies and contradictions painstakingly highlighted by

the defence side do not go to the root of the matter. I  would

repeat that cross examination of these witnesses is nothing

but an unequal dual  between an astute lawyer and a rustic.

These  prosecution  witnesses  are  found  to  be  reliable  and

trustworthy.  I  find  that  the  evidences  of  these  prosecution

witnesses  have  inspired  confidence.  The  medical  evidence

clearly  supported  the  prosecution  evidence  against  the

accuseds.
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32. Under the aforesaid premised reasons,  I  find that the

offence of gang rape is proved against all the three accuseds

beyond all reasonable doubts. 

       ORDER

33.   That being the position, the accuseds Sri Ranjit Tanti,

Khagen  Tanti  and  Sri  Jiskel  Murah  are  found  guilty  of

committing  gang  rape  and  accordingly  the  accuseds  are

convicted u/s 376 (D) of the Indian Penal Code. 

        SENTENCE

34. In   State of Karnataka v.  Puttaraja [2004 (1)  SCC

475], the Hon,ble Supreme Court has held that-

 A rapist not only causes physical injuries

but more indelibly leaves a scar on the

most  cherished possession of  a  woman

i.e.  her  dignity,  chastity,  honour  and

reputation.  The  depravation  of  such

animals  in  human  form reach  the  rock

bottom  of  morality  when  they  sexually

assault children, minors and like the case

at hand, a woman in the advance stage

of pregnancy.

 

35.    In Puttaraja (supra), the Apex Court has held that-

 Leniency  in  matters  involving

sexual  offences  is  not  only  undesirable

but  also  against  public  interest.  Such

types  of  offences  are  to  be  dealt  with

severity  and  with  iron  hands.  Showing
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leniency in such matters would be really

a case of misplaced sympathy.

36. In  Dhananjoy Chatterjee v. State of W.B. [1994 (2)

SCC  220],  the  Hon,ble  Supreme  Court  has  observed  that

shockingly large number of criminals go unpunished thereby

increasingly,  encouraging  the  criminals  and  in  the  ultimate

making justice suffer by weakening the system's creditability.

The imposition of  appropriate  punishment is  the manner  in

which  the  Court  responds  to  the  society's  cry  for  justice

against  the  criminal.  Justice  demands  that  Courts  should

impose  punishment  befitting  the  crime  so  that  the  Courts

reflect  public  abhorrence of  the crime.  The  Court  must  not

only keep in view the rights of the criminal but also the rights

of  the  victim  of  the  crime  and  the  society  at  large  while

considering the imposition of appropriate punishment.

37. In  this  case  in  hand,  I  have  already  stated  that  the

occurrence took place in a society, where people still believe

in quacks. The dictionary meaning of  quackery is  dishonest

practices and claims to have special  knowledge and skill  in

some field, typically medicine. The convicts being quacks have

reaped the benefit  of  said  backwardness  of  the society.  By

practicing quackery they are already in a dishonest profession.

They conspired to commit rape upon the victim woman and

accordingly  committed  rape  upon  her.  The  entire  incident

clearly shows that it was a pre-planned operation. Therefore,

these  convicts  do  not  deserve  any  leniency.  There  are

http://www.indiankanoon.org/doc/1351933/
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absolutely  no  mitigating  circumstances  in  their  favour.  The

convicts must be punished adequately. 

38. I  have heard  the convicts  in  the matter  of  sentence.

They still pleaded that they did not commit the said offence.

Apart from that they did not plead anything else. All the three

convicts are married and have wife and children. The ld Public

Prosecutor has agreed that no separate sentence hearing is

necessary in this case and agreed that the sentence upon the

convicts should be awarded today. 

39. Considering the facts and circumstance of the case, the

convicts Sri Ranjit Tanti, Khagen Tanti and Sri Jiskel Murah are

sentenced to undergo rigorous imprisonment for Life and are

also  sentenced  to  pay  a  fine  of  Rs.  50,000/-  (Rupees  Fifty

Thousand Only)  each and in default  of  the payment of  the

fine, the  each of the convicts shall undergo another period of

imprisonment of 1 (one) year. I hope, this much of fine would

be just and reasonable to meet the medical expenses of the

victim woman. Therefore, I hereby direct that the fine amount

if paid, the entire amount shall be given to the victim woman. 

COMPENSATION

40. The law mandates that the victims of sexual offences

are to be adequately compensated for their rehabilitation. The

District  Legal  Service Authority  is  directed to pay adequate

compensation to the victim woman. The District Legal Service

Authority  shall  decide  the  quantum of  compensation  to  be

awarded to the victim woman.
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41. A free copy of this judgment be given to the convicts

immediately. Another copy of the judgment shall be forwarded

to  the   Learned  District  Magistrate,  in  pursuant  to  the

provision of section 365 Cr.P.C.  

    Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this

14th day of May, 2018.  

(P.J. Saikia)

 Sessions Judge

                  Tinsukia 

Dictated & corrected by me.  

 

Sessions Judge

 Tinsukia      

A   P   P   E   N   D   I   X

PROSECUTION WITNESSES

1. PW1 - Smti Rukmoni Bhumij Kharia

2. PW2  -  Sri Amal Kharia

3. PW3 -  Smti Makdali Kharia

4. PW4 -  Smti Dukhini Mura
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5. PW5 -  Sri Ujjal Medhi

6. PW6 - Dr. Anuradha Borthakur

7. PW7 - Sri Amulya Gogoi

PROSECUTION EXHIBITS

1.      Ext.1- Statement u/s 164 Cr.PC

2.      Ext. 2-  Medical report

3.      Ext. 3-  Requisition of ultrasound

4.      Ext. 4 -Laboratory report

5.      Ext. 5- Radiological report

6.      Ext. 6- Sonography report with plates

7.      Ext. 7- Certified extract copy of GDE 211

8.      Ext. 8- Sketch map

9.      Ext. 9- Sketch map

10.     Ext. 10-Ejahar

11.     Ext. 11 Charge sheet

DEFENCE WITNESS

None. 

Sessions Judge       

    Tinsukia


