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

TINSUKIA 

G.R. CASE NO: 433 OF 2012  

U/Sec 406/420 OF IPC 

STATE OF ASSAM 

.……… PROSECUTOR 

-Vs.- 

 SRI JADUMONI DOLOI 

S/O: KHEKHA RAM DOLOI 

ADDRESS: KAILASHPUR MADARKHAT 

P.S.: BORDUMSA, DIST: TINSUKIA, ASSAM 

.......……ACCUSED 

PRESENT: SALEH AHAMMAD, LL.M. AJS 

SUB-DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE (M), MARGHERITA, 

TINSUKIA 

FOR THE STATE:  Mr. BAPPA PURKAYASTHA, LEARNED ASST.PP 

FOR THE ACCUSED: Mr. BIDYUT DUWARAH, LEARNED DEFENCE COUNSEL 

CHARGE FRAMED ON:  26/05/16 

EVIDENCE RECORDED ON: 19/02/18, 06/12/18 & 04/07/19 

ARGUMENT HEARD ON:  13/11/19 

JUDGMENT DELIVERED ON: 26/12/19 (Judgment couldn’t be delivered on time due to 

Assam Bandh) 

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 the accused 

person had started an institution in the name of NORTH EAST HILLS & PLAINS 

TRIBAL DEVELOPMENT CENTRE wherein the tractors & APE truck can be availed at 

half the rate. In relation to it the accused person took the amount of Rs. 2,71,000/- 

from one BUDHIN KALITA, MANIK CHUTIA, SANJAY SEAL. The accused took an 

amount of Rs. 1,50,000/- from BINIYA CIMIT. The amount was taken from the house 
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of MANIK CHUTIA on 22/06/10. The accused didn’t deliver the articles nor the 

money. The accused had misappropriated the money and thereby finding no other 

alternative the informant lodged this case.  The criminal law was set in motion with 

the lodging of the FIR. 

2. In this case the O/C BORDUMSA PS registered as BORDUMSA PS case No. 38/2012 

U/sec 406/420 of IPC and the case was entrusted to S.I. P. BORGOHAIN for 

investigation and finally after completion of investigation the charge sheet was 

submitted by S.I. ANUPAM GOWALA against the accused person U/sec 406/420 of 

IPC showing him as absconder.  

3. In this case the accused person was allowed to go on bail by my learned 

predecessor. As per section 207 of CrPC & the charges U/sec 406/420 of IPC was 

read over and explained to the accused person to which he pleaded not guilty and 

claimed to be tried by my learned predecessor. In this case the prosecution has 

adduced as many as four PW’S to prove the case. In this case the statement of the 

accused person is hereby recorded and his plea is of total denial. The defence does 

not want to adduce any DW’s from their side. 

4.  I have heard arguments of the learned defence counsel and the learned Asst. P.P. I 

have perused the evidence on record and scrutinized the evidence on record. 

5.  After hearing both sides the following are determined point of determination. 

 

POINT OF DETERMINATION 

POINT FOR DETERMINATION NO.1: 

Whether the accused person on or about on 22/06/10 was entrusted on a 

fiduciary relationship with the informant and other persons and the 

accused entrusted with the dominion of Rs. 2,71,000/- & 1,50,000/- on 

the pretext of delivering tractors and APE truck at half of the rates and 

thereby the accused had converted the money for his own use and thereby 

committed criminal breach of trust and thereby committed an offence 

punishable U/S 406 of the Indian Penal Code? 

POINT FOR DETERMINATION NO.2: 

Whether the accused at the same time and place had cheated the 

complainant & other persons by way of dishonestly inducing them to 

deliver you cash of Rs. Rs. 2,71,000/- & 1,50,000/- and you had an 

intention to cheat and which is capable of being converted into valuable 

security and the accused had done this to deceive the complainant & other 
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people and thereby committed an offence punishable U/S 420 of the 

Indian Penal Code? 

Discussion, Decision and Reasons there on: 

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

6. PW1 in his evidence has deposed that he is the informant. Ext.1 is the FIR. Ext.1 (1) 

is his signature. He has filed the case against Jadumoni Doloi. In the year 2010 he 

was working as Sales Executive of APE at Easy Communication of Tinsukia. Manik 

Chutia told him that there was a man who can arrange tractor and goods carrier 

vehicle for NGO. His name is Jadumoni Doloi. Manik Chutia also told him that if he 

can bring customer then he will pay Rs.10,000/- towards his commission for each 

vehicle. He collected Rs.4,21,000/- from Sanjay Seal and Binaya Simit of Arunachal 

and gave the money as advance payment in the hand of Manik Chutia to pay the 

said amount to Jadumoni Doloi. Manik Chutia gave the said money to Jadumoni 

Doloi. Jadumoni Doloi said that within ten days tractor and Ape truck will be 

provided. After completion of ten days Jadumoni Gogoi had taken time on various 

grounds. Later they could not find Jadumoni Gogoi in his house. After a lapse of two 

years they did not get any result and hence he has filed this case. 

7. In his cross examination PW1 has deposed that he filed the case in Bordumsa Police 

Station. But he has forgotten the date of filing the case. Police recorded his 

statement. Investigating Officer was Anupam Gowala. He has stated before Anupam 

Gowala that on 22.06.2010 he had taken the money from Sri Sanjay Seal and Binay 

Simit in the house of Sri Manik Chutia, son of Late Durgaram Chutia of Nabajyoti 

Gaon in presence of Sri Manik Chutia. SI Pratap Borhohain recorded his statements. 

He has stated before Pratap Borgohain that on 22.06.2010 he had taken the 

aforesaid money in the house of Manik Chutia. The suggestions put forward are of 

total denial. 

8. PW2 in his evidence has deposed that he is the informant. Ext.1 is the FIR. Ext.1 (2) 

is his signature. He knows the accused Jadumoni Doloi. One day in the year 2010 

one Pawan Rajkonwar of his same village told him that one of his friend namely 

Jadumoni Doloi works in an NGO of Tinsukia (Pahar Bhoiyam Janajatiya Unnayan 

Kendra). Pawan Rajkonwar told him that if there was any customer there, then 

tractor, vehicle will provide under subsidy and will pay 10% commission to them. He 

talked with Sanjay Seal and Binaya Simit of Arunachal and they agreed to purchase 
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vehicle. Jadumoni Doloi said that after payment of money tractor will be provided 

within 45 days. Sanjay Seal gave him Rs.4,21,000/- which he paid to Jadumoni Doloi 

in his house. But after passing of 45 days Jadumoni Doloi did not provide vehicle. 

Hence they suspected Jadumoni and went to see his office. One girl named Doli Patir 

had asked them to wait for some days. Jadumoni had shown various grounds for not 

providing vehicle. Once he and Jadumoni brought money from Sanjay Seal. After 

getting no relief filed this case.  

9. During his cross examination he stated before police that he paid the money to   

Jadumoni Doloi in four instalments. Regarding the incident SI Pratap Borgohain has 

recorded his statements. He has stated before SI Pratap Borgohain that the amount 

of Rs.4,21,000/- which was taken from Sanjay Seal and Binay Simit of Arunachal was 

handed over to Jadumoni Doloi through him in his house on 24.07.2010. He has 

stated before SI Anupam Gowala that Jadumoni Doloi had taken money from Sanjay 

Seal and Binay Simit in his house. The suggestions put forward are of total denial. 

Sanjay Seal has filed a case against him at Daing. SI Terang recorded his statement. 

10. PW3 in his evidence has deposed that he knows the informant and the accused. One 

day in the year 2010 Budhin Kalita and Jadumoni Doloi came to his house and 

informed him that they could arrange him a tractor in subsidy. Budhin Kalita said that 

tractor will be provided at 50% concession price. Budhin Kalita introduced Jadumoni 

Kalita as President of an NGO. After few days Budhin Kalita and Manik Chutia came 

to his house and asked for money if he requires tractor in subsidy rate. First he gave 

Rs.2,00,000/- in hands of Budhin Kalita and after few days he paid Rs.2,25,000/- to 

Budhin Kalita. Budhin Kalita told him that he will supply a D.I. vehicle within one 

month. Two years had passed but Budhin did not supply tractor. He and Arup Gogoi 

went to the house of Budhin Kalita several times and enquired when he will deliver 

and then he had given assurance to provide the same. At last he has filed case 

against Budhin Kalita and Manik Chutia in Bordumsa Police Station and police 

arrested them. An agreement was made between Budhin Kalita and  Extra Assistant 

Commissioner,  Daing and Budhin Kalita paid him Rs.2,00,000/- through Extra 

Assistant Commissioner. The balance amount was to be paid by Budhin Kalita within 

six months to him but did not pay.  Budhin Kalita and Manik Chutia says that they 

gave the money to Jadumoni  Doloi. 
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11. In his cross examination PW3 has stated that he has not given money to Jadumoni 

Doloi. He had paid money to Budhin Kalita and Manik Chutia through Agreement in 

presence of witnesses. He has not seen Budhin Kalita or Manik Chutia paying money 

to Jadumoni Doloi. In the month of August, 2012 Budhin Kalita by Agreement with 

EAC, Daing paid Rs.2,00,000/-. 

12. PW4 in his evidence has deposed that as per the case diary the initial stage of this 

investigation was on the basis of GD entry no. TSK P.S. GD ENTRY NO.645 dated 

13/07/12 and forwarded to the OC of Bordumsa PS. The then OC of Bordumsa PS 

registered the case under Bordumsa PS CASE NO.38/12  u/sec 406/420 of IPC dated 

14/07/12. The then S.I. Pratap Borghohain was the OC of Bordumsa PS and he had 

initially started the investigation of this case which appears on perusal of the case 

diary.  S.I. Pratap Borghohain during the course of investigation has also recorded 

the statements of the witnesses.  S.I. Pratap Borghohain during the course of 

investigation was transferred and he had over the case diary to the OC and 

thereafter the case was investigated by S.I. Shyam Kanu Terang.  S.I. Shyam Kanu 

Terang had started the investigation and he had recorded the statements of the 

witnesses. Thereafter  S.I. Shyam Kanu Terang was also transferred and he took over 

the investigation from him on 25/04/13. He used to search the house of the accused 

person but he could not find the accused person. He prepared the sketch map, 

recorded the statements of the witnesses. He has completed the investigation of this 

case and submitted the charge-sheet in this case u/sec 406/420 of IPC showing the 

accused as an absconder. EXT.2 is the sketch map, Ext.2 (1) is his signature, Ext.3 is 

the charge-sheet, Ext. 3(1) is his signature. 

13. In his cross examination PW4 has deposed that he found that on 15/06/13 statement 

of witness Sanjay Seal  was recorded by him and he saw that there is a 

discrepancy(Kheli meli) of Rs.4.21 Lakhs (Four lakhs and twenty one thousand). On 

04/04/13 the witness Sanjay Seal was examined by his predecessor Shyam Kanu 

Singh Terang and there was a discrepancy of Rs.4.25 Lakhs as per statement 

recorded by him. On 04/04/13 the statement of Sanjay Seal was recorded by his 

predecessor Shyam Kanu Singh Terang the said payment was given to Budhin Kalita 

and Manik Chutia in his presence of witnesses Bikram Agarwal, Arup Gogoi, Ranjan 

Gogoi and Ramesh Gogoi. The said money was received by Budhin Kalita and Manik 

Chutia by signing in ten rupees stamp paper in presence of Bikram Agarwal, Arup 
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Gogoi, Ranjan Gogoi and Ramesh Gogoi on 22/06/10. In the statement of PW Sanjay 

Seal told before him in his statement u/sec 161 of CrPC dated 15/06/13 the said 

amount was given to the accused. On 14/07/12 witness Manik Chutia was examined 

by S.I. Pratap Borgohain and in his statement  u/sec 161 CrPC that on 24/07/10 the 

amount was handed over to the accused in his residence  i.e. four lakhs and twenty 

one thousand. On 14/07/12 statement of witness Budhin Kalita was recorded by S.I. 

Pratap Borgohain and his statement u/sec 161 of CrPC wherein he stated that on 

22/06/10 the said amount was handed over to the accused in the house of Manik 

Chutia at Naba Jyoti Gaon. In the statement which was recorded by him it was the 

witness Sanjay Seal, Binoya Simit and Manik Chutia had stated that they had handed 

over Rs.4.21 Lakhs to the accused person. The statements of the witnesses were 

recorded by three different I/O and there is discrepancy in the statements of the 

witnesses. The suggestions put forward are of total denial. The statements of Bikram 

Agarwal, Arup Gogoi, Ranjan Gogoi and Ramesh Gogoi was not recorded in this case 

by the I/O’s of this case. There was no seizure of Rs.10/- stamp paper in this case. 

In this case I have the heard the arguments of the learned counsel from 

the side of defence as well as the learned ASST.PP at length. 

14. This is a case where the accused person has been charged u/s 406/420 of IPC. In 

this case, the prosecution has examined as many as four PW’s to prove this case. 

15. One of the core legal issue in which the whole case is based is upon the fact that 

whether there is an offence of cheating committed by the accused person in this 

case. Keeping this in mind let me move ahead with the penal section involved in it 

and let us have a look at it. Section 420 of IPC deals with Cheating and dishonestly 

inducing delivery of property.—Whoever cheats and thereby dishonestly induces the 

person deceived to deliver any property to any person, or to make, alter or destroy 

the whole or any part of a valuable security, or anything which is signed or sealed, 

and which is capable of being converted into a valuable security, shall be punished 

with imprisonment of either description for a term which may extend to seven years, 

and shall also be liable to fine. 

16. The definition of cheating has been dealt under section 415 of IPC which lays down, 

“Whoever, by deceiving any person, fraudulently or dishonestly induces the person so 

deceived to deliver any property to any person, or to consent that any person shall 

retain any property, or intentionally induces the person so deceived to do or omit to 

do anything which he would not do or omit if he were not so deceived, and which act 
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or omission causes or is likely to cause damage or harm to that person in body, 

mind, reputation or property, is said to “cheat.” 

17. One the prime allegations which has been levelled in this case against the accused 

person is that the accused person had cheated the informant. On close scrutiny of 

the evidence of PW’S it appears that even if there was handover of money to the 

accused through PW1 & PW3 for the delivery of tractors but there is no evidence 

brought to light in this case that the accused person had the intention to cheat the 

informant and the other persons. The prosecution side has failed to show that the 

accused was involved in the commission of the offence and the prosecution side has 

also failed to bring to light the accused had deceived the customers including the 

informant from the very beginning. It is true that PW1 & PW3 had handed over the 

money to the accused person but it cannot be denied that there is case pending 

against PW1 & PW2 which was filed by PW3.  

18. In the case of V.Y.Jose and another Vs. State of Gujarat 

and another, (2009) 3 SCC 78, the hon’ble Supreme Court has held in Para “14. 

An offence of cheating cannot be said to have been made out unless the following 

ingredients are satisfied: (i) Deception of a person either by making a false or 

misleading representation or by other action or omission; (ii) Fraudulently or 

dishonestly inducing any person to deliver any property; or to consent that any 

person shall retain any property and finally intentionally inducing that person to do or 

omit to do anything which he would not do or omit. For the purpose of constituting 

an offence of cheating, the complainant is required to show that the accused had 

fraudulent or dishonest intention at the time of making promise or representation. 

Even in a case where allegations are made in regard to failure on the part of the 

accused to keep his promise, in the absence of a culpable intention at that time of 

making initial promise being absent, no offence under Section 420 of the Penal Code 

can be said to have been made out.” 

19. Their lordships in the case of V.Y.Jose and another (supra) has further observed 

in Para “12. For the purpose of constituting an offence of cheating, the complainant 

is required to show that the accused had fraudulent or dishonest intention at the 

time of making promise or representation. Even in a case where allegations are 

made in regard to failure on the part of the accused to keep his promise, in absence 

of a culpable intention at the time of making initial promise being absent, no offence 

under Section 420 of the Indian Penal Code can be said to have been made out.” 



8 
 

20. An offence of cheating would be constituted when the accused has fraudulent or 

dishonest intention at the time of making promise or representation. There is no 

evidence on record from the side of the prosecution that the accused person had the 

intention to commit the offence from the very initial stage.  

21. The basic principle on which Section 415 & 420 of IPC is based upon is that there 

has to be dishonest intention from the very beginning, which is sine qua non to hold 

the accused guilty for commission of the said offence.  

22. Similarly, the accused also stands for trial for an offence u/sec 406 of IPC.  

23. In every case where offence of criminal breach of trust is alleged what must be 

established initially is the fact of entrustment. According to Lord SUMMER, “the 

natural meaning of ‘entrusted’ involves that the assured should by some 

real and conscious volition have imposed on the person to whom he 

delivers the goods some species of fiduciary duty.” 

24. In this case it needs to have a close perusal on whether the accused person was 

entrusted with any property or any dominion over the property. It appears on close 

scrutiny of the evidence of PW’S that the money was handed over to the accused 

person but it was only through PW1 & PW2. There is no doubt that the money was 

entrusted to him but there is no iota of evidence that the accused person had 

converted to his own use the money which was entrusted to him. The evidence of 

PW’S clearly shows that the amount of money which was collected from the people 

were handed over to the accused person. But in this case it is apparent and it has 

been admitted by PW3 that he had filed case against PW1 & PW2 at Diang, 

ARUNCHAL PRADESH. Now, it is to be noted here that the prosecution must come 

with clean hands. At the case in hand, there is case pending against PW1 & PW2 

who are the prime witness of this case.  

25.  There is no iota of evidence brought to light that the accused was entrusted with it. 

There was entrustment of money to the accused but there is no evidence of 

conversion of money or it has been misappropriated for his own use.  

26. There has been a delay in the lodging of the FIR and from perusal of evidence of 

PW’S it appears that there has been a delay of two years in the lodging of the case. 

27. Now let us have a glance at the evidentiary value of the F.I.R. It is not substantive 

evidence and it is merely to set the criminal law in motion. It also important to note 

that the F.I.R should be lodged as soon as possible. The object sustaining upon 

prompt lodging of the report to the police is to obtaining earlier information in 

relation to the circumstances in which crime was committed. 
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28. The Hon'ble Supreme Court in BISHNU DEO Vs. STATE OF ODISHA (1982) 

CRILJ 4931 wherein the Hon'ble Supreme Court has observed that delay in the 

lodging of F.I.R quite often results in embellishment which is a creature of 

afterthought and on account of delay, the report not only gets bereft of the 

advantage of spontaneity, but danger creeps any of the introduction of coloured 

version, exaggerated account or concocted story as a result of deliberation and 

consultation & for this reasons, it is essential that delay in the lodging of F.I.R should 

be satisfactorily explained. 

29. This creates doubts and there are lacunas which the prosecution has failed to fill it 

up. When the offence which has been levelled against the accused person is so 

serious in nature and delay in the F.I.R. which was filed after two years creates 

doubts and the story itself is found to be concocted & exaggerated one. If the 

offences are of so serious in nature the case ought to have been lodged against the 

accused person but they have failed to do so. The F.I.R. is to set the criminal law in 

motion. But they failed to do so.  

30. The FIR in a criminal case is an extremely vital and valuable piece of evidence for the 

purpose of corroborating the oral evidence adduced by the PW’S at the stage of trial. 

The object of prompt lodging of the FIR to the police in respect of commission of an 

offence is to obtain an early information regarding the circumstances in which the 

offence was committed, the names of persons who had played their role in the 

criminal acts & the eye witnesses who were present there at the place of occurrence. 

The delay in the lodging of the FIR results in afterthought which leads towards 

embellishment.  

31. In the case of DHANPAT Vs. STATE OF U.P. 1989(2) Crimes 154(All)2 wherein 

the hon’ble Allahabad high court has held that when the FIR has been lodged with 

delay and the delay in the lodging of the FIR had not been explained it would be 

unsafe to base conviction of the accused upon the evidence produced by the 

prosecution.  

32.  At this juncture it is to be tested that whether the accused person can be tried 

together for an offence u/sec 406/420 of IPC.  

33. It is to be noted here that in "criminal breach of trust'', an accused comes into 

possession of a property or acquires dominion over a property honestly and bona 

fide, but he develops dishonest intention subsequent to the taking possession of, or 

                                                           
1 (1982) CRILJ 493 
2
 1989(2) Crimes 154 (All) 
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subsequent to having acquired the dominion over, the property and, having 

developed such dishonest intention, he dishonestly misappropriates or converts to 

his own use the property or dishonestly uses or disposes of the property in violation 

of any direction of law prescribing the mode in which such trust is to be discharged, 

or of any legal contract, express or implied, which he has made touching the 

discharge of such trust, or willfully suffers any other person so to do.  

34. Thus, in ''criminal breach of trust'', the intention of the accused cannot be dishonest 

or mala fide at the time, when he comes into possession of the property or comes to 

acquire dominion over the property; but, having come into possession of, or having 

acquired dominion over, the property, the accused develops dishonest intention and 

actuated by such mens rea, he converts to his own use the property or dishonestly 

uses or disposes of the property in violation of any direction of law prescribing the 

mode in which such trust is to be discharged, or of any legal contract, express or 

implied, which he has made touching the discharge of such trust, or willfully suffers 

any other person so to do.  

35. On the other hand, what happens in ''criminal breach of trust'', the intention of the 

accused, in a case of ''cheating'', is dishonest from the very commencement of the 

transaction. There is really no consent by the person, who is intentionally induced by 

deception to deliver the property or allow any person to retain the property or is 

intentionally induced, as a result of deception, to do or omit to do anything, which he 

would not do or omit to do if he were not so deceived, and which act or omission 

causes or is likely to cause damage or harm to that person in body, mind, reputation 

or property.  

36. In short, thus, while in ''criminal breach of trust'', the accused comes into possession 

of the property without dishonest intention and develops dishonest intention 

subsequent to his coming into possession of the property, the offence of 'cheating' is 

one, wherein the accused has dishonest intention from the very commencement of 

the transaction. 

37. In the case of MAHINDRA And MAHINDRA FINANCIAL SERVICES LTD. And 

ANR Vs. DELTA CLASSIC PVT. LTD3 reported in 2009 (4) GLT 741 the hon’ble 

Gauhati High Court has held, “…which exist between an offence of 'criminal breach 

of trust' and an offence of 'cheating', it becomes clear that if a person is accused of 

having committed an offence of 'criminal breach of trust', he cannot, on the same 
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facts and in the same breath, be accused to have committed the offence of 'cheating' 

too.” 

38. This is quite clear that the accused person cannot be tried together for the same 

offence.  

39. This court has also taken into consideration the statement of the accused person 

u/sec 313 of CrPC that his plea is of total denial.  

40. It also appears on perusal of the evidence of I/O i.e. PW4 that there has been 

discrepancy in the statements of the witnesses and in such a case the benefit will go 

to the accused person.  

41. Hence, it appears that there is doubt in the story of the prosecution and the 

prosecution has failed to prove the case against the accused person beyond 

reasonable doubt.  

42. The golden rule that runs through the web of civilized criminal jurisprudence is that 

an accused is presumed to be innocent unless he is found guilty of the charged 

offence. Presumption of innocence is a human right as envisaged under Art.14 (2) of 

the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 1966. Art.11(1) of the 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights 1948 also provides that any charged with 

penal offences has a right to be presumed innocent until proved guilty according to 

law in a public trial at which he has had all the guarantees necessary for his defence. 

43. In the case of V. D. Jhingan Vs. State of Uttar Pradesh4 the hon’ble supreme 

court has held that it is also the cardinal rule of our criminal jurisprudence that the 

burden in the web of proof of an offence would always lies upon the prosecution to 

prove all the facts constituting the ingredients beyond reasonable doubt. If there is 

any reasonable doubt, the accused is entitled to the benefit of the reasonable doubt.  

44. A person has, no doubt, a profound right not to be convicted of an offence which is 

not established by the evidential standard of proof beyond reasonable doubt. 

45. In the light of above discussions and reasons I am of the opinion that the 

prosecution has failed to prove the case against the accused person beyond 

reasonable doubt u/sec 406/420 of IPC and hence the accused person deserved to 

be acquitted of the charges leveled against him.  

 

ORDER 

 In view of the above discussions and reasons mentioned above I am of the 

                                                           
4
 AIR 1966 SC 1762 
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opinion that the prosecution has failed to prove the case against the accused 

person beyond reasonable doubt U/sec 406/420 of IPC and hence he is acquitted 

from this case and thereby set at liberty.  

Make necessary entry in the Judgment register. 

The seized articles & documents (if any) be disposed of as per procedure of law.  

Given under my hand and seal of this court on this the 26th day of DECEMBER,   

2019 at MARGHERITA COURT.   

 

SALEH AHAMMAD 

SUB-DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE (M), 

MARGHERITA, TINSUKIA 

APPENDIX: 

WITNESSES FROM THE PROSECUTION SIDE: 

PW1: BUDHIN KALITA 

PW2: MANIK CHUTIA 

PW3: SANJAY SHILL 

PW4: ANUPAM GOWALA, I/O 

WITNESSES FROM THE DEFENCE SIDE:    NIL 

PROSECUTION EXHIBITS:   

EXT 1 IS THE FIR 

EXT 1(1), 1(2) ARE THE SIGNATURES OF PW1 & PW2 

EXT 2 IS THE SKECTH MAP 

EXT 2(1) IS THE SIGNATURE OF PW4 

EXT 3 IS THE CHARGE SHEET 

EXT 3(1) IS THE SIGNATURE OF PW4 

DEFENCE EXHIBITS:     NIL 

 

SALEH AHAMMAD 

SUB-DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE (M), 

MARGHERITA, TINSUKIA 
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