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IN THE COURT OF THE ADDL. SESSIONS JUDGE-2(FTC), TINSUKIA

                                   

 Sessions  case No.  75(T)/18

                                             U/S 448/376 of the IPC                            

                             Present :   Md. Abdul Hakim, M.A.,LL.B.,

              Addl. Sessions  Judge-2 (FTC),

                                             Tinsukia.

The State of Assam

                -Vs-

(1) Sri  Bablu Hemrom.
          

                                                           ----------Accused
 Appearance:

               For the State : Sri R.C Das, Ld. A.P.P,

               For the accused : Sri  N.K  Phukan, Ld. Legal  Aid  Counsel.            

                 
               Date of evidence : 30.11.18, 07.02.19, 08.03.19, 02.05.19, 04.07.19,

     09.07.19.
                            

               Date of argument : 19.07.19 

               Date of judgment : 30.07.19.

                               

        J  U  D  G  M  E  N  T

1.         The  Prosecution  story,  is  in  brief  that  Smt. Sibani  Hemrom

had  lodged  an FIR on 29.03.18  alleging  that on the  same  day  at

Kumsang Line no. 16, under  Kakapather  PS at about  10 A.M, when

she  was  alone  in her house, the  accused Bablu  Hemrom of  same

line  had trespassed into  her  house and committed rape  on  her.

Hence,  the  case. 
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2.         Receiving    the   FIR,  Kakapather  P.S.  registered  a  case no.

12/2018 and investigated the case. On completion of the investigation,

charge  sheet  was  filed  against  the   accused  Bablu   Hemrom  and

forwarded him to face the trial.

3.           On  appearance  before  the  court   by  the accused person, copy

was  furnished  to  him u/s  207 Cr.P.C.  Thereafter,  the GR case  no.

589/2018 was committed to the Court of Session by the Addl.  Chief

Judicial Magistrate, Tinsukia. The GR case no. 589/2018 was registered

as session’s case no. 75(T)/18 and transferred to this court for trial.

4.          On   appearance  of  the  accused person  and upon hearing both

sides and considering the materials on record charge had been framed

u/s 448/376 IPC, particulars of which on being read over and explained

the accused person had pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried.

5.         During trial, prosecution  examined  eight (8)  witnesses to prove

the case. As there is implicating  material  against  the  accused, the

accused  is    examined  U/s. 313 Cr.P.C.   

6.         I have heard argument put forward by the ld. Counsels from both

sides as well as gone through the entire evidence available on record to

adjudicate the case.

7. Points  for  determination:-

(i) Whether  the  accused on 29.03.2018 at about 10 A.M

at Line no. 16 of  Kumsang, had criminally trespassed into

the  house  of  the  informant, Smt. Sibani  Hemrom  and

thereby  committed  an  offence  punishable  U/s.  448 of

the IPC?

(ii)  Whether  the  accused on   the same day, time and

place had  committed rape on the informant when  she

was   alone  in   her  house   and  thereby  committed  an

offence punishable  U/s. 376 of the IPC?
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DISCUSSION, DECISION  AND  REASONS  THEREOF:

8.         P.W.1. Ms. Shibani Hemrom   has  deposed  that   she  is  the

informant   of   this   case.   She  knows   the   accused.  She  cannot

recollect  the  date,  time. The  incident  took  place about one  year

back.  While  she was  at  home  alone the  accused  entered and

pushed  her on  the  ground  and molested  her.  Her brother Pritom

was  not  at  home  at  that  time.  When  he  returned  she talked

about  the incident. Somebody  informed  the  police. Police  came  to

the  house  of  the  accused  and  took  him  to  the  P.S.  She   lodged

an  ejahar  in  the  evening. Ext. 1 is  the  ejahar,  Ext. 1(1)  is  her

signature. She was  medically  examined  by  police  at  Tinsukia. She

was   brought  before  to  the  Court  and  her  statement U/s. 164 Cr.P.C

was recorded. Ext. 2 is the statement U/s. 164 Cr.P.C. and she puts her

thumb  impression  on Ext. 2.   

9.          In   Cross-examination   she  has deposed that she  is mentally

sick  since  four  years.  Lal  Murmu, Pinku  resides  near  her house. At

the  time  of  the  alleged  incident  she  was undergoing  mental

treatment. She  knows  the  accused  since  last  10  years  and  he  is

a  married  person.  She  was  not  treated  bad  before  by  the

accused.  She did  not  make  any  hue  and  cry  at  the  time  of

incident. She  denies  the  suggestion  that as  no  such  incident  had

taken  place  so  she did  not   make  any  hue  and  cry. At  the   time

of  recording   her  164 Cr.P.C  she  was  not   mentally  sound.  She  did

not  state  before  the  police  that accused  entered and pushed  her

on  the  ground  and molested  her. She  has  no knowledge  about  the

contents  of  Ext. 1  and  she was  asked  to  put  her signature  and

accordingly  she  puts  her  signature  on  Ext. 1. The  contents  of

Ext.1   may  be  false.  She  denies  the  suggestion  that she  stated

about  the alleged incident  to anybody.  She  denies  the  suggestion

that  she was  not   molested  by  the  accused and she  lodged  this

case  against  the  accused  falsely.
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10.   P.W.2, Smt. Ajanti  Hemrom has  deposed  that  she  knows

the informant  who  is her elder sister.  She also knows  the  accused.

The  incident  took  place  in  the  month  of  May  this  year at  day

time. She was not at  home at  the time of  incident. Her  house  is

located  at  a  distance of  about  ½  KM  from  the  house  of her elder

sister, Sibani.  Her brother Pritom  informed her about  the  incident.

Then she went to  the house  of accused with  her brother   Pritom. She

went  to  the  Kakapather  P.S and accompanied  her  elder  sister

Sibani  to the  Kakapather hospital.  Thereafter  she visited  Tinsukia

Civil  Hospital for  medical  examination  of  her elder  sister  Sibani.

Police  recorded  her  statement.  

11.    In  Cross-examination   she has deposed that the  distance  in

between  her sister's  house  and her  house  is  about  ½ KM. She  has

no  personal    knowledge  about  the  occurrence of   the  alleged

incident. She  has  no  any knowledge  whether  the  incident actually

had  taken  place  or  not. Her elder  sister  is  suffering  from  mental

sickness. So what  her sister had   communicated  to  her  may  be

fabricated one.   No  medical  examination  was  done  at  Kakapather

hospital.     

12.   P.W.3, Sri Pritom  Hemrom  has  deposed  that  he  knows  the

informant  who  is  his elder sister.  He also knows  the  accused  who

is  neighbour. The  incident  took  place  in  the  month  of  April this

year at  day  time. He  was at  his  duty at  garden. He returned  from

his work  at  3 P.M and  came  to  know from  his elder  sister  about

the  incident. His  sister  told  him that  Bablu   had  done  bad work to

her. He then informed  the  matter  to his   neighbour Pankaj  Malhotra,

Anil  Barla  and  relatives.  Thereafter he informed  the  matter  to the

police  through  VDP personnel.  Police  arrived  and  recorded  his

statement.  His  elder   sister   Sibani   was   medically   examined  at

Kakapather  hospital  and   Tinsukia  Civil  Hospital.  

13.   In  Cross-examination   he has deposed that  his  elder  sister

had   been  suffering  from  mental  sickness  since  2011.   So  what his
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sister had   communicated  to  him  may  be   fabricated one.   

14.   P.W.4, Sri  Anil   Barla  has  deposed  that  he  knows  both

informant  and the accused. The incident  took place about 8  months

back at  day  time. At  that  time  he was  at  home. When he came out

from home he  saw  public   gathered   at  the   house  of  accused

Bablu Hemrom. Police  only took  his name  and address. 

15.    In  Cross-examination   he has deposed that  he does  not

know about  the incident  and why  the people gathered  at the house

of  accused  Bablu Hemrom. 

16.       P.W.5, Sri Pankaj  Malhotra has  deposed  that  he knows  both

the informant and  the  accused.  He  does  not  remember  the  exact

date  of   incident of  this  case.  But so  far he  remember it   had

happened  at about  3-4 months  back from  today.  The incident  was  a

fight  between  the  accused  and  the  Shibani  which  was  occurred

at  around  3 O' clock  on  that day. The  incident  was  occurred  at  No.

16,  Kumsang  T.E. At  the time  of  incident   he  was  at  home. At  that

time  he heard  hue  and  cry. Then  he took  his  bike  and  went  to

the place  of   occurrence.  As soon  as  he  reached  the  place of

occurrence,  police  also  reached  the place  of  occurrence. Police took

away  the  accused  person  alongwith  them. He alongwith Anil  Barla,

VDP President went  to  the  police  station. Police  took  his  signature

on  a  piece  of paper at  the P.S.

17.    In  Cross-examination   he has deposed that he  does not  know

the  cause  of  fighting  between  the  accused  and  Shibani. Except

this  he  does not know about any other occurrence.  He does  not know

why the  accused  was  taken  by  the  police  to  the police  station.

Police  did  not  record  his  statement. Police  obtained  his signature

on  a  blank  paper.  

18.    P.W.6, Sri  Gokul  Chutia (SI)  has  deposed  that on  29.03.18

he was   posted   as   Second   Officer   at  Kakapather  P.S. On  that

day, at 4:45 P.M a  phone  call  was  received at  the  P.S from  Line  no.
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16 of Kumsang  T.E. Accordingly  he made  a  G.D  entry  being no. 462

dated  29.03.16. Ext. 3  is  the   said  G.D  entry. The  information  was

that at Line  no. 16 of Kumsang  T.E  one  girl  was  raped  by  one  man

and the  public  of   the place  had  kept  confining  the   alleged

accused  person. Accordingly  he alongwith  women  staff  proceeded to

the  place of  occurrence. There he saw   public were gathering and the

accused   was kept detained by public.  Thereafter he examined the

witnesses namely, Sri Pritom  Hemrom, Sri  Anil  Barla  and Sri  Pankaj

Malhotra. Then he drew  up  one  sketch map of  the  P.O. Ext. 4  is  the

said sketch  map, Ext. 4(1)  is  his signature. After  that he  brought  the

accused Bablu  Hemrom  alongwith  the  victim  girl  to  the police

station. He  received  one  FIR, Ext. 1. Then  the  FIR  was  registered

by  OC,  Sri  Jyotishman  Neog  and  he  entrusted  him to  investigate

the   case. Ext. 1(2)  is  the  signature  of  the  then  OC. He  examined

the  victim  woman  at  the  P.S  and   recorded  her  statement. The

victim girl was medically examined  at Kakapather  Health  Centre. The

victim  girl  was sent  to  the  court  for  recording her  statement on

03.04.18. The  accused   was  examined  and  recorded  his  statement

and  he was  forwarded  to  the  judicial    custody.  Thereafter  he

collected  medical   report.  On  completion of   investigation  he has

submitted   charge-sheet   against   the   accused person,  Sri   Bablu

Hemrom  U/s. 448/376 IPC. Ext. 5 is  the  charge-sheet,  Ext. 5(1)  is  his

signature. 

19.   In  Cross-examination   he has deposed that the  name of  the

person  who  informed  about  the  incident  is  not  mentioned  in  his

G.D  Entry. The  name of  the  accused  person is also  not  mentioned

in  the  said G.D  Entry. He has not  submitted   the  extract  copy  of

the  G.D  entry alongwith  the  Charge-sheet,  i.e, Ext. 5.  He prepared

the   sketch  map  as  per  the  G.D  entry. He has  not  obtained  the

signatures  of  any  witnesses  in  the  sketch map,  i.e Ext.  4. He

denies  the  suggestion  that  he  did not prepare  the  Ext. 4  at  P.O,

rather  he  prepared  at  P.S.  The   house  of  Sri Pinku  Chowtal  is

situated   on  the  northern  side  of  the P.O  and  the house of  Sri Lal

Murmu  is  situated  on  the  southern  side  of  the  P.O. He  did not
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record their  statements.  The  witnesses  namely, Sri Pritom  Hemrom,

Sri Anil  Barla  and Sri Pankaj  Malhotra  are  not  the  residents  of  that

area. 

20.   The  witness Sri Pankaj  Malhotra did  not   state  before  him

that he  saw there  was  a  fight  going on  in  between  the accused

and  Sibani,  the  informant. He  also  did  not  state  before  him  that

as  soon  as  he  reached  the  P.O  police  also  there  and  the  accused

person  was  taken  by  police  with  them. He  recorded  the statement

of   Sibani  Hemrom, PW.1. She  did  not state  before him that  the

accused  person  committed  rape  on  her. He  did  not  seize  the

wearing  apparel   of   the   victim.  The  incident   took  place   as  per

information  at  10 AM. As  per  164  Statement  the  incident  occurred

at  5 P.M. As  per  medical  report no  sign  of  rape  was  found.  Before

submitting   the  Charge-sheet   he made  a  scrutiny  about   the

statement of  the  victim  recorded  by  him  and the  Ld.  Court  and

the  medical  report  of the  victim and he did not  find the  word  rape

there. 

21.  P.W.7, Dr.   Ashma  Z.H   Ghaznavi   has   deposed   that

on  30.03.18 when she was working as Sr. M & H.O at Doomdooma

FRU,  she   examined  Shibani  Hemrom,  aged  about  37 years  in

connection  with Kakapather  P.S  case  no. 12/18 U/s.  376/448 IPC.

She  was  escorted  by  WPC,  Moromi  Sonowal  Bora.  As  told  by  the

victim  a person named  Babul  Hemrom  came  to  her  place  around

10  AM  on  29.03.18  and  sexually  assaulted her.  The  case was

reported  to   Kakapather   police   station  yesterday  and   came   to

Doomdooma  FRU  on 30.03.18  at  2 P.M.

           
           On examination  she  found  as  follows :

              Physical  examination :   Whether  oriented  in space  and  time –

          Yes.            

Pulse – 80/minute, BP 130/70 mm,  Temperature  and      

  Respiratory  rate   are   normal. 

          Clothing – fresh. 
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Whether  the  victim  has  washed  her  genitalia,  mouth  and

anal  canal   and   changed   her  clothes   or   not   after   the

incident -  washed.

    Examination  for  injuries -  No physical  injuries.

    Local  examination  of  genital  parts :  No  injury  seen.

Swab and  smear  taken from  microscopic  examination  for

sperm -    does  not   show  any spermatozoa. 

   
   Clinical  Opinion :-  Not  consistent  with  recent  sexual  

           assault.

    Ext. 6  is the  Medical  report,  Ext. 6(1)  is  her signature.

  
22.   In Cross-examination  the  PW.7  has  deposed  that  as  per  her

opinion  Shibani  Hemrom  was   not  sexually  assaulted. 

23.   PW.8    Smt. Salma  Sultana  has  deposed   that   on 03.04.18

she  was  posted at  Tinsukia as  Sub-Divisional  Judical  Magistrate(S),

Tinsukia.  On  that  day  she had  recorded  the  statement  of victim,

Shibani Hemram who was   identified and  escorted  by WHG,  Suravi

Gogoi  in  connection with Kakapather P.S  case  no. 12/18. Ext. 2 is the

statement  recorded  by  her, Ext. 2(1)  is  her  signature. 

24.  In   cross-examination  she  has  stated  that   she has  not

mentioned  in  Ext. 2  that  at  what  time  the  victim  was  produced

before her The  section of  the  offence  has  not  been  mentioned  in

Ext. 2. The  victim  stated  before  her  that  the   incident  occurred  at

5  P.M.

25. With   regard   to   the  point  for  determination,   Ld.  Defence

counsel has pointed out   that  the Prosecution has miserably  failed  to

prove  the ingredients of Section 448, 376 IPC. He further  submits  that

the  victim  and  the  informant and  other witnesses could not prove

that the accused had entered into the house of  the victim girl.  The

prosecution has also failed to prove that the accused had raped her.

The medical evidence has also not corroborated the allegation of any

sexual assault. That the victim girl as well as her family members have
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deposed that at  the time of the alleged incident the victim girl  was

mentally retarded. As there is no corroboration from the circumstantial

evidence  and  medical  evidence  and  as  there  is  no  eye  witness  or

neighbouring  witness  to  the  incident  it  cast  a  doubt  about  the

allegation  levelled by the victim girl. Hence,  prays  to   acquit   the

accused person. 

 
26.   In   reply  Ld.  Addl.  P.P.   has  submitted that the prosecution

has  succeeded  to  prove  the  case  against  the  accused  beyond

reasonable doubt.

27.  Upon hearing  both  sides I have  gone  through  the  material

evidence  on  record  and  found  that the  PW.1  had lodged  an  FIR  by

alleging  that  while  she  was   alone  at  her  home,  the  accused  had

entered  into  her  home  at  around   10  AM  and  committed rape  her.

Police   accordingly   investigated   the   case   and   submitted   the

charge-sheet  against  the  accused. 

28.   The  charge  against  the  accused  person  was  framed    U/s.

448/376  IPC.  Hence,   it   is    necessary  to  decide  whether  the

prosecution  has  succeeded  to prove  the  material  ingredients  of

offence  against  the  accused  person. 

29.   So  far offence   U/s. 448  IPC  is  concerned  I  have  gone

through  the  material  evidence  of  the  PWs. From  the  testimony  of

PW.1  it  is  found  that  the  accused  had  entered  into  her  house

and  committed  rape  upon  her. Although  the PW.1, victim  girl  has

alleged  that the  accused  had  entered  into  her  house  but  PW.2,

PW.3, PW.4, PW.5 did  not  witness  the  entering  of  accused  persons

into  the  house  of  PW.1. Although  as  it  appears  from  the  cross-

examination of  I.O(PW.6)  that Pinku  Chowtal and  Lal  Murmu  were

the  neighbour  of  the  victim  girl  but the  Prosecution  has  failed  to

examine  them  to  prove  the  criminal   house  trespass  of   the

accused  person.   As  no  independent   witness  or   neighbouring

witnesses  of  the  complainant,  victim  girl  have  corroborated  the

criminal  house  trespass  of  the  accused  person, it  cast  a  doubt
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about  the authenticity  of  the  prosecution  story. 

30.   So  far  the  allegation  of  rape  is  concerned  against  the

accused  person, I have  gone  through  the material  evidence  on

record  and  found  that the  complainant(PW.1)  has  alleged  in  the

FIR  that the  accused  had committed  rape   upon   her at  10 AM at

her  home. But  in  course  of  her  examination  in  chief  before  the

court she  has  deposed   that  the  accused  pushed  her  on  the

ground  and  molested  her. In  course  of  her statement  recorded  U/s.

164  Cr.P.C  she  has   stated  before  the  concerned  Magistrate  that

on  29.03.18 at  around 5  PM   while  she  was  alone  the  accused

had  committed  rape  upon  her. But the  allegation  of  commission   of

rape  is  not  supported  by  the  medical  evidence. PW.7(M.O)  has

stated  in  her Clinical  Opinion : Not  consistent  with  recent  sexual

assault.  In  her   cross-examination  she  has  also stated  that  the

victim  girl  was  not  sexually  assaulted. It  is  pertinent   to  mention

here  that  as  per  the  version  of  the   victim  girl  she  was  raped  by

the   accused   person   on  29.03.18   and   the   victim  girl    was

medically  examined  on  30.03.18  which  is  immediately  after  the

occurrence  of   alleged  offence.  This  this   evidence  it   can  be

presumed  that  had  the  victim  girl   been  sexually  assaulted  by

the  accused person  then it  could  have  been  determined  by  the

medical  evidence. As  the  allegation  of  rape  or  sexual  assault  is

not  corroborated  by  the  medical  evidence,  it  cast  a  doubt   about

the  authenticity  of  the prosecution  story. 

31.   From  the  scrutiny  of  the  entire  evidence  on  record,  it  has

come  to  light  that  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  incident  the  victim

girl  was  undergoing  mental  treatment. The PW.2  and  PW.3  have

also  opined  that the story  told  by  their  sister  may  be  fabricated

one  as  she  was  suffering  from  mental   sickness. There is  no

corroboration  from  circumstantial  evidence  and  medical  evidence

with   regard   to   the   alleged   offence.  Although   there   were

neighbouring  witnesses,  yet  the  prosecution  has  failed  to  examine

them,  which   cast  a  doubt  about  the  Prosecution  story.  The
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Prosecution  has  failed  to  establish  the  fact  which  is  consistent

with  hypothesis  of  the  guilt  of  the  accused person. The  chain  of

evidence of  circumstance in  the  instant  case  is  not  complete.

32.    Upon hearing  both  sides I have  gone  through  the  material

evidence  on  record  and  found  that the  PW.1  had lodged the  FIR

by  alleging  that  while  she  was   alone  at  her  home,  the  accused

had  entered  into  her  home  at  around   10  AM  and  committed rape

on  her. Police  accordingly  investigated  the  case  and  submitted  the

charge-sheet  against  the  accused. 

33.    The  charge  against  the  accused  person  was  framed    U/s.

448/376  IPC. Hence, now it  is   necessary  to  decide  whether  the

prosecution  has  succeeded  to prove  the  material  ingredients  of

offence  against  the  accused  person. 

34.    So  far offence   U/s. 448  IPC  is  concerned  I  have  gone

through  the  material  evidence  of  the  PW’s. From  the  testimony  of

PW.1  it  is  found  that  the  accused  had  entered  into  her  house

and  committed  rape  upon  her. Although  the PW.1, victim  girl  has

alleged  that the  accused  had  entered  into  her  house  but  PW.2,

PW.3, PW.4, PW.5 did  not  witness  the  entering  of  accused  persons

into  the  house  of  PW.1. Although  as  it  appears  from  the  cross-

examination of  I.O(PW.6)  that Pinku  Chowtal and  Lal  Murmu  were

the  neighbour  of  the  victim  girl  but the  Prosecution  has  failed  to

examine  them  to  prove  the  criminal   house  trespass  by  the

accused  person.   As  no  independent   witness  or   neighbouring

witnesses  of  the  complainant,  victim  girl  have  corroborated  the

criminal  house  trespass  by  the  accused  person, it  cast  a  doubt

about  the authenticity  of  the  prosecution  story. 

35.   So  far  the  allegation  of  rape  is  concerned  against  the

accused  person, I have  gone  through  the material  evidence  on

record  and  found  that the  complainant(PW.1)  has  alleged  in  the

FIR  that the  accused  had committed  rape   upon   her at  10 AM at

her  home. But  in  course  of  her  examination  in  chief  before  the
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court she  has  deposed   that  the  accused  pushed  her  on  the

ground  and  molested  her. In  course  of  her statement  recorded  U/s.

164  Cr.P.C  she  has   stated  before  the  concerned  Magistrate  that

on  29.03.18 at  around 5  PM   while  she  was  alone  the  accused

had  committed  rape  upon  her. But the  allegation  of  commission   of

rape  is  not  supported  by  the  medical  evidence. PW.7(M.O)  has

stated  in   her Clinical   Opinion that  “not  consistent  with  recent

sexual  assault”.  In  her   cross-examination  she  has  also stated  that

the  victim  girl  was  not  sexually  assaulted. 

36.     It  is  pertinent   to  mention  here  that  as  per  the  version

of  the   victim  girl  she  was  raped  by  the  accused  person  on

29.03.18  and   the  victim  girl    was    medically   examined  on

30.03.18  which  is  immediately  after  the   occurrence  of  alleged

offence. From this evidence  it   can  be  presumed  that  had  the

victim  girl   been  sexually  assaulted  by  the  accused person  then it

could  have  been  determined  by  the  medical  evidence. As  the

allegation  of  rape  or  sexual  assault  is  not  corroborated  by  the

medical  evidence,  it  cast  a  doubt   about  the  authenticity  of  the

prosecution  story. 

37.    From  the  scrutiny  of  the  entire  evidence  on  record,  it  has

come  to  light  that  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  incident  the  victim

girl  was  undergoing  mental  treatment. The PW.2  and  PW.3  have

also  opined  that the story  told  by  their  sister  may  be  fabricated

one  as  she  was  suffering  from  mental   sickness. There is  no

corroboration  from  circumstantial  evidence  and  medical  evidence

with   regard   to   the   alleged   offence.  Although   there   were

neighbouring  witnesses,  yet  the  prosecution  has  failed  to  examine

them,   which    cast   a   doubt   about  the  investigation  and  the

Prosecution  story.  The  Prosecution  has  failed  to  establish  the  fact

which  is  consistent  with  hypothesis  of  the  guilt  of  the  accused

person. The  chain  of evidence of  circumstance in  the  instant  case

is  not  complete. 
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38.   Hence in view of the above discussion and considering all the

facts and circumstances I am of considered  opinion  that Prosecution

has  failed  to  prove  the  case  against  the  accused person U/s.

448/376 IPC beyond  all reasonable  doubts. Hence, the  accused Bablu

Hemrom is  acquitted  on benefit of doubt and set at liberty. 

39.    The bail bond of the accused is extended U/S 437 (A) Cr.P.C.

40.  Send  a  copy  of  Judgment  to  the  Deputy  Commissioner  of

Tinsukia.

41.   Given  under her hand and seal of this court on this the 30 th day

of  July, 2019.

 

 Dictated & corrected by me:    

                          

(Md. Abdul Hakim)                                           (Md. Abdul Hakim)
Addl. Sessions Judge-2(FTC),                       Addl. Sessions Judge-2(FTC), 

                 Tinsukia.                                                                Tinsukia.

Transcribed by :

         P.D Phukan, 

           (Steno).
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                                         A  N  N  E  X  U  R  E

 

PROSECUTION WITNESSES:

PW.1, Smt. Shibani  Hemrom, 

PW.2, Smt.  Ajanti  Hemrom, 

PW.3, Sri Pritom  Hemrom, 

PW.4,  Sri  Anil  Barla,

PW.5,  Sri  Pankaj  Malhotra,

PW.6, Sri  Gokul  Chutia (SI),

PW.7, Dr. Ashma  Z. H Ghaznavi, 

PW.8,  Smt. Salma  Sultana.

  

PROSECUTION DOCUMENTS   :

Ext. 1  is  the ejahar,

Ext. 2 is  the  164 Cr.P.C  statement   of  the  victim,

Ext. 3  is  the Extract copy  of  Kakapather  P.S  G.D  entry no. 462  dtd. 

29.03.2018.

Ext. 4  is  the sketch  map,

Ext. 5  is  the  Charge-sheet,

Ext. 6  is  the  Medical  Report,

      

                                                                 (Md. Abdul Hakim)
                                                             Addl. Sessions Judge-2(FTC),

                                    Tinsukia 

  

 


