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IN THE COURT OF THE SESSIONS JUDGE : : TINSUKIA 

 
District: Tinsukia 

  
Present: Sri C. Das, 

  Sessions Judge, 

  Tinsukia 

 

( Committed on 21.8.2015 by learned Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate, (S) 

Tinsukia in G.R. Case No.1171/2011) 

 

Sessions Case No.189 (T) of 2015 
               U/s.302/34 of I.P.C. 

 

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

 

- Versus  –  

1. Sri Junti Gogoi,   

S/o Sri Ajit Gogoi, 

R/o Dhan Nagar, Rupai Siding, P.S. Doomdooma, 

District: Tinsukia (Assam) 

2. Sri Dikram Dohutia, 

 S/o Sri Hemakanta Dohutia. 

3. Sri Bikram Moran, 

 S/o Late Anil Moran. 

 Both are residents of Tongana Gaon,  

 P.S. Tongana, 

District: Tinsukia (Assam).………………..……………..Accused 

 

Appearance: 

Sri A.K. Choubey, Public Prosecutor……………...For the State 

Sri S. Chetia, Advocate  ....................………….For the Accused No.2 & 3 

Sri G. Borkataky & R. Bora, Advocates…………..For the Accused No.1 
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 Date of Evidence:  08.12.16, 03.04.18, 19.06.18 & 06.11.19 

 Date of Argument: 05.12.2020  & 22.12.2020 

 Date of Judgment: 22.12.2020 

   

J   U   D   G   M   E   N   T 

 

1. The prosecution case, in brief, is that on 11.9.2011, the informant Sri 

Kartik Bhumij  lodged an ejahar before the Officer In-charge, Doomdooma 

police station, stating inter-alias that on 10.9.2011 at about 11 p.m., the 

accused Sri Jintu Gogoi with some other persons, committed murder of one 

Gobin Bhumij by torturing him. 

 

2. On receipt of the said ejahar, police registered the Doomdooma P.S. 

Case No.285/2011 and started the process of investigation. During the 

investigation, Investigating Officer examined the informant with other 

witnesses and visited the place of occurrence, drawn up its sketch map. He 

further conducted inquest and caused post-mortem examination of dead 

body. After collecting the postmortem report, I.O. arrested the accused 

persons and  forwarded  them to judicial custody. Several attempts were 

made to arrest other two accused persons, who were also involved in the 

occurrence, but could not apprehend them. At the end of investigation, 

having found a prima-facie case well established, I.O. submitted charge-sheet 

against the accused persons u/s.302/34 I.P.C. to face trial in the court of law.  

 

3. As the offence is exclusively triable by the Court of Sessions, the case 

is committed to this court, by learned Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate (S), 

Tinsukia after compliance of provisions u/s. 207/209 IPC, to the accused 

persons. Accordingly, a separate Sessions case was registered and was taken 

up for trial. 

 
4. After hearing of both parties and on perusal of materials on record, 

charge was framed u/s.302/34 I.P.C. The charge was read over and 
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explained to the accused persons, to which they pleaded not guilty and 

claimed to be tried. 

 
5. In this case, during the trial, the prosecution examined six (6)  

witnesses and the defence examined none. The plea of the defence is plea of 

denial, as it appears from the statement of the accused persons recorded u/s. 

313 CrPC. However, the accused persons declined to adduce any evidence. 

The argument of the parties was heard at length and the evidence on record 

was perused.  

 
 POINTS FOR DETERMINATION: 

6. The only point for determination in this case is as to whether the 

accused persons on 10.9.2011 at about 11 p.m. at Rupai Siding Dhan Nagar 

under Doomdooma police station, committed murder by causing the death of 

Gobin Bhumjij intentionally and thereby committed an offence punishable 

u/s.302/34 I.P.C.? 

 
 DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS FOR DECISION 

 

7. In this instant case, the prosecution examined Dr. Amar Prasad as 

PW1.  He deposed in his evidence that on 11.9.2011, while he was working 

as SDM & HO at Tinsukia Civil Hospital,  on that day at about 10.15 a.m., he 

conducted post-mortem examination on the dead body of one Gobin Bhumij 

in connection with Doomdooma P.S. G.D.E. No.307/11. The dead body was 

brought and identified by UBC/518 Probin Bora and Kartik Bhumij. On 

examination, he found the following:- 

“External Appearance:- One male body, average built, wearing a black 

stripped ganji, blue jeans and white half pant. Rigor-mortis was 

present all over the body. 

 Injuries: 

1. One 8 inches long contused abrasion is seen opposite 6th rib. Rib is 

fractured anteriorly and part of the rib injured the pleurae and lung. 

The left lung is collapsed and left hemi-thorax is full of blood and 

clots; 
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2. Right lung shifted towards the right. 

 Other organs were normal and healthy.” 

 

8. PW1 opined that death is caused by asphyxia as a result of injuries 

sustained.  Approximate time since death was 10 to 18 hours. Injuries are 

ante-mortem, caused by blunt object.  The injuries were homicidal in nature. 

PW1 further stated that the second injury is the reaction of the first injury 

and the first injury and its action is sufficient to cause death of a person in 

normal course.  Ext.1 is the post-mortem report and Ext.1(1) is his signature. 

 

9. In his cross-examination, PW1 replied that the injuries are not likely to 

cause by an accident. He has not mentioned in the post-mortem report about 

the object, but the injuries were caused by blunt object. Apparently, the 

evidence of PW1 discloses of such injuries on the person of deceased, which 

is sufficient to cause death of a person. He did not pinpoint the nature of 

object by which the injuries so detected, but it is clear that it was caused 

otherwise by blunt object. There is no dispute raised over the finding of 

injuries so detected by PW1 over the dead body of the deceased. PW1 

proved the medical examination report. Thus, the death of the deceased was 

not a natural death but caused by the injuries so mentioned in Ext.1.  

 

10. PW2 is the informant Sri Kartik Bhumij. He deposed that the deceased 

Gobin Bhumij was his nephew.  He knew accused Junti Gogoi only, but does 

not know the other accused persons.  The deceased died in the year 2011. 

On the date of incident, at night, at about 11 p.m., he was in his home and 

on hearing hue and cry, he came out of his house and saw that the accused 

Junti Gogoi and the deceased Gobin Bhumij were quarrelling with each other 

on the road near Karam Puja venue, which was held in the house of one 

Baijnath Bhumij. The accused Junti Gogoi was accompanied by other five 

youths. He does not know those five youths, but later on, he came to know 

that some youths were from Tongana and some were from Rupai. He 

somehow pacified the persons in quarrel and sent the accused as well as, the 

deceased to go to their respective homes. After 10/15 minutes, he again 
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heard hue and cry and came out and saw that the deceased Gobin was lying 

on the ground near the house of Mahabir Bhumij, on the side of the road. 

The accused Junti was also, standing there. On being asked, the accused 

Junti told him (PW2) that he does not know anything. Then, they took the 

deceased Gobin to one D.C. Bora Nursing Home at Rupai Siding and there, he 

saw that the injured Gobin had some black marks on his abdomen. When the 

injured Gobin was taken to the Nursing Home, by that time, he was already 

died. The injured Gobin was not in a position to speak anything. Hence, he 

filed the ejahar. Ext.2 is the ejahar, lodged by him and Ext.2(1) is his 

signature.  He stated that the ejahar was scribed by someone, but he does 

not know his name. The ejahar was scribed as per his version and it was read 

over to him. Police came and took away the dead body from D.C. Bora 

Nursing Home and prepared inquest report.  Ext.3 is the inquest report and 

Ext.3(1) is his signature.  

 

11. In his cross-examination, PW2 replied that he did not see the mar-pit 

but he saw them quarrelling i.e. between the accused Junti and the 

deceased. He denied the suggestion that he did not state before the police 

that he has seen quarrelling between the accused Junti and the deceased. 

Thus, the evidence of PW2 discloses involvement of the accused Junti Gogoi 

in the occurrence. PW2 proved the ejahar and inquest, but he did not see the 

occurrence that caused injury leading to death of the deceased. His evidence 

discloses a circumstance where the accused was seen standing near Gobin 

Bhumij lying on roadside in injured condition. 

         

12. PW3 is Gopal Bhumij, elder brother of the deceased Gobin Bhumij.  

He deposed that he knew the accused Junti Gogoi only, but he did not know 

the other accused persons. The incident took place in the year 2011. On the 

date of incident, at night, at about 11 p.m., he went to attend Karam Puja, 

which was held in the house of one Pulchan Bhumij and before reaching 

there, he saw a quarrel that was taken place near the venue of Karam Puja 

between the deceased Gobin Bhumij and the accused Junti Gogoi, who was 

accompanied by five other youths.  At that time, Kartik Bumij (PW2) was with 
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him. He pacified the quarrel and sent all the persons involved in the quarrel 

to their respective homes. After five minutes or so, the deceased Gobin and 

the accused Junti again, started to quarrel and mar-pit also, took place. 

When they reached near them, he saw that his brother Gobin Bhumij was 

fallen on the road and the accused Junti was standing there. They 

apprehended the accused Junti and thereafter, took his brother/victim to one 

D.C. Bora Nursing Home at Rupai, where he succumbed to his injuries.  He 

noticed one stain/spot below the chest of the body of his brother/victim after 

arrival at the Nursing Home.   Thereafter, Kartik Bhumij (PW2) lodged the 

ejahar. Police came and took away the dead body from D.C. Bora Nursing 

Home and prepared inquest report, wherein he put his signature. Ext.3 is the 

inquest report and Ext.3(2) is his signature.  

 

13. In his cross-examination, PW3 denied the suggestion that he did not 

state before the police that after five minutes or so, the deceased Gobin and 

the accused Junti again, started to quarrel and mar-pit also, took place 

between them. When they reached near them, he saw that his brother Gobin 

Bhumij had fallen on the road and Junti was standing there. Apparently, the 

version of PW3 shows that the accused along with some other youth, entered 

in to quarrel with the deceased prior to the occurrence. But he arrived at the 

spot after the occurrence was over and as such, his evidence does not 

disclose who caused fatal hit or assault to the deceased in the quarrel. Thus, 

the evidence of PW3 discloses of a circumstance, which narrates that the 

deceased was lying near on the road while the accused Junti Gogoi was seen, 

standing nearby, which corroborates the version of PW2. 

 

14. PW4 is Sri Kiran Tanti.  He deposed that the informant is the paternal 

uncle of his wife.  He knew the deceased, who was his brother-in-law. He did 

not know the accused persons.  At the time of occurrence, he was in his 

house.  On the next day of the occurrence, someone informed him over 

telephone that Gobin Bhumij died.  He went to the house of the deceased, 

but on the way, he saw that the dead body of deceased was taken for 

cremation. He did not know how the incident took place. PW4 was declared 
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hostile by the prosecution. The evidence of PW4 however, confirms that the 

deceased died on next day of the occurrence. 

 

15. PW5 is Smti Manju Bhumij.  She deposed that the deceased was her 

son.  She knew the accused Junti Gogoi, but did not know the other two 

accused persons.  The occurrence took place at night and at that time, she 

was attending Karam Puja, near her house. She stated that one boy, who is 

dead now, informed her that her son Gobin Bhumij had a scuffle with some 

boys. She came out of the Puja and went to the place of occurrence. She saw 

that her son Gobin Bhumij was being chased by the accused Junti Gogoi and 

while her son reached near her, Gobin Bhumij fell down on the ground and 

immediately died.  By that time, some other boys gathered there and they all 

got together and took her son to the hospital. She also, went to the hospital, 

but the doctors declared her son dead. She does not know, who were the 

other persons involved in the assault of her son. 

 

16. In her cross-examination, PW5 replied that she did not witness 

anybody assaulting her son. She did not remember, if she had stated before 

police that the accused Junti Gogoi chased her son. The accused Junti Gogoi 

had his house near the place of occurrence. PW5 stated that she knew the 

accused Junti Gogoi since long and they never had a quarrel with the accused 

Junti Gogoi. Thus, the evidence of PW5 discloses another circumstances 

which narrates that the accused Junti Gogoi chased the deceased before he 

fell down in front of PW5 and immediately, the deceased Gobin died.  

 

17. PW6 is the I.O. Pratap Borgohain.  He deposed that on 11.9.2011, he 

was attached to Doomdooma police station.  On that day, one Dr. D.C. Bora 

informed to the police station over phone that two persons were admitted in 

his nursing home in an injured state and some other persons were creating 

hulla outside the nursing home, thereby creating nuisance. The then Officer 

In-Charge, Biswajit Sharma had immediately, made a G.D.E bearing No.307 

dated 11.9.2011. The Officer In-Charge instructed him to go to the nursing 

home. Accordingly, he went there. He saw that many people were creating 
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nuisance outside the hospital and they were also, holding a dead body in a 

stretcher. The dead body was of Gobin Bhumij. He hailed from Dhan Nagar, 

Rupai under Doomdooma police station.  In the mean time, his superior 

officers also, arrived there. For conducting inquest, he procured the services 

of a Magistrate and in his presence, the inquest upon the dead body was 

done. Thereafter, he sent the dead body of Gobin Bhumij to Tinsukia Civil 

Hospital for post-mortem examination. On that day, he had recorded the 

statements of Kartik Bhumij and Gopal Bhumij. On that day itself, Kartik 

Bhumij (PW2) lodged an ejahar before police station. Out of the two injured 

persons, who were already admitted in the nursing home, one Sri Junti Gogoi 

was referred to Tinsukia Civil Hospital for better treatment.  After receiving 

the ejahar, the Officer In-Charge of the police station, registered a case being 

Doomdooma P.S. Case No.285/11 and entrusted him to investigate the case. 

Ext.2 is the ejahar and Ext.2(2) is the signature with endorsement of Officer 

In-charge Sri Biswajit Sharma. After registration of the ejahar, he recorded 

the statement of the complainant Kartik Bhumij and thereafter, he went to 

the place of occurrence. He was led there by Kartik Bhumij. The place of 

occurrence was situated at Dhan Nagar, Rupai Siding. He drew up a sketch 

map of the place of occurrence. Ext.4 is the sketch map and Ext.4(1) is his 

signature. He recorded the statements of Manju Bhumij, Gopal Bhumij, Kiran 

Tanti and Mantu Dey at the spot itself. On 12.9.2011, he arrested the 

accused, namely; Dikram Dahutia @ Moina and Bikram Moran and forwarded 

them to the court for sending them to the judicial custody. On 19.9.2011, he 

again arrested another accused Junti Gogoi and forwarded him to the court 

for sending him to the judicial custody.  In the mean time, he was transferred 

and as such, he handed over the case diary to the concerned Officer In-

charge.  After going through the case diary, PW6 found that his successor did 

not record the statements of any other witnesses. His successor only filed the 

charge-sheet on the basis of materials collected by PW6. Ext.5 is the charge-

sheet and Ext.5(1) is the signature of his successor Abidur Rahman, which is 

known to him. 
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18. Further, I.O confirmed that PW4 Kiran Tanti stated as that “last night, 

I went to see Karam Puja at Dhan-nagar and that while I was there, I saw 

that there was a big hulla and I heard that someone assaulted Gobin and 

thrown his body into the courtyard of his house and that I also, immediately 

went there and saw that Gobin was lying in the courtyard of his house and at 

that time, a person from the village was standing by his side and that later 

on, I came to know that the said person was Junti Gogoi and that Gobin was 

immediately taken to the Nursing Home of D.C. Bora and there Gobin was 

declared dead and that after his death, some boys attacked Junti Gogoi on an 

accusation that he along with Dikram, Bikram and one Talukdar had caused 

the death of Gobin”. I.O accordingly, proved the statement of PW4 vide Ext.6. 

 

19. In his cross-examination, the I.O. replied that in this case, he could 

not find any eyewitness to the occurrence, nor did he seize any article from 

the place of occurrence.  He arrested the accused Junti Gogoi after he was 

discharged from the civil hospital, Tinsukia. The house of the accused Junti 

Gogoi is situated at Dhan Nagar, Rupai Siding, where the occurrence took 

place.  In the ejahar, it was not stated that there was a mar-pit. It is only 

stated that after argument, the deceased was murdered.  He denied the 

suggestion that he did not find any materials against the accused, basing 

upon which his successor had filed the charge-sheet. PW6 I.O further replied 

that the witness Gopal Bhumij (PW3) did not state before him that after five 

minutes or so, after the quarrel, Gobin and Junti started to quarrel and mar-

pit also took place between them. 

 

20. Learned Public Prosecutor strenuously submitted that admittedly the 

case of prosecution is rest on circumstantial evidence of the prosecution 

witnesses. He submitted that the circumstances so projected by the 

prosecution witnesses in the evidence so consistent and sterling piece of 

evidence that there is no other hypothesis than to accept that it was the 

accused persons, who committed murder of the deceased person. Hence, he 

urged to convict the accused persons as per law.  
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21. Per contra, learned counsel for the accused persons submitted that 

there is no any eye-witness adduced evidence in favour of the prosecution 

case even though the occurrence alleged to have taken place on the public 

road near a puja compound. He submitted that if there are circumstances 

appeared against the accused persons, it does not draw up a chain of 

circumstances leading to prove of guilt of the accused persons only. 

Therefore, the accused persons are entitled to get benefit of doubt, he 

maintained.  

 

22. Learned counsel for the accused persons relied the decision reported 

in Cril. Appeal No.1330/2018 Reena Hazarika vs. State of Assam 

wherein Hon'ble Supreme Court observed inter-alias that “the essentials of 

circumstantial evidence stand well established by precedents and we do not 

consider it necessary to reiterate the same and burden the order 

unnecessarily. Suffice it to observe that in a case of circumstantial evidence 

the prosecution is required to establish the continuity in the links of the chain 

of circumstances, so as to lead to the only and inescapable conclusion of the 

accused being the assailant, inconsistent or incompatible with the possibility 

of any other hypothesis compatible with the innocence of the accused. Mere 

invocation of the last seen theory, sans the facts and evidence in a case, will 

not suffice to shift the onus upon the accused under Section 106 of Evidence 

Act, unless the prosecution first establishes a prima facie case. If the links in 

the chain of circumstances itself are not complete, and the prosecution is 

unable to establish a prima facie case, leaving upon the possibility that the 

occurrence may have taken place in some other manner, the onus will not 

shift to the accused, and the benefit of doubt will have to be given”.  

 

23. After going through the evidence of the prosecution witnesses, it 

appears that there is no direct evidence tendered by any witness who was 

present at the spot. However, direct evidence tendered by PW2 and 3 relating 

to a verbal quarrel between the accused Junti Gogoi with others and the 
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deceased. The said quarrel was successfully dispersed by PW2 and 3 without 

any physical assault to either side. Subsequent incident led to death of the 

victim Gobin Bhumij was not seen by any prosecution witnesses. But they 

narrated circumstances incriminating against the accused Junti Gogoi. The 

circumstance so narrated by PW2 and 3 respectively, which is reproduced for 

better understanding is that 

 i) On the date of incident, at night, at about 11 p.m., PW2 was in  his 

home and on hearing hue and cry, he came out of his house and saw that the 

accused Junti Gogoi and the deceased Gobin Bhumij were quarrelling with 

each other on the road near Karam Puja venue, which was held in the house 

of one Baijnath Bhumij. The accused Junti Gogoi was accompanied by other 

five youths. He somehow pacified the persons in quarrel and sent the 

accused as well as, the   deceased  to go to their respective homes. After 

10/15 minutes, he again, heard hue and cry and came out and saw that the 

deceased Gobin was lying on the ground near the house of Mahabir Bhumij, 

on the side of the road. The accused Junti was also, standing there. On being 

asked, the accused Junti told him(PW2) that he does not know anything. 

Then, they took the deceased Gobin to one D.C. Bora Nursing Home at Rupai 

Siding and when the injured Gobin was taken to the Nursing Home, by that 

time, he was already died. The injured Gobin was not in a position to speak 

anything.  

 ii) PW3 saw a quarrel that was taken place near the venue of Karam 

Puja between the deceased Gobin Bhumij and the accused Junti Gogoi, who 

was accompanied by five other youths.  At that time, Kartik Bumij(PW2) was 

with him. He  pacified the quarrel and sent all the persons involved in the 

quarrel to their respective homes. After five minutes or so, the deceased 

Gobin and the accused Junti again, started to quarrel and mar-pit also, took 

place. When they reached near them, he saw that his brother Gobin Bhumij 

was fallen on the road and the accused Junti was standing there. They 

apprehended the accused Junti and thereafter, took his brother/victim to one 

D.C. Bora Nursing Home at Rupai, where he succumbed to his injuries. 
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24. Another circumstance narrated by PW5, which reproduces herewith 

for better understanding that  

 i) She saw that her son Gobin Bhumij was being chased by the 

accused Junti Gogoi and while her son reached near her,  Gobin  Bhumij fell 

down on the ground and immediately, died. 

 

25. Thus, the circumstance discloses by PW2 and 3 are similar to each 

other while other circumstance stated by PW5 is a bit different from other 

circumstance narrated by PW2 and 3. In case of circumstantial evidence to 

base a conviction order, it was held in Hanumant vs. State of MP (1953) 

SCR 1091 ; 

i] The circumstances from which the conclusion of guilt is to be drawn should 

be fully established;  

ii] The facts so established should be consistent with the hypothesis of guilt 

and the accused, that is to say, they should not be explainable on any other 

hypothesis except that the accused is guilty;  

iii] The circumstances should be of a conclusive nature and tendency; 

iv] They should exclude every possible hypothesis except the one to be 

proved; and  

v] There must be a chain of evidence so complete as not to leave any 

reasonable ground for the conclusion consistent with the innocence of the 

accused and must have been done by the accused.  

 

26. In Sunder @ Lala & ors. vs. State 2009 VII AD (Delhi) it was 

held as under : “It is settled law that circumstances play very important role 

in the appreciation of evidence. The conduct of witnesses is a very important 

facet to determine their creditworthiness.” 

 

27. Thus, the above law on circumstantial evidence and the worthiness of 

witnesses thereof, shows that there are certain conditions, which requires to 
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fulfill by the prosecution to prove its case against an accused based on 

circumstantial evidence.  Apparently, in all the circumstances, the name of 

the accused Junti Gogoi appeared, who initially entered into verbal quarrel 

with the deceased, which was dispersed by PW2 and 3 and later on, there 

was marpit between the accused and the deceased and ultimately the 

deceased lost his life.  Both PW2 and 3 never saw the marpit between the 

accused Junti Gogoi and the deceased. Similarly, the evidence of PW5 also, 

goes on same footing. It appears that when PW2 and 3 went to the spot, 

they saw the accused standing near the person of the deceased, who was 

lying nearby on the road. On the other hand, PW5 gave a different version. 

PW5 only saw the accused chased the deceased near to her and thereafter, 

the deceased came near her and fell down on the ground and died. PW2, 3 

and 5 consistently stated that  the deceased was shifted to hospital. If this 

so, PW2 and 3 ought to have seen PW5 near the person of the deceased. But 

that is not apparent in the evidence. It cannot be disputed that the accused 

Junti Gogoi also, sustained injuries as he was admitted into hospital on same 

day of occurrence. No any offending weapon was recovered from the accused 

Junti Gogoi. Standing near the person of the deceased near road side does 

not suggest that the accused Junti Gogoi caused bodily hurt to the deceased. 

Same way it does not make an inference that it was the accused Junti Gogoi 

caused hurt on the abdomen of the deceased since the accused Junti Gogoi 

chased the deceased at the relevant time of occurrence. Other youth present 

there may cause such hurt to the deceased. There is every possibility that it 

may not be the accused Junti Gogoi to cause fatal hurt to the deceased 

leading to death and some others present there had caused such hurt to the 

deceased. The prosecution could not bring on record sufficient evidence to 

ensure that only the accused Junti Gogoi caused the fatal hurt to the 

deceased. Thus, both the circumstances could not implicate the accused Junti 

Gogoi clearly in the occurrence as other youth being present at the relevant 

time. Hence, from the circumstances, it appears that the hypothesis does not 

tilt conclusively towards the guilt of the accused Junti Gogoi. As such, the 

accused Junti Gogoi is entitled to get the benefit of doubt. There is no 
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evidence on record to implicate the accused Dikram Dohutia and Bikram 

Moran.  

 

28. Under the above facts and circumstances of the case, the prosecution 

has failed to prove its case against the accused persons beyond all 

reasonable doubt. Accordingly, the accused persons are held not guilty u/s. 

302/34 IPC and thus, they are acquitted and set at liberty. Their bail bonds 

shall remain in force u/s.437-A CrPC. Forward a copy of the judgment to the 

District Magistrate, Tinsukia u/s. 365 CrPC. The victim of the offence of this 

case is entitled to get compensation for the occurrence. Hence, this court 

recommends payment of compensation to the victim of this case u/s. 357 

CrPC, r/w Assam Victims Compensation Scheme by the DLSA, Tinsukia. 

Inform the Secretary, DLSA, Tinsukia to do the needful accordingly.  

  

        
29. Given under the hand and seal of this Court on this the 22nd day of 

December, 2020.  

 

Dictated & corrected by me. 

 

  

                  (C. Das) 
       Sessions Judge           Sessions Judge 
  Tinsukia                Tinsukia 
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A   P   P   E   N   D   I   X 

 

 PROSECUTION WITNESSES: 

 

1. PW1  - Dr. Amar Prasad……………..M.O. 

2. PW2  - Sri Kartik Bhumij………..Informant 

3.   PW3  - Sri Gopal Bhumij 

4.   PW4  - Sri Kiran Tanti 

5.    PW5  - Smti Manju Bhumij 

6.   PW6 - Sri Pratap Borgohain…………I.O. 

 

DEFENCE WITNESSES: 

 Nil 

   

PROSECUTION EXHIBITS: 

 

1.   Ext.1 - Post-mortem Report  

2.  Ext.2  - Ejahar 

3.   Ext.3 - Inquest Report 

4.    Ext.4 - Sketch map 

5.    Ext.5 - Charge-sheet 

6.    Ext.6 - Statement of PW4 Kiran Tanti u/s.161  

   Cr.P.C. 

 

 

Sessions Judge 
            Tinsukia 
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