
1 

 

IN THE COURT OF THE SESSIONS JUDGE : : TINSUKIA 

 
District: Tinsukia 

  
Present: Sri C. Das, 

  Sessions Judge, 

  Tinsukia 

 

(Committed on 17.04.2018  by learned Judicial Magistrate 1st Class, Tinsukia 

in G.R. Case No.1462/2014) 

 

          Judgment in Sessions Case No.51 (T) of 2018 
               U/s.326/307 of I.P.C. 

 

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

- Versus  –  

Sri Paku Karmakar,   

S/o Sri Etuwa Karmakar, 

R/o Chengeli Line, Talap T.E.,  

P.S. Doomdooma, 

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

 

Appearance: 

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

Sri M.K. Singh, Advocate                ............ For the Accused  

 
   

Date of Evidence:  24.07.18, 07.08.18, 21.08.18, 18.09.18, 

 03.10.18, 01.12.18, 29.04.19 & 22.07.2019 

 Date of Argument: 05.03.2021 

 Date of Judgment: 19.03.2021 

 

J   U   D   G   M   E   N   T 

 

1. The case of the prosecution briefly, can be described as that on 

23.7.2014, the complainant Sri Amar Boraik lodged an ejahar before In-
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charge of Talap police out-post alleging inter-alias that on 22.7.2014 at about 

11 am., his brother-in-law Sri Paku Karmakar of Chengeli gaon, hit his elder 

sister namely; Mina Karmakar with a dao in an attempt to kill her, caused 

grievous hurt to her in presence of his old mother, aged about 60 years and 

children and cut down one half of her hand's thumb finger and hair. The 

injured was admitted into Assam Medical College Hospital, Dibrugarh.  

 

2. On the basis of the above ejahar of the complainant, the police 

accordingly, lodged the Talap O.P. G.D. Entry No.390 dated 23.7.2014 and 

forwarded to Officer-in-charge of Doomdooma police station, who in turn, 

registered the Doomdooma P.S. Case No.398/14 u/s 326/307 IPC and started 

the investigation by appointing an I.O./ police officer. During the 

investigation, I.O. visited the place of occurrence, drew its sketch map, 

examined the complainant, the victim and available witnesses. The accused 

was arrested and forwarded to judicial custody. The medical report of the 

victim was collected wherein the doctor opined that the nature of injuries of 

the victim to be grievous one. After completion of the investigation, I.O. 

having found a prima-facie case well established, submitted the charge-sheet 

against the accused to face trial in the court.  

 

3. The accused when brought before the court, he was furnished with 

the copy of the case u/s. 207 CrPC. Learned Judicial Magistrate, First Class, 

Tinsukia having found the offence is exclusively triable by the court of 

Sessions, committed the case to this court for its trial. Accordingly, a separate 

Sessions case was registered and was taken up for trial.  

 

4. After hearing both parties and on perusing the materials on record, 

the charges u/s. 326 and 307 IPC were framed against the accused. The 

charges so framed, were then read over and explained to the accused, who 

pleaded not guilty  and claimed to be tried.  

 

5. The prosecution during the trial, examined as many as, 11 (eleven) 

witnesses, including I.O. and M.O. to support its case. The accused took the 
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plea of total denial to the all incriminating circumstances appeared against 

him in the evidence on record in his statement recorded u/s. 313 CrPC. The 

accused however, declined to adduce any evidence in his defence. The 

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

perused carefully.  

 

6.  POINTS FOR DETERMINATION : 

(i)   Whether on 22.7.2014 at Na-gaon of Talap T.E., at about 11 

a.m., the accused voluntarily caused grievous hurt to his wife Mina 

Karmakar by means of a dao, which is an instrument for cutting?  

 (ii) Whether on the same day, place and time as above, the 

accused caused hurt to Mina Karmakar with such intention that if he 

had caused her death, he would be guilty of murder and that the 

accused caused hurt to her?   

 

7. DECISION AND REASONS THEREFORE : 

It was the argument of learned Public Prosecutor that all the evidence 

of prosecution witnesses indicated consistently that the accused dealt dao 

blows upon the person of the victim woman, who is his wife. As a result,  one 

finger of the victim woman was severed, which is itself a grievous injury to 

the victim woman as per law. He submitted that the blows of dao (machete) 

were so severe that it would have cause death to his victim wife. There is no 

contradiction appeared in the evidence of the prosecution evidence. Hence, 

the prosecution has able to bring home the charge against the accused as per 

charge framed against him and as such, the accused may be punished as per 

law.  

 

8. Per contra, learned counsel appearing for the accused vehemently 

submitted that the evidence on record of the prosecution witnesses, tendered 

by the prosecution side, is totally contradictory to each other, for which it 

cannot be held that the case is proved against the accused beyond all 

reasonable doubt. He submitted further that on the basis of contradictory 

evidence of the prosecution evidence, the accused cannot be held guilty for 
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the offence charged with. The contradictions in the evidence of the 

prosecution, leads to doubt for which the accused is entitled to get benefit of 

doubt. Hence, he urged to acquit the accused from the charge of the offence 

of the case.  

 

9. It appears from the record that there is no dispute over the hurt 

suffered by the victim woman, who is the wife of the accused. PW1 Sri Amar 

Boraik is the complainant of the case. He is the brother of the victim woman. 

At the time of occurrence, his victim sister was staying in his house. On the 

fateful day, at about 11 a.m., while he was on duty, his friend namely; 

Dharmeswar Sawashi informed him that somebody caused serious injury to 

his said elder sister.  So, he immediately, returned to his home and saw that 

his elder sister was lying on the floor of his house. He saw blood stains on the 

back of her neck, hands, and other parts of body. She was unconscious at 

that time. So, he went out to bring a pushcart to take his sister to hospital. 

He took his sister to hospital at Dangri TE, but the doctor referred his sister 

to AMCH, Dibrugarh. His parents took his sister to AMCH, Dibrugarh. Till then 

he could not know, who caused injuries to his sister. On next day, he lodged 

the ejahar vide Ext.1 and he proved it as per terms of provisions of law. PW1 

stated that his sister was treated  at AMCH for three weeks. Up till then, he 

could not know who caused injuries to his sister. Subsequently, this witness 

was declared hostile. Thus, it appears that PW1 could not implicate the 

accused perhaps, due to his relationship with the accused. But from his 

evidence, it appears that his victim sister suffered injuries on her person.  

 

10. PW2 Smti. Mina Karmakar is the sole victim woman of the occurrence. 

There is no dispute that she is the wife of the accused. PW2 stated that for 

some matters, she had rebuked the accused/ husband and in turn, he dealt 

dao blow upon her, which caused injuries to her left hand as well as, her 

forehead. Her left hand thumb was also, severed because of the attack of the 

accused/ husband. Her mother took her to AMCH, Dibrugarh for treatment. 

Her mother's house is in front of her matrimonial home, the distance would 

be less than 100 meters. PW2 showed her injuries to court, which indicated 
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that her left hand containing two scars of cut injuries and the left hand 

without the thumb. She further stated that she was at AMCH for one month. 

Now, she is living with her husband/ accused with children.  

 

11. In the cross-examination, PW2 stated that prior to the occurrence, the 

accused never had any quarrel with her, nor he ever assaulted her. On the 

day of occurrence, the accused got provoked because of her rebuking and 

caused the said act out of provocation only. Apparently, PW2 narrated the 

story of occurrence and implicated her husband accused in the occurrence 

but her contention is that out of provocation, the accused did the said act. 

Her injuries includes severe of left thumb with some other injuries on her 

body.  

 

12. PW3 Bijoy Kurmi, who is a neighbour of PW1, deposed that on the 

fateful day, on hearing the news that PW2 was taken to garden hospital, he 

went there and saw that PW2 was bandaged on her wounds on hands and on 

head. She was in a position to talk. The doctor referred PW2 to Longswal 

Central Hospital. After return of PW2 from treatment, he saw that one of her 

fingers was chopped off and there were cut injuries on her hands. He had 

written the ejahar vide Ext.1 of PW1 as per the version of PW1.  

 

13. It is stated in the cross-examination by PW3 that he did not put his 

signature in Ext.1. He wrote the ejahar on the day of occurrence. After the 

occurrence, he did not talk with PW2. Apparently, PW3 also, could not 

implicate the accused in the occurrence.  

 

14. PW4  Atish Boraik is a cousin brother of PW1. He stated that on the 

fateful day at about 2 p.m., when he returned to home from agricultural field, 

on the way, his uncle Sutu Murah informed him that the accused caused cut 

injuries to PW2. By that time, PW2 was already shifted to hospital. He stated 

further that during the incident, the thumb of PW2 was chopped off and 

sustained injuries on her back side of her neck. On next day, police seized the 

severed thumb on the place of occurrence. Some amount of hair were found 
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at the place of occurrence and those were also seized by police. Ext.2 is the 

inquest report pertaining to the severed thumb and some hair with his 

signature. He proved his signature.  

 

15. In the cross-examination, PW4 stated that he put his signature in 

Ext.2 at the house of PW1. Thus, it appears that PW4 is a reported witness of 

occurrence and he proved Ext.2 relating to seizure of severed thumb and hair 

from the place of occurrence.  

 

16. It is the evidence of PW5 Sri Labo Karmakar,  who is a neighbour of 

PW1 is that on the fateful day after arriving at his house from duty, he came 

to know that there was a marpit in the house of the accused and for that 

PW2 was taken to hospital. This witness could not say further about 

occurrence, neither he implicates the accused in the marpit as stated by him.  

 

17. PW6 Smti. Birasmoni Boraik is the mother of PW1 and 2. She stated 

that the distance between her house to the house of the accused would be 

one kilometer. She was absent in her house at the time of occurrence. After 

the occurrence, she went to hospital to see her daughter. She saw that PW2 

sustained cut injuries on her hand and lost her left thumb. In the cross-

examination, PW6 revealed that the accused is known as Chengeli also in the 

village.  

 

18. It is the evidence of PW7 Dr. Anjan Saikia, who was the Senior 

Medical Officer of garden hospital namely; Dangori out-garden hospital in 

Talap T.E., stated that on 22.7.2014, PW2 came to his hospital with injuries 

and she was initially examined by hospital pharmacist Keshab Sonowal. On 

seeing the serious condition of the injured/ PW2 was referred to Longsoal 

Central Hospital and he informed the police. From the evidence of PW7, it 

appears that he could not give any particular accounts of injuries sustained 

by PW2. Hence, his evidence does not come to help the prosecution case.  
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19. Further, the evidence of PW8 Sri Bishnu Boraik, who is the father of 

PW1 and 2, stated that according to PW8, his daughter PW2 resides at a 

place, which is about 2 kilometers from his house. On the fateful day, when 

he was working in the garden, he came to know that his daughter was taken 

to Talap hospital. Hence, he went to the hospital and saw that PW2 had 

bandages on her hands and on her arms. He also, saw bandages on different 

parts of her body. From Talap hospital, PW2 was taken to Longsoal hospital 

and thereafter, she was shifted to AMCH, Dibrugarh. PW2 was admitted into 

AMCH for about one month. When PW2 was discharged from the hospital, he 

went to see her at her house, and then he saw that she lost her left thumb. 

He also, saw cut injuries on her left hand. PW8 was also, declared hostile by 

the prosecution. Apparently, PW8 did not implicate the accused in the 

occurrence, but confirms the injuries of PW2.  

 

20. PW9 Sri Birsa Munda @ Ponda, who is a neighbour of PW2, deposed 

inter-alias that on the fateful day, he heard that there was a quarrel between 

the accused and his wife and in that incident, PW2 had sustained cut injuries. 

When PW2 returned to home after getting treatment, he went to her house 

to see her. Then, he saw that PW2 had sustained cut injuries on her neck and 

her hands. The evidence of PW9 could not implicate the accused in the 

occurrence but narrated the injuries of PW2.  

 

21. The I.O. of the case PW10, deposed that on 23.7.2014 Sri Amulya 

Gogoi was the I/C of Talap outpost and on that day, PW1 lodged the ejahar 

vide Ext.1 and accordingly, GDE No.390 dated 23.7.2014 was registered vide 

Ext.3 and forwarded it to Officer-in-charge of Doomdooma police station, who 

in turn, registered Doomdooma P.S. Case No.398/14 with GDE No.752 dated 

23.7.2014 vide Ext.4. In the meantime, he was entrusted with the 

investigation of the case. During the investigation, he recorded the statement 

of the complainant and proceeded to the place of occurrence and prepared 

its sketch map vide Ext.5. He found that inside the house, there was a 

severed thumb finger of a woman lying on the floor of the second room of 

the house. The size of the severed thumb finger was one and half inches and 
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it belonged to the injured. There were bloodstains on the floor of the house 

along with strands of human hair. He conducted inquest of severed thumb 

finger vide Ext.2. He recorded the statement of witnesses. The victim was 

already shifted to AMCH, Dibrugarh. On 24.7.2014, he sent the severed 

thumb finger and human hair to Dangori garden hospital for ascertaining 

whether those belonged to human. On 25.7.2014, he received a report from 

Dangori garden hospital, Talap.  

 

22. Further, I.O. stated that on 22.8.2014 after the victim (PW2) was 

released from AMCH, he recorded her statement. Till then, the accused was 

absconding. Finally, on 30.8.2014, he arrested the accused and forwarded to 

court on 31.8.2014. Thereafter, he collected the medical report of the victim 

from AMCH. On conclusion of investigation, he filed the charge-sheet vide 

Ext.6 against the accused. I.O. confirmed that PW1 stated before him that on 

22.7.2014 at about 11 am, the accused stabbed his sister (PW2) seven times 

with a dao and thereafter, he fled away and that PW1 saw that the left 

thumb of his sister was severed vide Ext.7.  

 

23. I.O., in the cross-examination, deposed further that he cannot say, if 

the severed thumb finger and human hair, present at the place of 

occurrence, actually belonged to PW2. He did not send blood samples or 

human hair found at the place of occurrence to FSL for serological test.  

 

24. PW11 Dr. Gautam Kamal is the Medical Officer at AMCH, Dibrugarh, 

on casualty department on 22.7.2014, who examined PW2 after she was 

brought to hospital by her father Sri Bishnu Karmakar with alleged history of 

physical assault. On that day, at around 5.15 pm., he examined PW2 and 

found that the patient was primarily treated at the local hospital. On 

examination, he found the followings as :-  

“Injuries:  1. Fresh 10 cm pre-stitched wound over fronto temporal  region 

arising from left eyelid;  

 2. A fresh laceration of size - 10 x 0.5 x 0.5 cm over left temporal   

region;  
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  3. A fresh laceration of size - 5 x 1.5 x 1 cm over left parietal 

 bone;  

  4. Fracture over left forearm in middle;  

  5. Partial amputation of left index finger at the level of proximal  

phalanx;  

  6. Distal phalanx of left thumb amputated; 

   7. Fresh laceration of size - 5 x 1.5 x 1 cm over nap of neck in 

 right side. 

CT scan of head shows following report - 1) Haemorrhagic contusion 

with mass effect of left frontal lobe; 2) Fracture of left frontal bone; 3) 

Fracture of left parietal bone; 4) Fracture of left roof of orbit; 5) Fracture of 

left zygomatic arch.  

X-ray of left forearm shows compound fracture of left both bones. 

Nature of injury was grievous, caused by sharp weapon.”  

 

25. PW11 further stated that the patient was admitted and discharged on 

17.8.2014. Accordingly, PW11 submitted the report vide Ext.8 with his 

signature. In the cross-examination, PW11 stated that the patient was 

admitted in the hospital without police requisition.  

 

26. It appears from the medical evidence that PW2 sustained multiple 

fracture injuries on her forearm, head with amputated thumb and index 

finger partially and other injuries including her neck, which was caused by 

sharp weapon. There is no controversy with the findings given by PW11 over 

the injuries sustained by PW2. I.O. and other witnesses of the prosecution 

corroborated the fact that PW2 was examined and treated by PW11, who is a 

medical officer of AMCH, Dibrugarh.  PW11 opined that the nature of injuries 

was grievous one.  

 

27. The provisions u/s. 320 IPC designates different nature of injuries as 

grievous in nature. Considering the nature of injuries sustained by PW2, it 

appears that it attracts the fifthly and seventhly nature of injury under section 

320 IPC to the injuries of PW2. Therefore, it is held that PW2 sustained 
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grievous injury to her person. She also, received lacerated injury on the nap 

of her neck on right side, which means that there was attack on her neck in 

addition to other parts of her body. In view of medical evidence on record, 

the offence u/s. 326 IPC is applicable in this case.  

 

28. Coming to scrutiny of evidence of the prosecution witnesses, it 

appears that PW1 was the informant of the case as well as, relative of PW2 

and the accused. PW1 could narrate the nature of injuries sustained by PW2 

but he failed to implicate the accused. PW1 is not an eye-witness of the 

occurrence. His evidence shows that he set the law in motion by filing the 

information to the police vide Ext.1, which proved in accordance with law. He 

was declared hostile. Since he was reported witness of occurrence, there is 

no need for further deliberation of his evidence.  

 

29. Similar to PW1, it appears that the evidence of PW3, 4, 5, 6, 8 and 9 

are all reported witnesses of the occurrence. All of them did not tender 

evidence directly. But they confirmed the amputation of thumb of PW2 with 

other injuries sustained to her. PW8 was declared hostile by the prosecution. 

But he is found to be reported witness of the occurrence and therefore, no 

need to give weight and to consider much of his evidence. In any case, the 

evidence of all the above witnesses of the prosecution is hit by section 60 of 

Evidence Act.  

 

30. The star witness of the prosecution is PW2, who is the sole victim of 

the occurrence and the wife of the accused. There is no denial of the fact 

that PW2 was alone with her husband accused in the house on the fateful 

day. Since PW2 tendered direct evidence, the prosecution case rests on her 

evidence heavily. The provisions u/s. 134 of Evidence Act prescribed that no 

particular number of witnesses shall in any case be required for the proof of 

any fact.  

 

31. In (2003) 11 SCC 367 Sunil Kumar vs State (Govt. of NCT of 

Delhi), Hon'ble Supreme Court held that as a general rule the court can and 
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may act on the testimony of a single witness provided he is wholly reliable. 

There is no legal impediment in convicting a person on the sole testimony of 

a single witness. That is the logic of section 134 of the evidence Act, 1872. 

but, if there are doubts about the testimony the courts will insist for 

corroboration. It is for the court to act upon the testimony of witnesses. It is 

not the number, the quantity, but the quality that is material. The time-

honoured principle is that evidence has to be weighed and not counted. On 

this principle stands the edifice of section 134 of the evidence act. The test is 

whether the evidence has a ring of truth, is cogent, credible and trustworthy, 

or otherwise.  

 

32. In Rajwant vs. State AIR 1966 SC 1874, the Hon'ble Supreme 

Court held that the essence of crime under the second clause of section 300 

is that there must be intention of causing such bodily injury as the accused 

knows it to be likely to cause death of the person to whom the injury is 

caused.  

 

33. The law is apparently applicable in the case to decide its factual 

aspect. In the present case in hand, it appears that PW2 is the only eye-

witness of the occurrence, who is the sole victim. She clearly testifies that it 

was her husband/ accused, who inflicted cut injuries to her person on the 

fateful day at her home, particularly on her hand and on her forehead. As a 

result, her thumb on left hand was severed because of attack of her 

husband/ accused. Apparently, there was none at her house at the relevant 

time of occurrence, for which no other witness of the prosecution could able 

to give proper accounts of the incident directly. There is nothing to contradict 

her version. She stated that the occurrence took place  after her rebuke to 

her husband/ accused on certain matters. It cannot be said that a woman like 

PW2 would speak against her husband falsely by allowing real culprit to go 

scot-free, unless there is truth. Her evidence is more particularly corroborated 

medical evidence. Hence, the testimony of PW2 is wholly reliable to believe.  
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34. The evidence of PW2 in cross-examination, discloses that her husband 

/accused got provoked by her rebuking on the fateful day, leading to him to 

inflict such injuries to her person particularly, on her head and neck by a 

machete having sharp edge, which are vital parts of human body and 

whereby death of a person can be caused. In this respect, if her evidence is 

carefully observed, it goes to say that there was no such quarrel took place 

between them. There is no evidence that both husband and wife had sour 

relationship since long. There was no sudden fight between them. To get 

assistance of law in respect of the accused being provoked, exception to the 

provisions u/s. 300 IPC is taken into consideration.  

 

35. The exception-1 to Section 300 IPC reads that culpable homicide is 

not murder if the offender, whilst deprived of the power of self-control by 

grave and sudden provocation, causes the death of the person who gave the 

provocation or causes the death of any other person by mistake or accident. 

Illustration(a)- A, under the influence of passion excited by a provocation 

given by Z, intentionally kills Y, Z's child. This is murder.  

 

36. In this case, PW2 stated that due to her rebuking, the accused was 

provoked and did the act of felony against her. But the accused cannot be 

given benefit of  such provocation as per the exception to section 300 IPC. 

Thus, from the evidence of PW2, it appears that the accused ought not to 

have dealt her such manner while provoked by her rebuking. His blows by 

machete was heavy and strong that the thumb of PW2 was detached with 

other fracture injuries to her head and cut injury on her neck etc. In that 

case, thumb so recovered by I.O. cannot be belonged to other person since it 

failed to show otherwise in the evidence. 

 

37. It appears that such inflicting of machete blows on the person of 

PW2, the accused would have caused death of PW2 knowing fully well that 

by such act, he could have taken the life of his wife. Hence, it is found that 

the accused dealt machete blows to PW2 with his intention to get rid of her. 

But somehow, PW2 was survived. Therefore, it is clear that the accused had 
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attempted to kill PW2 by dealing her with several grievous injuries to her 

person with a machete with intention to take her life. Hence, the offence u/s. 

307 IPC is attracted against the accused. Similarly, due to nature of injuries 

so inflicted to PW2, it is found the accused committed the offence u/s. 326 

IPC against PW2. No other view is plausible from the evidence on record. The 

defence failed to generate any kind of doubt over the prosecution case.  

 

38. Hence, it is held that the prosecution has able to prove its case 

against the accused u/s. 307/326 IPC beyond all reasonable doubt. 

Accordingly, the accused is found guilty u/s. 307/326 IPC and as such, he is 

convicted thereunder. The sentence part of the accused for his punishment 

under the law, will be taken up after his hearing on next date.  

 

39. The judgment is pronounced in the open court on this 19th day of 

March, 2021.  

 

Dictated & corrected by me. 

 

  

                  (C. Das) 
       Sessions Judge           Sessions Judge 
  Tinsukia                Tinsukia 
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24.03.2021 
  HEARING ON THE POINT OF SENTENCE 
 
1. The accused Paku Karmakar produced in the court.  Learned counsel 

for the accused and learned P.P. present.  Statement of the accused for his 

sentence hearing is recorded in  separate sheets and kept in the record. 

 
2. Heard both sides on the point of sentence of the accused. The 

accused stated that he has children to look after and his injured wife is also 

residing with him and as such, he prays for leniency.  Admittedly, there is no 

proof of previous conviction against the accused.  Hence, it can be accepted 

that this is the first offence committed by the accused.  He is  found to be 

fairly young person, but he has committed the offence against a woman, who 

is his wife, due to some minor quarrel.  The attack of the accused is so 

severe that his wife became permanently disabled due to loss of finger with 

other injuries.  Hence, he cannot be dealt leniently.  At the same time, his 

injured wife is residing with his children. 

    O    R    D    E    R 
3. Considering the entire aspects of the case as well as his antecedent 

and character and  to meet the ends of justice, the accused is sentenced to 

Rigorous Imprisonment for  10 (Ten) years u/s.307 I.P.C. with fine 

of Rs.2,000/-, in default, 3 (Three) months Simple Imprisonment 

and Rigorous Imprisonment for 10 (Ten) years u/s.326 I.P.C. with 

fine of Rs.3,000/-, in default, 6 (Six) months Simple Imprisonment. 

The sentences shall run concurrently.  The period undergone by the accused 

in jail is set off u/s.428 Cr.P.C. 

 
4. Furnish free copy of judgment to the accused immediately.  Forward a 

copy of judgment to the District Magistrate, Tinsukia u/s.365 Cr.P.C.  

  
5. The victim woman is entitled to adequate compensation under Assam 

Victim Compensation Scheme by the DLSA, Tinsukia.  This court recommends 

payment of compensation to the victim after due enquiry. 

 
         Sessions Judge 

             Tinsukia 
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A   P   P   E   N   D   I   X 

 PROSECUTION WITNESSES: 

1. PW1  - Sri Amar Boraik…………….Informant 

2. PW2  - Smti Mina Karmakar 

3.   PW3  - Sri Bijoy Kurmi 

4.   PW4  - Sri Atish Boraik 

5.    PW5  - Sri Labo Karmakar 

6.   PW6 - Smti Birasmoni Boraik 

7.   PW7 - Dr. Anjan Saikia 

8.   PW8 - Sri Bishnu Boraik 

9.   PW9 - Sri Birsa Munda @ Ponda 

10.    PW10 - Sri Thagish Doley……………I.O. 

11.    PW11 - Dr. Gautam Kamal 

 

DEFENCE WITNESS: 

 Nil  

 
PROSECUTION EXHIBITS: 

1.   Ext.1 - Ejahar  

2.  Ext.2  - Inquest Report 

3.   Ext.3 - Extract copy of G.D.E. No.390 

4.    Ext.4 - Extract copy of G.D.E. No.752 

5.    Ext.5 - Sketch map 

6.    Ext.6 - Charge-sheet 

7.    Ext.7 - Statement of PW1 u/s.161 Cr.P.C. 

 
 

  Sessions Judge 
               Tinsukia 
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