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

Present: Sri C. Das, 
  Sessions Judge,  
  Tinsukia 
 

                 Date of Judgment :- 22/04/2022 

             (The case was committed on 02/11/2020 by learned 
Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate (M), Sadiya, Chapakhowa in 
G.R. Case No.184/2020). 

 

   Sessions Case No. 52 (CH) of 2020 

      U/s. 448/326/307 IPC.  

                  (FIR No. 97/2020 of Sadiya P.S.) 

COMPLAINANT:  STATE OF ASSAM 
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ACCUSED  SRI AMAR SONOWAL @ KAINU  
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S.I. for 3 

Months u/s. 

326 I.P.C. 

and R.I. for 6 

Months u/s. 

448 I.P.C. 

  

 

J   U   D   G   M   E   N   T 

1.   The brief facts of the case of the prosecution is that on 

03/09/2020, the complainant Sri Dibyajyoti Borah lodged an 

ejahar before Sadiya Chapakhowa police station., alleging 

inter-alias that on 02/09/2020, at about 9.45 pm, while his 

father Dimbeswar Borah was sleeping in the house, the 

accused Amar Sonowal came and assaulted his father with 

a sharp mit-dao(machete) on the hand, cheek etc., without 

any reason, with an intention to kill him and thereafter, the 

accused fled away since his father raised hue and cry of his 

father.   

 2. Accordingly, the police registered the Sadiya P.S. Case 

No.97/2020 and started the investigation. During the 

investigation of the case, the I.O. visited the place of 

occurrence, prepared its sketch map, recorded statements 

of witnesses including the injured and then the accused was 
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arrested. I.O. Sent the injured for medical examination and 

collected the report from the hospital. Further, IO sent the 

injured for recording his statement u/s 164 CrPC., and 

seized the offending doa from the accused.  

3.  On conclusion of investigation and on the basis of 

materials on record, the I.O filed the charge-sheet against 

the accused Amar Sonowal @ Kainu, u/s. 

448/324/326/307 I.P.C. Thereafter, on his production 

before this court, the relevant copy of the case was 

furnished to him immediately, by learned Sub-Divisional 

Judicial Magistrate(M), Sadiya Chapakhowa, u/s 207 CrPC. 

Since the offence was exclusively triable by the court of 

sessions, learned SDJM(M), Sadiya, Chapakhowa, 

committed the case of the accused to this court for its trial. 

Accordingly, a separate Sessions case was registered and 

was taken up by this court for its trial. 

4. After hearing the parties and on perusing materials on 

record, the charge u/s. 448/326/307 of IPC was framed 

against the accused. On being read over and explained of 

the said charge, the accused pleaded not guilty and claimed 

to stand the trial.  

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

witnesses, including the complainant with the victim, the 

M.O. and the IO of this case. The case of defence was total 

denial and false implication, as it appears from the 
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statement of the accused, recorded u/s. 313 Cr.PC. The 

accused had not adduced any evidence in his defence. The 

arguments of the parties were heard at length.   

    POINTS FOR DETERMINATION 

6.   The point for determination in this trial, is as:-  

 (i) Whether the accused on 02/09/2020, at about 9.45 

pm, at Gargaon under Sadiya police station, committed 

house-trespass be entering into the house, in possession of 

the complainant Sri Dibyajyoti Borah, with intention to 

cause grievous hurt and attempt to murder? 

 (ii) Whether the accused on the same day, at the 

same time and place voluntarily caused grievous hurt to 

Dimbeswar Borah, the father of the complainant with a 

sharp weapon? 

 (iii) Whether the accused on the same day, at the 

same time and place did an act of causing injurywith such 

intention or knowledge and under such circumstances that, 

if by that act he caused death, he would be guilty of 

murder?  

  DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF 

7.    I have carefully gone through the prosecution evidence 

and perused the relevant documents. For convenience, the 

evidence of the prosecution is reproduced herein again. 
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8.  PW1 Dibyajyoti Borah, who is the complainant of this 

case, stated inter-alias that on the fateful day, at about 9.45 

pm while he was in his own house, which is near the house 

of his father/ victim, at a distance of 50 feet, within the 

same compound, he heard hue and cry of his father and on 

hearing the same, he rushed to his father's house and saw 

that his father was bleeding severely on his back, neck and 

hand. From his inquiry, his father told him that the accused 

Kainu assaulted him with a mit-dao and thereafter, he took 

his father/ injured to Chapakhowa Hospital by a 108 

Ambulance, where his father was remained for about ten 

days. He further stated that his father and mother live in 

the same house, whereas he lives in a separate house. He 

stated that on the day of occurrence itself, the Police visited 

the house of his father and on the next day, he lodged the 

ejahar vide Ext.1 his signature. He lastly, stated that when 

he went to the house of his father, at that time the accused 

Amar Sonowal fled away to his house.  

9. The complainant was cross-examined where he stated 

that he does not know the contents of the ejahar and he 

did not witness of the occurrence and that he had not 

handed over the blood stains clothes of his father to the 

Police and he saw the injury of his father on the backside of 

neck and right forehead. He also, stated that the house of 

Keta Deori, Phukan Deori, Ramen Sonowal and Pator 

Sonowal are situated near the house of his father and his 
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compound is not surrounded by full fencing and he closed 

his door before he went to sleep. He stated that he did not 

state before the Police earlier that the wearing apparel of 

his father was blood stained at the relevant time of 

occurrence and he did not see the offending dao. Thus, the 

evidence of PW1 is not direct but he narrated the 

circumstances after the occurrence was over and he lodged 

the ejahar to start the investigation of the offence. 

10. The next witness to be examined by the prosecution is 

PW2 Sri Dimbeswar Borah, who is the sole victim of this 

case. He stated that on the day of occurrence at about 9.30 

pm., while he was sleeping in his house, the incident took 

place and on the same day evening, at about 4.30 pm, the 

accused also, visited his house and had tea in his house, 

offer by his wife and before leaving his house; the accused 

told him that the accused had assaulted one person and 

would come to have dinner in his house. PW2  further 

stated that the house of the accused is at a distance of 

about 500 meters from his house and at the relevant time, 

he was sleeping in the kitchen of his house at about 6 pm 

and while sleeping, he suddenly, saw one person like his 

wife, was standing near his bed who tried to loosen his 

mosquito net and on his proper watching of the person, he 

found that the accused was standing near his bed, who is 

known as Kainu and immediately, the accused dealt dao 

blows on his body. He sustained injuries on his face on both 
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sides of jaw, right elbow, on right shoulder and on the back 

of the neck and thereafter, the accused fled away from his 

house and after sometime, he somehow recovered and 

called his son/ complainant for help who rushed to his room 

and his wife also came. He stated that the Police was 

informed, who came immediately, to his house and Police 

shifted him to the Hospital. He was admitted in 

Chapakhowa Hospital, where he spent 21 days and 

thereafter, the Police examined him and sent to the Court to 

give his statement before the Magistrate vide Ext.2 his 

signature.  

11. PW2 was extensively cross-examined by the defence 

side. During cross-examination, PW2 stated that there are 

200-250 persons, reside in their village. While Budheswar 

Phukan resides on the left side, Girin Sonowal resides on 

the right side of his house and there is a vacant land on the 

backside of his house. He stated that normally they go to 

bed early and he closes door of his house while sleeping. 

He also, stated that the accused did not utter a word at the 

time of occurrence and there was no any quarrel existed 

between him with the accused prior to the occurrence and 

also, no monetary transaction took place between them. He 

further stated that he was bleeding for the injuries which 

stained his wearing clothes and mosquito net and bed, 

which he had handed over to the Police. He stated that he 

was wearing a lungi and a ganji at the time of occurrence 
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and he does not know, if the Police collected blood samples, 

which were fallen on the floor of his house. It appears from 

the evidence of PW2 that he is the sole victim of the 

occurrence and only eye-witness of it who narrated the 

sequences of the incident in details. 

12. Now, I shall take up the evidence of PW3 Sri Jintu 

Sonowal. He stated in his evidence that the occurrence took 

place in the year' 2020 and one day, the accused told him 

that he would cut off 3/4 persons, including his mother. 

When the accused came to assault or cut off his mother, the 

accused could not do so and as such, the accused cut off 

the bamboo fencing. He stated that the accused caused 

injury to Dimbeswar Borah(PW2), whom he saw in the 

Chapakhowa Hospital and he saw that (PW2)Dimbeswar 

sustained cut injuries on the left side of face and hands. 

PW3 also, stated that the Police came and took away the 

accused and recovered one dao from the house of the 

accused vide M.Ext.1 and the Police called him to the police 

station where the Police took his signature in the seizure list 

vide Ext.3 with his signature.  

13. The PW3 in his cross-examination, stated that he 

cannot say how the occurrence took place. He stated that a 

meeting was held at the police station and there was public 

gathering for which, I had put his signature in Ext.3, but he 

cannot say the contents in Ext.3. PW3 further stated that he 

saw that the Police brought the dao from the house of the 
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accused. He stated before the Police that the accused 

intended to cause cut injury to his mother and except the 

above, he did not say anything to the Police. Apparently, 

PW is not an eye-witness of the occurrence but he could 

prove seizure list of offending weapon by the police with its 

recovery and saw the injuries of PW2.   

14. PW4 Diljan Sonowal stated that the occurrence took 

place on 02/09/2020 at about 10 pm, and at that time, he 

was attending a marriage ceremony, which was at a 

distance of half a kilometer from the place of occurrence 

and that the complainant(PW1) went to the marriage 

ceremony and informed him about the incident and called 

him with others to the spot. Accordingly, he came to the 

house of the complainant and saw that the injured 

Dimbeswar Borah(PW2) was sleeping with cut injuries on 

his hands and cheek and backside of the neck. He stated 

that the injured(PW2) was his relative. 

15. PW4 further stated that on his inquiry, the 

injured(PW2) told him that PW2 received cut injury caused 

by the accused Koinu @ Amar. Thereafter, the injured was 

taken to Chapakhowa Hospital and that the Police came to 

the house of the injured and he went to the Hospital with 

others. He also stated that the Police apprehended the 

accused from the house and recovered one dao from the 

accused and seized the same vide Ext.3 with his signature. 
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PW4 identified the said dao in the court, seized by the 

Police from the accused vide M.Ext.1.  

16. During cross-examination, the PW4 denied the 

suggestion that he did not state to the Police that on his 

inquiry, the injured Dimbeswar Borah(PW2) told him that he 

received cut injury caused by the accused Kainu @ Amar. 

He stated that he cannot say from where the police 

recovered the said dao, since he had not seen the recovery 

of the same. PW4 stated that the dao like M.Ext.1 is 

available in the local market. He denied the suggestion that 

the dao vide M.Ext.1 belongs to some other persons. PW4 

lastly, stated that he saw the accused carrying the same 

dao, prior to the occurrence regularly. The evidence of PW4 

is not direct but he is a witness of seizure list and injuries of 

PW2. 

17. Now, coming to the evidence of PW5, Dr. Robin Ch. 

Doley, it appears that he is the M.O. of this case. He stated 

that on 03/09/2020, while he was working as Deputy 

Superintendent at Sadiya CHC/ FRU, at about 1.10 am, he 

examined one person namely; Dimbeswar Borah, who was 

brought by police from Sadiya police station and on 

examination, he found sharp cut wound-multiple, left side 

of face-2’’ x muscle depth, right elbow region- another 

sharp cut wound 3’ x muscle depth with fracture of tibia and 

that the wounds were dangerous in nature and caused by 
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sharp cutting weapon and he proved his report as Ext.4 

with his signature.  

18. PW5 in the cross-examination, stated that he found 

four injuries on the body of the patient, but they are not 

numbered in Ext.4 and that he has not mentioned the 

colour of the injuries. He stated that from the colour of the 

injuries, it can be assessed the age of the injury and that he 

has not mentioned whether the injuries were fresh or old 

and as such, he cannot say when the patient sustained the 

injuries. PW5 further stated that he recorded every findings 

on the patient in a Legal Medico Register of the Hospital 

and that he has not prepared the Ext.4 as per Legal Medico 

Register of the Hospital and also, that he has not submitted 

the Police requisition for examination of the injured and he 

has not mentioned the police requisition number in Ext.4. 

PW5 lastly, stated that he used to treat about 400 patients 

daily. He denied the suggestion that the Ext.4 is a fake 

document and also denied the suggestion that he has 

prepared the Ext.4 without any basis. Thus, from the 

evidence of PW5, it appears that the defence does not 

dispute over his findings as to the injuries sustained by 

PW2. 

19. The last witness to be examined by the prosecution is 

the Investigating Officer Sri Nipon Gogoi, as PW6. He spoke 

about the procedure adopted in the investigation of the 

case. He stated that on 03/09/2020, while he was working 
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as Attach Officer at Na-Sadiya Outpost under Sadiya police 

station, on that day, the complainant Dibyajyoti Borah 

lodged a FIR before the O.C. Sadiya police station and 

accordingly, the O.C. registered the case being Sadiya P.S. 

case no. 97/2020 and endorsed him to investigate the case 

and that the Ext.1 is the said FIR and Ext.1(2) is the 

signature with endorsement of Inspector Dulal Mahanta, the 

then O.C. of Sadiya P.S., and he is conversant with his 

signature and handwriting. 

20. I.O. further stated that accordingly, he examined the 

complainant during the investigation and went to the place 

of occurrence, which was the residence of the injured/father 

of the complainant and that he inspected the place of 

occurrence and draw its sketch map vide Ext.5 with his 

signature and then, he examined the witnesses. He did not 

find the injured, who was shifted to the Hospital and then, 

he searched for the accused at his house, which was nearby 

the place of occurrence and found the accused present in 

his house. The accused led him to recover the offending 

dao from his house and accordingly, he seized the said dao 

vide M.R. No.55/2020 in presence of Diljan Sonowal, Jintu 

Sonowal, Ramen Sonowal and the accused and that the 

M.Ext.1 is the said dao, which was shown to the witness in 

the Court and he identified the same and that the Ext.3 is 

the seizure list with his signature and the Ext.3(4) is the 

signature of the accused, obtained by him.  
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21. The IO. further stated that, he thereafter, returned to 

the police station with the accused and the offending dao, 

seized by him and he interrogated the accused in the police 

station and arrested him. Thereafter, he forwarded the 

accused to the Court vide Ext.6 with is his signature. The 

I.O. Nilastly stated that since the injured Dimbeswr Borah 

was treated in the Hospital, he could not examine him 

immediately and when he returned to his home after 

medical treatment, he examined the injured on 18/09/2020 

and sent the injured to the Court for recording his 

statement u/s. 164 Cr.PC and that he collected the 

medical report of the injured and at the end of the 

investigation, the I.O. filed the charge sheet against the 

accused vide Ext.7 with his signature.  

22. The I.O. was extensively cross-examined by the 

defence side. PW6 stated that he took up the charge of 

investigation on 03/09/2020 at about 7.40 am and the FIR 

was lodged at about 7.30 am. He  stated that the 

occurrence took place inside the house of the injured and 

he found four rooms in the house of the injured and that he 

has not shown the place of occurrence having two rooms 

vide Ext.5.  The I.O. stated that he has not produced any 

document showing that the place of occurrence consists of 

two rooms. As per the C.D., the occurrence took place at 

the bedroom of the injured and that he has not mentioned 

what are the items exist in the bedroom of the injured. The 
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I.O. stated that he did not find any bloodstains on the floor 

of the bedroom of the injured. He did not ascertain as to 

who removed the bloodstains from the floor of the bedroom 

of the injured. IO. stated that since the bloodstains of the 

injured was removed and as such, it amounts to destroying 

the evidence. The I.O. also stated that he has not seized 

the wearing apparels of the injured, since the injured was 

economically weak and as such, the injured has very few 

wearing clothes with him and in that case. If he seized the 

wearing clothes of the injured, there would be nothing left 

with the injured to wear. He stated that he has not taken 

any snap of the place of occurrence and wearing clothes of 

the injured and that he has also not taken any photograph 

of the clothes of the bed at the place of occurrence. He was 

not deterred by anyone to take photograph of the place of 

occurrence, while drawing the sketch map.  

23. The I.O. further stated that the house of the accused 

is at a distance of about 500 meters from the place of 

occurrence. He did not record the disclosure statement of 

the accused, which leads to discovery of the weapon. He 

stated that he has not obtained the signatures of the 

witnesses or the accused in M. Ext.1, while seizing it and 

that he kept the offending weapon at the Malkhana of the 

police station. He did not send the seized dao to the FSL, 

since he did not find any reason to do so. The I.O. also 

stated that he was Probationary Officer of Police at the time 
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of investigation and he knows the rules of Assam Police 

Manual and that he did not receive any sanction from the 

Government to investigate the case as Probationary Officer, 

but he investigated the case as per direction of his 

senior/superior officer.  

24. The I.O. in the cross-examination, further stated that 

the witness Dimbeswar Borah (PW2) did not state before 

him that while he was sleeping, he suddenly, saw one 

person like his wife, was standing near his bed and tried to 

lose his mosquito net and on his proper watching the 

person, he found that the accused was standing near his 

bed and that PW2 also did not state before him that in the 

evening, the accused took tea in his house and informed 

him that the accused had earlier assaulted one person. IO. 

stated that the witness Diljan Sonowal (PW4) did not state 

to him that Dimbeswar Borah told him that he was caused 

cut injury by the accused. The I.O. has denied the 

suggestion that he seized the M.Ext. 1, after purchasing it 

from the market.  

25.  I have carefully gone through the evidence and 

perused all the materials. It is already found that there was 

no eye-witness of the occurrence except the injured(PW2) 

himself. There is no dispute that the occurrence took place 

in the bed-room of PW2 at night. It is also not denial that 

the accused was known to PW1 and 2 prior of the 

occurrence since they belong to same village and the 
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accused had visiting terms with PW2 prior to the 

occurrence. Therefore, it can safely be held that PW2 is well 

acquainted with gesture, posture and bodily structure of the 

accused.  

 26. If the evidence on record is carefully perused it 

appears that PW1 resides near the house of PW2. The 

evidence of PW1 discloses that on hearing hue and cry of 

PW2 on the fateful night, he rushed near PW2 and saw that 

PW2 was in injured condition in the room. PW1 did not find 

presence of the accused at the spot. Thus, the evidence of 

PW1 is found to be natural witness of the occurrence who 

arrived at the spot on hearing alarm of his father/ injured. 

There is nothing to disbelieve his version although he is not 

eye-witness of the occurrence.  

27. The evidence of PW3 and 4 is similar type and 

hearsay in nature, who supports the version of the 

prosecution. The omission of PW4 in his previous statement 

before I.O., so indicated, does not carry any significance 

since he was not an eye-witness of the occurrence.  

28. Apparently, PW2 is the important witness of the 

prosecution case since he was only eye-witness of the 

occurrence as well as, sole victim of the case. On perusing 

his evidence, it appears that he was living only with his wife 

in a house nearer to the house of PW1. But the wife of PW2 

was not present  at the relevant time of occurrence since he 
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did not utter any word in this respect. Hence, it appears 

that PW2 was alone in his bed-room at the relevant time. 

The evidence of PW2 clearly speaks of presence of a person 

like his wife near his bed at the relevant time. Perhaps, due 

to darkness of night, PW2 could not recognize the accused 

initially and so, he discloses it as his wife since nobody was 

present in his house except his wife. His son(PW1) resides 

near his house. The evidence of PW2 further discloses that 

after careful observation, he could recognize the person 

near his bed, was the accused. It was not possible for PW2 

to identify the accused since the accused is a regular visitor 

to the house of PW2 and on the fateful day prior to the 

occurrence, the accused came to the house of PW2 to have 

a cup of tea. Thus, as it found earlier, even there was lack 

of light at the place of occurrence at the relevant time, PW2 

was well acquainted with the gesture or posture and 

physical behaviour of the accused since before the 

occurrence. Accordingly, PW2 could easily identify the 

assailant that it was none other than, the accused who 

immediately, attacked PW2 while he was on his bed with a 

dao, causing injuries to the person of PW2. Significantly the 

medical evidence confirms and supports the injuries 

sustained by PW2.  

29. The fact that PW5 the Medical Officer, examined PW2 

in the hospital after the occurrence, is corroborated by IO. 

It is not in dispute that PW2 suspected injuries after the 
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occurrence and the same was not self-inflicted. The medical 

evidence confirms that PW2 suffered injury of fracture on 

his person. It was his tibia where PW2 sustained fracture 

due to attack of the accused and such injury is designated 

as grievous hurt as per provisions u/s 320 IPC. Therefore, 

the offence u/s 326 IPC attracts against the accused.  

30. The IO seized the offending dao vide Ex.3 which has 

sharp edge from the possession of the accused. It appears 

from the evidence of IO that the accused took part to lead 

him to recover the offending dao vide M Ext.1. But the 

statement of the accused leading to discovery of the 

offending weapon is not recorded by IO. However, the 

provisions u/s 27 of Evidence Act does not mandatorily 

provide for to record the statement of the accused in 

respect of discovery of the offending weapon. Hence, it 

cannot be accepted as lapse of the prosecution. Moreover, 

the FIR generally supports the prosecution. There is no 

lapse on the part of the complainant to delay in filing the 

FIR before. The FIR clearly discloses the name of the 

accused which corroborates the fact that the witnesses of 

the prosecution could able to identify the accused clearly 

without any falsehood. The accused in his statement u/s 

313 CrPC., could not specifically deny the fact that he did 

not visit the house of PW2 in the fateful night.  

31. So, after coming to know from the evidence on record 

particularly from the evidence of PW2 with the support of 
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PW1, the testimony of both of them is found cogent and 

convincing to rely upon wholly, that it was the accused who 

inflicted cut injuries to the person of PW2 by means of 

machete which has sharp edge, causing grievous hurt to 

PW2 on his leg. The evidence on record shows that the 

intention of the accused was to cause hurt to PW and so, he 

entered into the house of PW2 at night stealthily. The 

injuries sustained by PW2 is on his vital part of body like; 

face, hand and leg. The injury on tibia of PW2 is grievous in 

nature as per medical evidence. At the same time, Tibia is 

not vital part of body which can cause death of PW2. 

Hence, the evidence is not sufficient to hold that the 

accused is involved in the offence of attempting to murder 

of PW2. So the accused cannot be implicated u/s 307 IPC. 

Rather, the evidence on record discloses that the accused 

has committed the offence of grievous hurt u/s 326 IPC 

after entering into the house of PW2. Hence, the evidence 

on record makes it clear that it was the accused who 

caused grievous hurt to PW2 after causing his house 

trespass with intention to cause hurt to PW2. No other view 

is plausible from the evidence on record.  

32. Thus, it appears from the above facts and 

circumstances of the case that the prosecution has able to 

prove its case against the accused beyond all reasonable 

doubt. Accordingly, the accused is held guilty u/s 448/326 

IPC. So, the accused is convicted u/s 448/326 IPC. The 
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sentence hearing of the accused will be taken up on date 

fixed. 

33.     The judgment is pronounced in the open court 

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

April' 2022. 

Dictated & corrected by me; 

 

    Sessions Judge,             (C. Das), 

      Tinsukia            Sessions Judge 
                   Tinsukia 

 

  Transcribed by: 

      H. Baruah,  

Stenographer-II 
 

 

 

 

Sessions Case No. 52 (CH) of 2020 

    O R D  E R 

Dated 27.04.2022 

 The accused convicted Amar Sonowal is produced 

through Video conference. This order shall be the part of 

the judgment delivered on 22nd day of April' 2022 in this 

case by the court.  
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Heard the accused convicted on the point of sentence. 

His statement is recorded in separate sheet enclosed to 

record. He stated inter-alias that he has his children and 

family to look after and he is a poor person and as such he 

may be dealt with leniently.  

Apparently, there is no proof of previous conviction 

against the accused, which means that this is the first 

offence of the accused. On the other hand, he has 

committed a serious offence against a senior citizen by 

entering into the house, which definitely is a cause of 

concern for security of such senior citizen like the victim. 

Thus, the accused convicted is required to be penalized for 

the act of crime committed by him.  

Considering the age, character and antecedent with 

facts and circumstances of the case, the accused/convicted 

Amar Sonowal @ Kainu is sentenced to Rigorous 

Imprisonment for 7 (seven) Years with fine of Rs. 1,000/- 

(Rupees One Thousand only), in default to Simple 

Imprisonment for 3 (Three) Months u/s. 326 of I.P.C. and 

Rigorous Imprisonment for 6 (six) Months u/s. 448 of I.P.C. 

The sentence shall run concurrently. The period undergone 

by the accused convicted already in jail is set of u/s 428 

CrPC.  

 Furnish free copy of judgment to the accused/convict 

immediately. The seized article shall be destroyed in due 

course. Forward a copy of judgment to the District 
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Magistrate, Tinsukia u/s 365 CrPC. This court recommends 

payment of compensation to the victim of the crime u/s 357 

Cr.PC, R/w. under Assam Victims Compensation Scheme, by 

the DLSA, Tinsukia after due inquiry.  

 Given under the hand and seal of this court on this 

27th day of April' 2022.  

 

 

      Sessions Judge, 

           Tinsukia 
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  A   P   P   E   N   D   I   X 

LIST OF PROSECUTION/DEFENCE/COURT WITNESSES 

A. Prosecution:  

RANK NAME NATURE OF 

EVIDENCE 

PW1 Sri Dibyajyoti Borah Complainant  

PW2 Sri Dimbeswar Borah Victim 

PW3  Sri Jintu Sonowal  

PW4  Smt. Diljan Sonowal  

PW5  Dr. Robin Ch. Doley    M.O. 

PW6   Sri Nion Gogoi, S.I.  I.O. 

 

   

 

B. Defence Witnesses, if any: 

RANK NAME NATURE OF 

EVIDENCE 

NA NA NA 

C. Court Witnesses, if any: 

RANK NAME NATURE OF 

EVIDENCE 

NA NA NA 
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LIST OF PROSECUTION/DEFENCE/COURT EXHIBITS  
A. Prosecution:  

Sr. 
No. 

Exhibit Number Description 

1 Exhibit P-1  Ejahar  

2 Exhibit P-2  Statement of complainant   

3 Exhibit 3 Seizure list 

4 Exhibit 4 Medical report 

5 Exhibit 5 Sketch map 

6 Exhibit 6 Forwarding report of the 
accused 

7 Exhibit 7 Charge sheet 

B. Defence:   

Sr. 
No. 

Exhibit Number Description 

NA  NA  NA 

C. Court Exhibits:   

Sr. 
No. 

Exhibit Number Description 

NA NA NA 

 

D. Material Objects:   

Sr. 
No. 

Exhibit Number Description 

1 M. Exhibit 1. Dao  

       

 

 Sessions Judge,                     
     Tinsukia 


