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::IN THE COURT OF THE CHIEF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE, NALBARI:: 

PRESENT  : = Smti. K. R. Deka, A.J.S.  

Ref: G. R.  Case No.1870/13 

                   State                      

                    -vs- 

         (I)   Chamsul Ali and 

  (ii)  Riju Das ……..  Accused persons.  

u/s-461/380/411 IPC 

EVIDENCE RECORDED ON  :  20.11.14, 30.01.15, 10.03.15, 02.04.15, 27.08.15, 

07.11.15, 08.02.16, 20.06.16 & 10.04.18. 

ARGUMENTS HEARD ON   : 26.11.18. 

JUDGMENT DELIVERED ON  : 07.12.18. 

ADVOCATES APPEARED : 

For the State    : Mr.  R. Patowary, Ld. A.P.P. 

For the Accused    : Mr. J. N. Medhi and Mr. N. K. Dutta, Ld.   

      Advocates. 

 

J U D G M E N T 

1.     The prosecution case was set in motion by institution of an FIR on 

09.12.13 in the Nalbari PS by informant Tabibar Rahman alleging inter-alia that 

informant owned a mobile repairing and selling shop in Swahid Market, Nalbari. 

That on, 07.12.13, at about 9.00 pm, he had closed his shop and had gone to his 

house. The following day was Sunday, hence, the shop was closed. On 09.12.13, 

he again reached his shop at about 10.00 am and while opening his shop, he saw 

that the roof of his shop has been opened by thieves and 32 Nos of mobile 

handset, 100 memory cards, 700 batteries, display of Nokia and Chinese phone, 

Pen drive, touch pad of Micromax, Nokia, Carbon and Samsung, few mobile 
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phones of customers which were given to him for repairing and cash of Rs.1900/- 

were stolen, total worth of the goods were Rs.4 lakh 54 thousand only. Hence, 

the case. 

2.   On receiving the case the Nalbari P.S. registered Nalbari P.S. Case 

No.1020/13 u/s-461/380 IPC and started investigation. On completion of 

investigation the I.O laid charge-sheet u/s-411 IPC against accused Chamsul Ali 

and u/s-461/380 IPC against accused Riju Das. 

3.   In pursuance of the process issued, the accused persons appeared 

before the court and on their appearance the copies of the case as per the 

mandate of law u/s-207 Cr.P.C. were furnished to the accused persons. 

Thereupon prima facie case was found u/s-411 IPC against accused Chamsul Ali 

and u/s-461/380 IPC against accused Riju Das and formal charges u/s-411 IPC 

and u/s-461/380 IPC were framed and read over and explained to the accused 

persons and they were asked whether they will plead guilty of the offences 

charged or claimed to be tried. They had pleaded not guilty and claimed to be 

tried. 

4.  During the trial, the prosecution side examined ten witnesses 

including the I.O. 313 CrPC statements of accused persons were of complete 

denial. The defence side declined to adduce any evidence. 

5.   I have heard the arguments of both the sides.    

           

                            POINTS FOR DETERMINATION  

  •  Whether accused Chamsul Ali on or after 09.12.13 received stolen mobile phones 

and other relevant materials of mobile phone knowing that those articles to be stolen articles and 

thereby committed an offence punishable u/s-411 IPC? 

  •  Whether accused Riju Das on 07.12.13 and 08.12.13 at Malikuchi Ward No.2 under 

Nalbari PS committed theft of mobile handset, memory card, battery, Nokia Chinese display, pen drive 

etc which were kept in MM Mobile Repairing Store situated at Swahid Market of Nalbari town and 

thereby committed an offence punishable u/s-380 I.P.C. ? 

  •  Whether accused Riju Das on 07.12.13 and 08.12.13 at Malikuchi Ward No.2 under 
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Nalbari PS  with intent to commit mischief broke the shop named as MM Mobile Repairing Store 

situated at Swahid Market of Nalbari town and thereby committed an offence punishable 

u/s-461 I.P.C. ? 

 

           DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS 

6.         PW.1 is Tabibar Rahman. He deposed that he is the informant of 

this case. He knew the accused persons. On 09.12.13, in the morning, he came 

to open his shop named MM Mobile Repairing shop in Swahid Market. He found 

that the roof of the shop has been cut by thieves and many mobile phones were 

stolen. There were 63 Nos of new mobile phones, about 17 mobile phones which 

were given by  his customers for repairing were also missing. Mobile display, 

memory card, battery, pen drive were also missing. Goods worth of Rs.4,54,000/- 

were stolen. He filed the FIR. About one month later, one day, one customer 

came to his shop for repairing his mobile phone and he recognized the mobile 

phone as the one which was stolen from his shop. He informed the O.C of 

Nalbari PS. He learnt that the person who came to repair the mobile lived in 

Arikuchi under Kamarkuchi Out Post. He himself went to Arikuchi and he asked 

the shopkeeper who give him the mobile phone. The shopkeeper informed him 

that he had brought the mobile phone from one Moina. He went to the house of 

Moina. Moina informed him that he had brought the mobile phone from accused 

Chamsul. He knew Dhan Ali from before. Dhan Ali used to take mobile phone 

from his shop. Dhan Ali also owed a mobile shop. He informed the Kamarkuchi 

OP and police, he and Moina went to the shop of Chamsul. Police recovered 

some mobile accessories, parts, displays from the shop of Chamsul. When he and 

police interrogated Chamsul, he stated before them that another accused Riju 

had handed over him the mobile phone and accessories etc. Thereafter, he went 

to the house of other accused Riju Das. Police had recovered 4 new mobiles from 

the house of Riju Das. Police also recovered some other items. Police 

apprehended Chamsul and Riju. Police seized the stolen articles and gave the 

same in his zimma. In his further examination, he deposed that he has seen the 

stolen articles in the court today. Although he has not seen all the articles and 

many of them could not be recovered by police. He has seen 13 batteries, one 

memory card, one Carvo mobile handset, two broken handsets, one Samsung 
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mobile, one Micromax mobile. M.Ext.1 are the 13 batteries. M.Ext.2 are the two 

memory cards, M.Ext.3 is the Carvo mobile handset, M.Ext.4 are the two broken 

handsets of Samsung and Micromax. Ext.1 is the FIR and Ext.1(1) is his 

signature. 

7.         In his cross-examination for accused Chamsul Ali, this witness 

deposed that the batteries belonged to Base company. In the FIR, he has not 

noted the name of the company of the batteries. The memory cards are of B 

Safe Company. In the FIR, he has not noted that the memory cards are of B Safe 

company. He has also not noted about the Carvo company. He has not also noted 

in his FIR about the two broken mobiles. He has not narrated in the FIR about 

the IMEI number of the mobiles. When the articles were recovered, police 

prepared a list and he put his signature. At the time of preparing the list, handset 

name and company names were not written. There is no identity mark on the 

recovered batteries. The materials which have been showed in the court are also 

found in other shops. It is not a fact that the articles which were recovered did 

not belong to him. Accused Chamsul also have a mobile repairing shop in 

Arikuchi. All mobile repairing shop have some parts of mobile which were 

recovered. It is not a fact that he has falsely deposed that accused Chamsul had 

got those parts from Riju Das. It is not a fact that accused Chamsul is not 

connected in the incident. 

8.         In his cross-examination for accused Riju Das, he deposed that 

accused Riju Das is not his customer. He went to the house of accused Riju Das. 

When police recovered some articles from the house of accused Riju Das, his 

signature was not taken there. His signature was obtained in the police station. 

He does not know what is written in those sheets. 

9.         PW.2 is Baharul Islam. He deposed that he knew the informant 

who has a mobile repairing shop at Swahid Market, Nalbari. One day, he came to 

open his shop and saw that some mobile phones were stolen from the shop of 

the informant. He does not know what stolen articles were recovered. He only 

heard that some thieves have been caught. 

10.         Cross-examinations for both the accused persons are declined. 

11.         PW.3 is Jayanta Mahanta. He stated that he has a mobile repairing 
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shop at Arikuchi chowk. He knew the informant as he has a mobile repairing 

shop at Swahid market. He knew accused Dhan and Riju Das. About one year 

ago, one customer came to his shop and gave a mobile for repairing. He came to 

the shop of informant Tabibar looking for parts for the mobile. Tabibar saw the 

mobile and stated that the mobile has been stolen from his shop. Thereafter he 

along with Tabibar went to the police station and Tabibar informed the police that 

the mobile which was stolen from his shop was found by him. On the same day, 

the customer who gave the mobile for repairing came to his shop and when 

inquired from him, the customer stated that he brought the mobile phone from 

accused Dhan. Accordingly, they informed Kamarkuchi OP and he along with 

Tabibar and the customer came to the shop of accused Dhan. Police searched the 

shop of accused and recovered many items which were stolen from the shop of 

the informant. Accused Dhan told them that one Riju Das gave him those 

articles. Police recovered those articles which were stolen from the shop of the 

informant and took the articles with them. 

12.         During cross-examination for accused Riju Das, this witness stated 

that he has good relation with the informant as he has business contact with 

him. He forgot all the names of the customer who has given mobile phone for 

repairing. The handset was Micromax handset. Police obtained his signature 

while taking the Micromax mobile from his possession. It is not a fact that as he 

has good relation with informant Tabibar, he has falsely deposed for his sake. 

13.         During cross-examination for accused Chamsul Ali @ Dhan, this 

witness stated that accused Dhan also have a mobile repairing shop in Arikuchi. 

He forgot the IMEI number of the mobile phone which was handed over to him 

for repairing. He could not identify the stolen mobile of informant and also does 

not remember the IMEI number. Later, he came to know that the person who 

gave the mobile phone, his name was Moina. He works in a garage. The mobile 

which was given for repairing is also found in other shops. It is not a fact that he 

did not state before police that the mobile which was given to him for repairing 

was stated by the customer to be brought from accused Dhan's shop. It is not a 

fact that he has falsely deposed for the sake of informant Tabibar. 

14.         PW.4 is Majibar Rahman. He deposed that informant is his brother. 

Informant has a mobile shop at Swahid market, Nalbari. On 09.12.13, when he 
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and his brother came to open their shop, he saw that his shop has been robbed 

and thief had entered the shop from the roof. The mobile phones, memory cards, 

display etc were stolen. About 1½ months after the incident, one boy came to 

their shop and gave a mobile to repair and his brother recognized the mobile as 

the one which was stolen from his shop and he went along with the boy and 

caught the thief. He  saw the thief and he was brought to his shop. The accused 

who is present today is the same thief. 

15.         During cross-examination for accused Riju Das, this witness 

deposed that he could not state with certainty when the theft took place in his 

shop. He does not know the name of the person who came for repairing the 

mobile phone. He could not state what items were recovered. 

16.         Cross-examination for accused Chamsul is declined. 

17.         PW.5 is Bapa Talukdar. He deposed that he knew the informant 

who had a shop in Swahid Market becaue he also have a shop nearby. It was 

closed on Sunday. On 09.12.13, when the shop was opened, informant called 

him and informed him that his shop was robbed. He went to the shop of Tabibar. 

After a few days, the thief was caught and stolen articles were recovered. He 

saw the thief and the stolen articles in the police station. Police took his 

statement. 

18.          During cross-examination for accused Riju Das, this witness stated 

that he could not state on which date the theft was conducted. He did not go 

inside the shop of the informant. He could not state with certainty when the 

stolen goods were recovered. He also could not state how many articles were 

recovered in the police station. He also does not know what articles were 

recovered from the accused. 

19.          During cross-examination for accused Chamsul Ali, this witness 

deposed that he does not know from were the articles were recovered. 

20.         PW.6 is Kushal Das. He stated that he does not know the 

informant. He knew accused Riju. He does not know accused Chamsul. About 

two years ago, one day, police from Kamarkuchi OP came to his house and took 

him to the house of Riju. He was asked to stand outside the house of Riju. 
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Thereafter, police called him inside the house and showed him gamusa and genji 

and obtained his signature in Ext.1A seizure list and Ext.1A(1) is his signature. 

21.          During cross-examination for both accused persons, this witness 

stated that he is not the gaon burah of village Bihdia. Chan Mahammad is the 

gaon burah of Bihdia village. He did not see any mobile phone being recovered. 

He recognized Riju because he stays near his house. 

22.         PW.7 is Ashwini Kalita. He deposed that he does not know the 

informant and the accused persons. About two years ago, one evening, at about 

6.00 pm, he was having tea in Bhabanipur. At that time, police from Kamarkuchi 

OP came and they entered inside the mobile shop of accused Dhan. They also 

followed the police. Police seized three types of mobile from the shop of the 

accused and obtained his signature. Ext.5 is the seizure list and Ext.5(1) is his 

signature. 

23.         Cross-examination for accused Chamsul is declined. 

24.         During cross-examination for accused Riju, this witness deposed 

that he does not know for what reason police had seized the articles. Out of the 

three items, he remembers one display. He forgot the name of the other items. 

25.         PW.8 is Md. Jalal Ali. He deposed that he knew the informant. He 

also knew the accused persons. About two years ago, one day, police came to 

the shop of accused Chamsul and seized mobile phone, mobile displays from the 

shop and also obtained his signature. Ext.5 is the seizure list and Ext.5(2) is his 

signature. 

26.         During cross-examination for accused Chamsul, he deposed that 

he does not know why items were seized. He also does not know whom the 

articles belong to. 

27.         During cross-examination for accused Riju, this witness deposed 

that he does not know what items were brought by police. 

28.         PW.9 is Md. Moina Ali. He deposed that he does not know the 

informant, he does not know accused Riju Das. He knew accused Chamsul Ali. 

Chamsul had an electrical shop at Arikuchi. About three years ago, police came 
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to the shop of Chamsul and police stated that some shops have been burgled 

and the stolen articles were recovered from Chamsul. Police took those articles. 

29.         During cross-examination for accused Chamsul Ali, this witness 

deposed that he did not go inside the shop of Chamsul Ali. He does not know 

what items were recovered by police and how many articles were recovered. He 

also does not know whose articles were stolen.   

30.         Cross-examination for accused Riju Das is declined. 

31.         PW.10 is I.O Hrishikesh Thakuria. The I.O deposed that on 

09.12.13, he was working as Attached Officer in Nalbari P.S. On that day, 

informant Tabibar Rahman filed a written FIR in Nalbari P.S. On receipt of the 

FIR, the O.C registered Nalbari P.S Case No.1020/13 u/s-461/380 IPC and he was 

given the task of investigation. He recorded the statements of informant Tabibur 

Rahman, visited the place of occurrence, drew the sketch map and recorded the 

statements of witnesses. He used his secret sources. On 28.12.13 he 

interrogated Jayanta Mahanta. From him, he came to know that he purchased 

the stolen mobile from Chamsul Ali. On 28.12.13, he visited the shop of Chamsul 

Ali in Bhabanipur under Kamurkuchi O.P., From his shop, he seized 177 pieces 

mobile phone display, LCD display, one Nokia mobile phone and one Carvo 

mobile handset. Ext.5 is the seizure list and  Ext.5(3) is his signature. Thereafter, 

he interrogated Chamsul Ali and the seizure witnesses. He came to learn that 

Riju Das was involved in the theft and he went in search of him. He found Riju 

Das in his house. He seized three numbers of Samsung mobile, Carvo mobile, 

Nokia mobile three numbers, Yxtel mobile one number, battery seventeen 

numbers, memory card one number, charger twelve numbers, head five 

numbers, head phones six numbers, broken mobile phone two numbers, bike 

lock two numbers, ordinary ornaments two numbers, ordinary necklace four 

numbers, mangal sutra three numbers, ordinary ear ring eight numbers and bag 

nine numbers, suta forty five mutha, genji twenty five numbers, gamosa nine 

numbers, chemiz three numbers, petticoat three numbers, blouse one number, 

tennis ball nine numbers, plastic suta four bundles, plastic sandal twenty three 

numbers. Ext.1A is the seizure list and Ext.1A(2) is his signature. Today he has 

seen three number of Nokia mobiles, one number of memory card, charger three 

numbers, battery twelve numbers, Carvo mobile one number, Samsung mobile 
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phone one number, broken  mobile handset two numbers, broken head phone 

four numbers, gamosa five numbers, bag two numbers. He arrested the accused 

Chamsul Ali and Riju Das and forwarded them to judicial custody. He filed 

charge-sheet against accused Chamsul Ali and Riju Das u/s-461/380 IPC. Ext.6 is 

the charge-sheet and Ext.6(1) is his signature. 

32.         During cross-examination, the I.O deposed that as per the FIR 32 

numbers of mobile handsets were stolen. In the FIR Ext.1 there is no narration 

or specification of the stolen mobile. In the FIR it is not mentioned that head 

phones and chargers were stolen. In the FIR it is not mentioned whether broken 

mobiles, bike locks ordinary ornaments, ordinary necklace, mangal sutra, 

ordinary ear ring, bag, suta, genji, gamosa, chamiz, pettycoat, blouse, tennis 

ball, plastic sandal and plastic suta were stolen. The informant did not state 

before him that broken mobiles, bike locks ordinary ornaments, ordinary 

necklace, mangal sutra, ordinary ear ring, bag, suta, genji, gamosa, chamiz, 

pettycoat, blouse, tennis ball, plastic sandal and plastic suta were stolen in his 

statement. In the FIR as well as 161 Cr.P.C., statement accused were not named. 

In the FIR there was no specification regarding Samsang mobile, Carvo, Nokia, 

Yxtel, battery and charger. The hand writing of the contents of seizure list of 

Ext.1A and Ext.5 are seen to be different. In Ext.5 the seizure of 177 nos of LCD 

display, one Nokia 1600 model and one Carvo mobile are not mentioned in the 

FIR. He has not seen the M.R. Nos. in those articles which he has seen in the 

court today. The seized articles which where shown to him in court are kept in a 

bag which is not in sealed condition. The date of seizure of Ext.5 is 28.12.13 at 

8.00 pm. In Ext.1 seizure list the date and time of seizure is not noted. While 

seizing the articles as per Ext.5 and Ext.1A, he did not obtain any search warrant. 

He has not called the village Gaonburha while conducting the search and seizure. 

He and his staff did not body search by any person within the locality. It is not a 

fact that he has seized articles which are not mentioned in the FIR. As per the 

FIR there was theft in mobile repairing shop. It is not a fact that complainant 

supplied the seized articles and thereby he made false seizure list. It is not a fact 

that he did not seize anything from the accused. He has not seized the mobile of 

Jayanta Mahanta although he stated that he purchased stolen mobile.   

33.         These are the materials on record. 
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34.         From the materials on record it is seen that there are no direct 

witnesses to the theft carried out in the shop of the informant P.W.1. From the 

narration of FIR, Ext.1 it is seen that informant has reported the theft of 32 nos. 

of mobile handsets, 100 nos. of memory cards. 700 nos. of batteries ,nokia discs, 

pen drives, touch pads, mobile phones of customers given for repairing and cash 

amounting to Rs.19,000/-. It is found that there is no specific description of the 

mobile phones and memory cards in the FIR. Similarly there is also no specific 

description of the items in the 161 Cr.P.C. statements of the informant. The whole 

prosecution case is based on the seizure of articles i.e. Exhibit 5 and Exhibit 6. 

Coming back to the evidence of the informant, P.W.1 stated that after a month of 

the theft of his shop situated in Swahid market of Nalbari town, one person of 

Kamarkuchi namely P.W.3 came to his shop to repair a mobile phone. P.w.3 also 

corroborated this fact. P.W.3 stated that one customer namely Maina, P.W.9  had 

given him a mobile phone for repairing which he took to the shop of informant 

situated in Swahid market ,Nalbari whereupon P.W.1 informed him that the 

mobile phone which he took for repairing was stolen from his shop. 

35.         Now let us see the vital point whether the prosecution was 

successful in proving that the mobile phones which were recovered from the 

possession of the accused Chamsul Ali were the stolen mobiles. From the perusal 

of evidence of p.w.10, investigation officer it is seen that he stated that he seized 

on 28.12.13 one Nokia 1600 handset (black colour) bearing IMEI 

No.355526017866489 and one carvo mobile handset bearing 

no.359410045671250 along with 2 GB memory card. Informant had not given 

the description of the mobile phones in the FIR . Moreover informant also failed 

to state the IMEI number of the stolen phones. As there is no description of the 

aforesaid seized phones as per Exhibit 5 in the FIR Exhibit 1, I am foreclosed to 

hold that prosecution had failed to prove the fact that the articles which were 

recovered as per seizure list Exhibit 5 were stolen from the shop of the 

informant. 

36.         Now let us come to Exhibit 1 (A) seizure list . It is seen that 

inadvertently seizure list dated 28/12/13 has been marked as Exhibit 1. As the 

FIR is also marked as Exhibit 1 hence seizure list dated 28/12/13 is treated as 

Exhibit 1(A). From perusal of evidence of P.W.10, I.O, it is seen that the 
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investigation officer seized one Samsung mobile phone, one Carvo mobile phone, 

three Nokia mobiles, one Yxtel mobile, 17 batteries , one memory card, 12 

chargers, 5 LED, 6 headphones, broken mobile phone, 2 bike lock, 8 ordinary 

ornaments ,8 ordinary necklace,4 mangalsutra, 3 ordinary earings, 8 bags, 9 nos 

of suta, 25 ganji, 9 gamoshas,3 semish, 2 petticoat, 1 blouse, 9 tennis balls, 

plastic suta 4 bundle and 23 plastic sandals from the shop of accused Riju Das. 

Again as there is no narration or specification of the mobile phones, batteries and 

led screen in the FIR Ext.1. Moreover as regards the other articles stolen, the 

I.O. has confirmed in his evidence as P.W.10 that informant did not state about 

him about the theft of bike locks, ordinary ornaments , ordinary necklace, 

mangalsutra , earing ,bag, suta, genji, gamosa, chamiz, petticoat, blouse, tennis 

ball, plastic sandal and plastic suta. Hence the seizure of these articles as per 

seizure list Ext.1(A) is of no relevance. 

37.         Out of the witnesses examined, p.w.3 Jayanta Mahanta also failed 

to state the IMEI number of that mobile which was taken to the shop of 

informant by him. It is also found from his statement that such mobile phones 

could be found in other shops also . Moreover the accused person Chamsul Ali 

being a mobile shop owner there is every likelihood that seized mobiles may 

belong to him also. The seizure witnesses namely P.W. 6 of seizure list no.1 (A ) 

has only supported the fact of seizure of the ganji and gamosa which are not 

relevant facts in this case. He has not supported the seizure of the one Samsung 

mobile phone, one Carvo mobile phone, three Nokia mobiles, one Yxtel mobile, 

17 batteries, one memory card, 12 chargers, 5 LED, 6 headphones, broken 

mobile phone . Coming to the evidence of P.W.7 this witness has only stated 

about seizure of one display screen. The said display screen being not described 

in the FIR one cannot come to a conclusion that the display screen was the one 

stolen from shop of the informant. 

38.         Coming to the evidence of PW.7 Ashwini Kalita who is the seizure 

witness of Ext.5. This witness stated that he recounted that about three items 

connecting to mobile were seized from the shop of accused Chamsul and his 

signature was obtained in the seizure list Ext.5. He remembers that out of those 

three items, one display was seized, but it is already discussed above that as 

there is no specific narration of the stolen articles in the FIR, the prosecution has 
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failed to prove with certainty that the seized items were stolen items of the shop 

of the informant. Next witness is PW.8 who is also a seizure witness of Ext.5 also 

stated that police obtained his signature in the seizure list when police seized the 

mobile and mobile display from the shop of Chamsul. Although this witness does 

not remember exactly what items were seized by the police. It is again reiterated 

that accused Chamsul also owed a mobile repairing shop and as the FIR does not 

contain the specific narration of the articles, the prosecution could not prove the 

fact that the seized articles belong to the shop of the informant. So far as the 

seized Samsung mobile, Carvo mobile, Nokia mobile, Yxtell Mobile, batteries and 

chargers are concerned, I find that from the witnesses examined by the 

prosecution none of the witnesses including the informant could specifically prove 

that the seized articles belong to the informant.   

39.         In the result, it is found that the evidence on record does not 

lucidly portray the necessary elements required to constitute offences u/s-411 

IPC against accused Chamsul Ali and offence u/s-461/380 IPC against accused 

Riju Das. The prosecution has failed to prove the guilt of the accused persons 

beyond all reasonable doubt. 

40.   In the backdrop of the entire evidence on record and taking into 

account the facts and circumstances of the case, the accused person namely 

Chamsul Ali is acquitted of the offences u/s-411 IPC. Further, accused Riju Das is 

acquitted of the offence u/s-461/380 IPC and both of them are set at liberty 

forthwith. 

 

41.   Bail bond will stand cancelled after six months. 
 
42.   The seized articles are to be disposed of as per law. 
 
43.   Judgment is written in separate sheets and delivered in open 
court.  
         Given under my hand and seal of this court on this the 07th day of 

December, 2018. 

 

             (Smti. K.R. Deka) 

                      Chief Judicial Magistrate, 
                 Nalbari.   
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     Dictated and corrected by me 

 

 

                 (Smti. K.R. Deka) 

       Chief Judicial Magistrate, 
                     Nalbari.   

A P P E N D I X: 

 

Witnesses for the prosecution 

PW.1  - Md. Tabibar Rahman, informant. 

PW.2  - Md. Baharul Islam. 

PW.3  - Jayanta Mahanta. 

PW.4  - Md. Majibar Rahman. 

PW.5  - Bapa Talukdar. 

PW.6  - Kushal Das. 

PW.7  - Ashwini Kalita. 

PW.8  - Md. Jalal Ali. 

PW.9  - Md. Moina Ali. 

PW.10  - I.O Hrishikesh Thakuria. 

Witnesses for the defence 

None 

Prosecution Exhibits 

Ext.1  - FIR. 

Ext. 1(1) - Signature of informant Tabibar Rahman. 

Ext.1A - Seizure list. 

Ext.1A(1)  - Signature of PW Kushal Das. 

Ext.1A(2) - Signature of I.O Hrishikesh Thakuria. 

Ext.5  - Seizure list. 

Ext. 5(1) - Signature of PW Ashwini Kalita. 

Ext. 5(2) - Signature of PW Md. Jalal Ali. 

Ext. 5(3) - Signature of I.O Hrishikesh Thakuria. 

Ext.6  - Charge sheet. 

Ext. 6(1) - Signature of  I.O Hrishikesh Thakuria. 

M.Ext.1  - 13 Nos of battery. 

M.Ext.2  - Memory card. 
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M.Ext.3  - 1 No of Carvo Handset. 

M.Ext.4 - 2 Nos of broken handset (Samsung and Micromax). 

Defence Exhibits 

None 

 

                                                        (Smti. K.R. Deka) 

                                           Chief Judicial Magistrate, Nalbari.   


