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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.58/15 

                 State                      

                  -vs- 

        1.   Malati Talukdar and 

        2.   Lakhyan Talukdar    ...…….. Accused persons.  

u/s-344/34 IPC  

EVIDENCE RECORDED ON  : 24.05.16, 03.08.16, 20.10.16,    

      18.01.17, 12.04.17 & 25.07.17. 

ARGUMENTS HEARD ON   : 22.02.18. 

JUDGMENT DELIVERED ON  : 07.03.18. 

ADVOCATES APPEARED : 

For the State    : Mr.  A. Barman, A.P.P. 

For the Accused    : Mr. S. Kr. Talukdar, Advocate 

 

J U D G M E N T 

 

1.     The prosecution case, in nut shell, is that on 14.06.15, one Hem 

Chandra Das lodged an FIR in the Tihu PS to the effect that on 14.06.15, at 8.00 

am, in the morning, his 18 years old daughter Smti. Hirumani Das was taken 

away by one Sanjib Talukdar on the pretext of marrying her which fact came to 

the knowledge of informant from the maternal uncle of the accused Sanjib 

Talukdar. It is alleged that informant was called to the house of the maternal 

uncle of accused Sanjib Talukdar to discuss about the legal marriage of his 

daughter and Sanjib Talukdar, but as accused Sanjib Talukdar failed to be present 
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in his maternal uncle’s house on that day, the discussion did not materialize. 

Therefore, the maternal uncle of accused Sanjib Talukdar kept informant’s 

daughter in the house of Malati Talukdar and Lakhyan Talukdar who are parents 

of Sanjib Talukdar. In the meanwhile Sanjib Talukdar was sent away his parents 

from their house. From 14.06.15 to 29.06.15 parents of Sanjib Talkukdar kept 

harassing informant’s daughter in their house. On 29.06.15 Malati Talukdar and 

Lakhyan Talukdar conspired to finish the informant’s daughter by burning her. 

When this fact came to the knowledge of informant’s daughter, she fled from the 

residence of Sanjib. On the next morning, she called the informant over 

telephone. It is further alleged that Sanjib’s parents chased after the informant’s 

daughter and the informant happened to see the incident and took his daughter 

in his custody. Hence, the case.  

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

No.58/15 u/s-342/420/34 IPC and started investigation. On completion of 

investigation the I.O laid charge-sheet against the accused persons namely Malati 

Takukdar and Lakhyan Talukdar u/s-344/34 IPC. During the course of 

investigation, accused Sanjib Talukdar is found to be juvenile in conflict with law, 

so, he was sent to Juvenile Justice Board, Nalbari and the I.O filed separate 

charge-sheet against accused Sanjib Talukdar. 

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

before the court and on their appearances 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 against the accused persons u/s-344/34 

I.P.C and the particulars of the offences u/s-344/34 I.P.C. were 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 eleven witnesses 

including the I.O. 313 Cr.P.C. statement 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.  
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                     POINTS FOR DETERMINATION  

  •  Whether the accused persons in furtherance of common intention 

on 29.06.15 at village Niz namati under Tihu PS wrongfully confined victim 

Hirumani Das for 16 days and thereby committed an offence punishable u/s-344 

I.P.C. 

 

           DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS 

6.   PW.1 is Hem Chandra Das, informant.  He deposed that he knew 

the accused persons. They are husband and wife. On 14.06.15, he filed a case 

alleging that his daughter Smti. Hirumani Das has been kidnapped by the son of 

the accused persons. Prior to 16 days before filing this case, the accused 

persons’ son Sanjib Talukdar eloped with his daughter. The accused persons 

accepted his daughter as their daughter-in-law and fixed date for getting the 

couple married legally. When it was found doubt that both the couple were not of 

legally marriageable age, the couple were brought to their respective homes. As 

the accused persons cared of Sanjib Talukdar and Hirumani, informant sent his 

daughter to the house of the accused persons. Accused Malati Talukdar told his 

daughter that as no legal marriage was performed, hence, she will pour kerosene 

on Hirumani and set her on fire. Out of fear, his daughter fled from the house of 

the accused persons. He came to be informed and went to look for his daughter. 

He saw accused persons running on the road. His daughter came running to him 

and fell down on the road. When he picked up his daughter, accused Malati tried 

to pull her away. Thereafter, he went to Tihu PS and filed this case. Ext.1 is the 

ejahar and Ext.1(1) is his signature. 

7.    In his cross-examination, he deposed that the ejahar was written 

by a scribe. The case against accused Sanjib Talukdar is proceeding in the J.J.B., 

Nalbari. His daughter was kidnapped from Rehabari which is situated under 

Patacharkuchi PS. He has not filed any case in the Patacharkuchi PS. He has not 

called the villagers and has not written in black and white in their presence. It is 

not a fact that he did not file any ejahar on 14.06.15. It is not a fact that before 

the I.O he did not state that the accused persons threatened to burn his 

daughter alive. It is not a fact that he did not state before the I.O that he went 
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to look for his daughter, his daughter came running and fell near him. Houses of 

4/5 other persons are near the house of the accused persons. There are many 

houses near the Kali mandir. A teacher informed him about his daughter’s 

condition. He took a bicycle from the National Highway because a bridge was 

broken on the road. The bicycle belonged to a shopkeeper near the Kali mandir. 

It is not a fact that he has falsely deposed. It is not a fact that his daughter was 

not eloped by the accused persons’ son. It is not a fact that he did not entrust 

his daughter with the accused persons as his daughter remained in the house of 

the accused persons.  

8.    PW.2 is Hirumani Das. She deposed that informant is her father. 

She knew the accused persons. She also knew Sanjib Talukdar. She had love-

affairs with accused Sanjib Talukdar. On 14.06.15, she eloped with the accused to 

his house. On the next day, she was taken to Pathsala for executing registered 

marriage. Her parents as well as parents of Sanjib went to Pathsala. Sanjib’s 

parents told that Sanjib was under aged for marriage, hence, they are going to 

solemnize a social marriage. Thereafter, she was kept in the house of Sanjib’s 

maternal uncle for 16 days. Sanjib was sent to Guwahati by his parents. After 

Sanjib went to Guwahati, his parents verbally abused her, they threatened to do 

whatever they wanted to do with her because no social marriage was performed. 

Accused Malati threatened to burn her by pouring kerosene oil. She was not 

allowed to call her parents over telephone. When the accused tried to assault 

her, she fled through the backyard of the accused persons’ house. The accused 

persons chased after her. She kept crying and told the villagers about her 

situation. She called her father from the phone of a villager and told her father to 

come to Kali mandir. When she met her father in the Kali mandir, Sanjib’s mother 

tried to pull her away, hence her father brought her to the police station and filed 

this case.  

9.    In her cross-examination, she deposed that with the consent of 

her father, she came from Pathsala to the house of the accused persons. Accused 

had never confined her. When she called her father, he was in the police station. 

She does not know the name of the neighbours of Sanjib Talukdar except one 

Utpal Das. There were persons near the Kali mandir who had witnesses this 

incident. She went to the house of the accused after her parents consented and 

ran away from there after the accused tried to assault her. It is not a fact that 
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she did not stay in the house of the accused persons for about 16 days. Accused 

Sanjib Talukdar did not elope with her. She being taken to Pathsala to execute 

registered marriage. It is not a fact that she deposed falsely. It is not a fact that 

social marriage was not arranged between her and accused Sanjib.  

10.    PW.3 is Kamal Das. He deposed that he knew the informant. On 

14.06.15, his wife received a phone call from Sanjib Talukdar’s maternal uncle 

that his niece Hirumani Das had eloped away with Sanjib Talukdar and he should 

go to bring back the girl. On the next day morning, at 7.00 am, he went to look 

for the girl in the house of the accused. There he came to be informed that 

Sanjib’s parents were taking the girl to maternal uncle's house of Sanjib. He went 

to the house of the maternal uncle of Sanjib Talukdar where he saw Sanjib 

Talukdar and his parents. He also saw Hirumani there. Two gaon-burahs were 

also present along with Hirumani’s father. After the discussion, it was decided 

that court marriage would be conducted on 16.06.15. On 16.06.15, Sanjib and 

his parents did not appear in the court, therefore, Sanjib’s maternal uncle 

brought Hirumani to Sanjib’s house. Sanjib’s mother had locked the gate of their 

house. They informed Nathkuchi PP and with the help of police Hirumani was 

kept in the house of Sanjib. The mother of Sanjib namely Malati Talukdar decided 

to hold social marriage. On 30.08.15, they were sitting in the Nathkuchi PP and 

they informed in the PP that they will go to the house of the accused persons 

while they were sitting in the PP. Hirumani’s father informed them that his 

daughter has been assaulted. Immediately, they went near the Kali mandir where 

they found the girl. A scuffle took place there. They brought Hirumani to 

Nathkuchi PP where the informant filed FIR. 

11.    In his cross-examination, he deposed that before police he did not 

state that on the next day, he went to look for the girl in the house of the boy, 

boy’s mother assaulting Hirumani. It is not a fact that he did not state before the 

police that Sanjib and his mother did not go to Pathsala court, Sanjib’s mother 

closing the gate of their house, with the help of police the victim girl was kept in 

the house of the accused persons. It is not a fact that before police he did not 

state that accused person Malati consented to social marriage of the couple.  

12.    PW.4 is Banajit Das. He deposed that he knew the informant. He 

did not know the accused persons. Later, he stated that he knew the accused 
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persons. About 8/9 months ago, informant Hem Chandra took his van on rent to 

inquire about his daughter and 4 other persons went with the informant. After 

they crossed Patacharkuchi, informant received a phone call after which he was 

directed to speed up his vehicle and to proceed towards Tihu Kali mandir. He 

stopped his vehicle near Tihu Kali mandir. After he stopped his vehicle, the 

passengers of the vehicle got down and saw a girl running towards them and 

some people following her. Thereafter, the girl was brought by the informant to 

the Tihu PS. From the Tihu PS, informant brought the girl to home.  

13.    In his cross-examination, he deposed that he did not go inside the 

police station. Three other persons went with the informant and out of them he 

knew the name of Kamal Das and Sushil Das. It is not a fact that he did not state 

before police that informant took his vehicle on hire and went to inquire about 

his daughter. It is not a fact that he did not state before police that informant 

received a phone call when he crossed Patacharkuchi, he was directed to speed 

up his vehicle and to proceed towards Tihu Kali mandir, he stopped his vehicle in 

Tihu Kali mandir, the passengers got down from the vehicle,  a girl running and 

some people following her, informant bringing the girl to  Tihu PS. He does not 

have any knowledge about the incident.  

14.    PW.5 is Sushil Kr. Das. He deposed that he knew the informant 

and the accused persons. About a year ago, one fine morning, informant 

accompanied him to inquire about his daughter. They proceeded in a maruti van 

towards Patacharkuchi. Hem Chandra received a phone call. He informed them 

that his daughter was threatened to be set ablaze. Immediately, the vehicle was 

speed up towards Tihu Kali mandir. There he got down from the vehicle and he 

took a cycle. Rest of the passengers followed him. After reaching a distance, he 

saw a girl running towards him. She stopped running. Accused Malati Talukdar 

caught the girl's hands. Malati’s husband was seen to be proceeded towards 

them. There was a scuffle between both the sides. The girl was brought to Tihu 

PS where the informant filed case. In Tihu PS, police inquired from him. 

15.    In his cross-examination, he deposed that informant is his 

maternal uncle. It is not a fact that he did not state before the police that 

informant accompanied him to inquire about his daughter, they proceeded in a 

maruti van towards Patacharkuchi, informant receiving a phone call, informant 
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stating that on the phone he was informed that his daughter will be burnt, the 

driver speeding up the vehicle, they reaching Kali mandir, he going on a bicycle 

and the rest following him, a girl running towards them, boy's mother holding the 

girl's hands, there being a scuffle between the girl's father and boy's mother and 

the girl stating before police that she was threatened to be burnt by pouring 

kerosene oil. Along with him, five other people went in the van. The bicycle 

belonged to a shopkeeper near the Kali mandir. It is not a fact that as the 

informant is his maternal uncle, he has falsely deposed. 

17.    PW.6 is Dimbeswar Das. He deposed that he knew the informant 

and the accused persons. About a year ago, informant's daughter came to the 

house of the accused and stayed there. After few days, he saw the girl in the 

house of the informant. When he inquired from her, he learnt that the boy's 

parents threatened to pour kerosene oil upon her. Hence, she had left the place. 

18.    In his cross-examination, he deposed that police took his 

statements,. Informant is his co-villager. 

19.    PW.7 is Ramen Barman @ Ramesh Barman. He deposed that he 

knew the informant and accused Malati Talukdar. He does not know the other 

accused. About a year ago, at 11 am, in the day, informant Hem Chandra Das 

accompanied him to inquire about his daughter Hirumani. The girl's father went 

to Tihu PS to discuss something. They came out of the thana and proceeded 

towards the house of the accused. After proceeding a little distance, they saw a 

group of persons coming from the opposite direction. Informant's daughter was 

also in the group. She was being followed by some persons. She was brought to 

the police station by the informant and the informant filed this case. He stated 

that informant Hem Chandra is his related father-in-law. 

20.    In his cross-examination, he deposed that police took his 

statements. It is not a fact that he did not state before the police that informant 

accompanied him to inquire about his daughter, informant entered in the Tihu PS 

for some discussion, thereafter they went from the thana and proceeded towards 

Namati, after proceeding a little distance they saw a group of persons, 

informant's daughter was also in the group, informant taking his daughter to the 

police station. It is not a fact that he has deposed falsely for the sake of the 

informant.  
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21.    PW.8 is Debendra Nath Barman, lat gaonburah. He deposed that 

he knew the informant, but he does not know the accused persons. About a year 

ago, at 2.30 pm, in the afternoon, informant Hem Chandra accompanied him to 

go to the house of Soneswar. Accordingly, he went to the house of Soneswar 

where he came to know that Sanjib had kept Hirumani in his house. Sanjib's 

mother took the responsibility  of conducting the marriage of the two. Thereafter, 

he does not know what happened.  

22.    In his cross-examination, he deposed that informant Hem Chandra 

is also a lat gaonburah. It is not a fact that he has falsely deposed for the sake of 

informant Hem Chandra. 

23.    PW.9 is Prahlad Talukdar. He stated that he does not know the 

informant. He knew the accused persons. The house of the accused is near to his 

house. About a year ago, he heard that the son of the accused persons had 

eloped with a girl. Later, the girl left the house of the accused. As he does not 

stay in his house, he is not aware about the incident. 

24.    In his cross-examination, he deposed that he has not seen the girl. 

25.    PW.10 is Jogesh Ch. Talukdar, lat gaon-burah. He deposed that he 

knew the informant and both the accused persons. In the year 2015, in the 

month June, police of Nathkuchi PP brought him to the house of the accused 

persons. There police made inquiry from the accused Lakhyan, brought the 

informant's daughter to his house, accused stated that his son had brought the 

informant's daughter, thereafter, he stated that at that time Lakhyan Talukdar 

was not in his house, accused Malati Talukdar stated that the boy and the girl are 

not of marriageable age and hence, marriage will not take place. She asked the 

informant to take back his daughter, but the informant refused to bring back his 

daughter from the house of the accused. Hence, his daughter stayed back. 

Thereafter, he did not know what had happened.  

26.    In his cross-examination, he deposed that he does not know much 

about the incident.  

27.    PW.11 is I.O Gopal Talukdar. He deposed that on 30.06.15, he was 

posted as ASI in Tihu PS. On 01.07.15, informant Hem Chandra Das filed a 

written ejahar which was registered in the PS and he was given the task of 
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investigation. He recorded the statements of the informant in the police station. 

He conducted the medical examination of the victim. He visited the place of 

occurrence and drew sketch map. He also recorded the statements of other 

witnesses. He went in search of the accused, but did not find him. On 21.07.15, 

the accused appeared in the police station. The accused was arrested and 

allowed to go on bail after inquiry. He collected the medical report of the victim. 

Upon completion of investigation, he filed charge-sheet against accused Sanjib 

Talukdar as juvenile and Malati Talukdar and Lakhyan Talukdar as regular 

accused. Ext.2 is the charge-sheet and Ext.2(1) is his signature.  

28.    In his cross-examination, he deposed that he has not drawn the 

sketch map of Rehabari chowk. Rehabari chowk does not fall under Tihu PS. 

There is no explanation why the ejahar was filed after a delay. He did not 

conduct any investigation near Kalimura Kali mandir. Informant Hem Chandra Das 

did not state before him regarding registered marriage not taking place, victim 

being threatened to be set on fire, informant going in search of his daughter. 

Witness Kamal Das did not state before him that they went to looking for the 

informant's daughter, they visiting the house of the accused, victim being 

brought to the house of Sanjib's maternal uncle. Witness Banajit Das did not 

state before him that they went towards Patacharkuchi. Hem Chandra Das 

receiving phone call, the vehicle being driven speedily, the vehicle being stopped 

in front of the kali mandir, passengers getting down from the vehicle, the girl 

running towards them, many people following her, the girl being brought to Tihu 

PS. Witness Sushil Kr. Das did not state before him that he proceeded by bicycle. 

Witness Ramen Barman did not state before him that he being met by informant 

Hem Chandra at 11.00 am, victim's father entering in Tihu PS, after going a little 

distance hearing hue and cry, noticing group of people at some little distance, 

victim being seen in the same group, victim being left the house of the accused 

persons, meeting the girl after going a little distance. It is not a fact that he did 

not investigate the case properly.    

29.   These are the materials on record. 
 
30.   Section 344 IPC states as under:-  

     The essential ingredients of offence u/s-344 IPC are as follows- 

    a)   Accused wrongfully confined a person 
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    b)   He kept him confined for 10 days or more 

    c)  Such confinement prevented the  person from proceeding 

beyond certain circumscribed limit. 

31.   From the undisputed facts of this case, it is found that informant’s 

daughter Hirumani eloped with the accused person’s son Sanjib Talukdar. From 

the ejahar itself, it is seen that on the date on which the incident occurred, 

informant’s daughter was 18 years of age. PW.1 Hem Chandra Das stated in his 

evidence that prior to 16 days before he filed this case, his daughter Hirumani 

had eloped with the accused persons' son Sanjib Talukdar. Consultation was 

going on for fixing the date for conducting registered marriage of PW.2 Hirumani 

and the son of the accused persons. At that time Sanjib Talukdar was in his 

house and Hirumani was also staying in the house of PW.1. PW.1 admitted that 

he himself sent his daughter to the house of the accused Malati Taukdar and 

Lakhyan Talukdar because he found that both the accused persons cared about 

his daughter. Therefore, from his admission itself, it is found that PW.2’s father 

had consented while sending his daughter to the house of the accused persons. 

In contradiction to the evidence of PW.1, PW.2 Hirumani stated that she eloped 

with accused Sanjib Talukdar on 14.06.15 to the house of the maternal uncle of 

Sanjib Talukdar. She stated that on the very next date, she was taken to Pathsala 

by the accused persons for registered their marriage. She even stated that her 

parents were also present along with the accused persons in Pathsala for 

conducting their marriage ceremony, but when it was found doubt that the age 

of the accused persons' son Sanjib Talukdar has not yet attained the age of 

marriage, registered marriage was not conducted and instead it was decided to 

conduct a social marriage. Thereafter, she stated that she was again brought 

back not to the house of the accused persons, but to the house of the maternal 

uncle of Sanjib. She even stated that she stayed in the house of Sanjib’s 

maternal uncle for 16 days. In the meanwhile, she stated that accused persons 

sent their son Sanjib to Guwahati. After that she stated that both the accused 

persons started ill treating her and threatened to set her ablaze as no social 

marriage was conducted. Her evidence is obscured to the extend that she has 

not stated where she was ill treated by the accused persons because as per her 

own admission she was not staying in the house of the accused, but in the house 

of Sanjib's maternal uncle for 16 days. She stated that both the accused persons 
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planned to assault her on the night of 29.06.15 and on the next date, she fled 

from the place sensing trouble. She stated that when she fled from their house, 

the accused persons chased her. She somehow managed to call her father by 

taking a phone from a villager. Evidence of PW.2 is absolutely silent as to how 

she landed up in the house of the accused persons when it is her own admission 

that she stayed in the house of Sanjib's maternal uncle. The allegation of 

confinement to be true, the accused persons should have confined her illegally in 

their house for 10 days or more. There is nothing from the evidence of PW.2 that 

she was confined in the house of the accused persons. Rather from the evidence, 

it is come to fore that it was the house of Sanjib's maternal uncle where she 

resided from 16.06.15 up to a period of 16 days i.e. on 30.06.15. Moreover, from 

the evidence, it is seen that both PW.1 and PW.2 have stated two different stories 

regarding PW.2's stay in those 16 days. Hence, evidence of PW.1 and PW.2 are 

contradicting with each other on material point. PW.3, PW.4, PW.5, PW.6, PW.7, 

PW.8 and PW.9 have absolutely not stated anything regarding the accused 

persons confining PW.2 Hirumani Das in their house. In order to prevent her 

from proceeding beyond certain circumscribed limit, rather, all of them have 

stated about the incident that occurred on 30.06.15 when PW.1 Hem Chandra 

Das was going to the house of the accused persons to inquire about his 

daughter. Let us come to the incident that occurred on 30.06.15. In the FIR, 

PW.1 alleged that he came to know from his daughter on 30.06.15 that accused 

persons were planning to set her ablaze and that is why she pleaded to her 

father to save her. However, PW.3, PW.4, PW.5 and PW.6 all stated in the same 

tune that they did not state that they were accompanied by PW.1 to the house of 

the accused because his daughter called him by telephone to save her from the 

clutches of the accused persons. Rather from their evidence, it is clear that on 

that day, PW.1 along with PW.3, PW.4, PW.5 and PW.6 accompanied PW.1 to the 

house of the accused persons in order to inquire about PW.2, Hirumani. PW.3 

Kamal Das stated that prior to their visiting to the house of the accused, they 

entered in Tihu PS in order to inform Nathkuchi PP because the matter was 

already a controversial one. While PW.3 Kamal Das stated that PW.1 received 

phone call while he was in Nathkuchi PP from his daughter PW.2 Hirumani, PW.4 

and PW.5 stated that PW.1 received phone call while they were proceeding in a 

vehicle towards the house of the accused persons. PW.3, PW.4 and PW.5 stated 

that when they approached the girl who was found running on the road, a scuffle 
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took place between PW.1 and the accused persons, whereas PW.7 who was also 

accompanied PW.1 has not stated anything regarding the scuffle that took place 

between PW.1 and the accused persons, whereas PW.4 who is the driver of the 

vehicle which took PW.1 and other witnesses towards Tihu has also not stated 

anything regarding any scuffle that took place between the accused persons and 

PW.1. Therefore, although PW.3. PW.5 and PW.7 were present in the place of 

occurrence, their version about the incident is not inconsonance with the 

narration of the incident as described by PW.4 Banajit Das. There are two 

versions of the same incident stated by both these sets of Pws, hence, the fact 

that the accused persons chased PW.2 and had a scuffle with her father near 

Tihu Kali mandir cannot be fully believed. PW.10 lat gaon burah of the accused 

persons' village has stated that when the parents of Sanjib Talukdar i.e. the 

accused persons found doubt that the boy and the girl were not of marriageable 

age, they asked the informant to take back his daughter, but it was the informant 

himself who was unwilling to take back his daughter to his own house. 

Therefore, it is found that informant had consented to his daughter to stay in the 

house of the accused persons. In the face of such evidence which clearly points 

out that in those 16 days PW.2 stayed in the house of accused Sanjib's maternal 

uncle who was never made accused in this case due to the consent of PW.1, 

hence, offence u/s-344 IPC is not made out.       

       

32.   The evidence on record does not lucidly portray the necessary 

elements required to constitute offences u/s-344/34 IPC. The prosecution has 

failed to prove the guilt of the accused persons beyond all reasonable doubt. 

 

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

account the facts and circumstances of the case, the accused persons Malati 

Talukdar and Lakhyan Talukdar are acquitted of the offences u/s-344/34 IPC and 

they are set at liberty forthwith. 

34.   Bail bond will stand cancelled after six months.  

35.   Judgment is written in separate sheets and delivered in open 

court.  
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   Given under my hand and seal of this court on this the 7th day of 

March, 2018.                                      

    

                                     (Smti. K.R. Deka) 

          Chief Judicial Magistrate,Nalbari.   
 

   

  Dictated and corrected by me 

             

   

                (Smti. K.R. Deka) 

Chief Judicial Magistrate, Nalbari.   
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A P P E N D I X: 

 

Witnesses for the prosecution 

 

 PW.1- Hem Chandra Das, informant. 

 PW.2- Hirumani Das, victim. 

 PW.3- Kamal Das. 

 PW.4- Banajit Das. 

 PW.5- Sushil Kr. Das. 

 PW.6- Dimbeswar Das. 

 PW.7- Ramen Barman @ Ramesh Barman. 

 PW.8- Debendra Nath Barman. 

 PW.9- Prahlad Talukdar. 

PW.10- Jogesh Ch. Talukdar. 

PW.11- Gopal Talukdar, I.O. 

 

Witnesses for the defence 

None 

 

Prosecution Exhibits 

Ext.1  - FIR. 

Ext. 1(1) - Signature of informant Hem Chandra Das. 

Ext.2  - Charge-sheet. 

Ext. 2(1) - Signature of I.O Gopal Talukdar. 

 

Defence Exhibits 

None 
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                                                         (Smti. K.R. Deka) 

                                                      Chief Judicial Magistrate,  
                Nalbari.   

 

 

 


