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IN THE COURT OF THE J.M.F.C Nalbari, ASSAM. 

G.R. Case No. 1277/2015 

U/s 448/354(B)/506 I.P.C. 

  

STATE 

-Vs- 

Chandan Mahanta 

                                                              ..... Accused 

 

PRESENT:  Z. Chaliha, A.J.S. 

  Nalbari, 

 

For the Prosecution: Mr. H. Sarma   .Ld. Asstt. P.P.  

For the Defence: Mr. N.K. Dutta   .Ld defence advocate 

 

Evidence recorded on: 15.09.17, 16.10.17, 9.11.17, 19.02.18, 28.02.18, 

21.05.18 

Argument heard on: 27.7.18, 8.8.18. 

Judgment delivered on: 21.08.18. 

 

 

JUDGMENT 

1. The instant criminal case is set in motion through a written ‘ejahar’ lodged 

by  the prosecutrix  on 18.08.2015  before the O/C Mukalmua P.S., 

alleging inter alia that on 13.08.15 at around 11 am,  after  her daughters 

had went to school and her husband had  went for work, she  was all 

alone at   her house and boiling milk in the kitchen, the FIR named 

accused person stealthily entered into her house and physically abused 

her by holding her breasts and thereafter tried to kiss her and caused hurt 
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to her gums. The informant stated that the accused person assaulted her 

by pulling and holding her and currently is threatening both her and her 

husband with dire consequences. Hence the case. 

2. That on receipt of the ejahar at the P.S., the same was registered as 

Mukalmua P.S case No 252/2015 u/s 448/354/325/506 I.P.C. On the basis 

of the ‘ejahar’, police started investigation and after completion of 

investigation finding prima facie materials against the accused person 

namely Chandan Mahanta, the police submitted the case in Charge-sheet 

U/s 448/354(B)/506 I.P.C. vide Charge-sheet no. 171/15 dated 

30.08.2015. 

3. That on submission of the charge-sheet it was accepted and cognizance 

was taken U/s. 448/354(B)/506 I.P.C. by this court. As the accused person 

was on police bail at the stage of investigation, summon was issued to 

him and on his appearance he was allowed to go on court bail to face the 

trial.  

4. That copy was furnished to the accused person and on finding prima facie 

materials of offence, charge was framed for offence U/s 448/354(B)/506 

I.P.C, which was read over and explained to the accused person and he 

was asked whether he pleaded guilty, to which he pleaded not guilty and 

claimed to be tried. 

5. That in the course of hearing the prosecution side examined 7 nos. of 

witnesses. The prosecution side marked and exhibited 5 nos., of 

documents. The accused was examined u/s 313 Crpc. The defence case is 

of total denial and they declined to adduce any evidence. 

6. Points for determination:- 

I. Whether the accused person on 13.08.15 at around 

11 am, at village Adabari, under Mukalmua P.S., 
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committed house trespass by entering into the 

dwelling house of the informant and thereby 

committed offence punishable u/s 448 I.P.C? 

II. Whether the accused person on the aforesaid date, 

time and place assaulted and applied criminal force 

upon the informant with an intention of disrobing or 

compelling her to be naked and thereby committed 

offence punishable u/s 354(B) I.P.C? 

III. Whether the accused person on the aforesaid date, 

time and place criminally intimidated the informant 

and her husband and thereby committed offence 

punishable u/s 506 I.P.C? 

7. Discussion, Decision and Reasons thereof:- 

 Heard arguments of both sides. Perused the Case Record. My findings are 

as follows:- 

8. The prosecution side examined the informant as Pw1, the prosecutrix   

had deposed in her evidence that on 13.08.15 at around 11 am, when she 

was alone at home and was boiling milk in the kitchen the accused 

Chandan grabbed her from behind and held her in her arms and tore her 

clothes. Pw 1 deposed that the accused pressed her breasts and as she 

screamed for help the accused bite her into her cheeks. Pw 1 deposed 

that at one point when the accused person's grip loosened she freed 

herself, but in the said effort she banged her head with a table and 

thereafter the accused left and while leaving the accused threatened her 

with dire consequences. Pw 1 deposed that on the very day of occurrence 

she lodged ezahar at Mukalmua P.S. Ext 1 is the ezahar and Ext 1(1) is 

her signature. 
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9. Pw 1 in her cross deposed that adjacent to her house there is a L.P. 

school and her youngest daughter studies there. Pw 1 revealed that 

Krishna Kalita, Basistha Kalita and Ringa Kalita are her neighbours. Pw 1 

deposed that at the time of occurrence the ladies of her locality were in 

their common village namghar. Pw 1 revealed that the accused lives at a 

distance of less than 1.5 km from her house. Pw 1 revealed that the 

accused was in her house for around half an hour and she shouted for 

help for the entire period, but no one from the school came for her help. 

Pw 1 deposed that immediately after occurrence Achyut Kalita and Kanika 

Kalita came for her help. Pw 1 stated that Achyut addresses her husband 

as Dada and Kanika is her sister in law. Pw 1 also revealed that Achyut 

Kalita and Kanika Kalita are not her neighbours. Pw1 denied the 

suggestions put to her that prior to the occurrence the accused person’s 

father had entered into a quarrel with her husband. 

10. Pw 2 – Golap Ch. Deka deposed in his evidence that the informant is his 

wife and he knows the accused person and that on 13.08.15 at around 

11:30 am, he received a call from his wife but her voice was not clear. So 

he took leave from his school headmaster and returned home. Pw 2 

deposed that when he reached home he saw a gathering of people and 

later he was told by his wife that while she was boiling milk, the accused 

person grabbed his wife from behind. Pw 2 noticed that his wife's blouse 

was torn and as he asked for advice from the village elders, they told him 

to take help of law. 

11. Pw 2 in his cross deposed that his wife called him in the mobile of his 

school teacher. Pw 2 revealed that he has a stationery shop. Pw 2 also 

revealed that when he reached home he saw some ladies at his home but 

he do not know their names. 
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12. Pw 3 – Jagadish Deka deposed in his evidence that he knows the accused 

person and that on 13.08.15 at around 11:45 am, when he was on his 

way to his sister's house, he noticed village women’s were present at the 

local namghar and the school beside their house was having its class and 

as he approached her house he saw the accused person running out of his 

sister's house towards the west side of the road. Pw 3 deposed that as he 

entered his sister's house he saw her wearing blouse was torn on one side 

and later she told him that the accused had come to her house and 

grabbed her and in her struggle to release herself from the accused 

person's grip her blouse got torn. Pw 3 deposed that at that time no one 

else except his sister was present at home. Pw 3 deposed that police had 

seized a blouse and Ext 2 is the seizure list and Ext 2(1) is his signature. 

13. Pw 3 in his cross deposed that he do not know what police had seized and 

that police did not seize the blouse in front of him. Pw 3 deposed that the 

distance between his sister and his house is around 4 km and that he do 

not know his sister's neighbours by name. Pw 3 deposed that the village 

mandir and a school is adjacent to his sister's house. Pw 3 deposed that 

after him Kanika reached P.O and around half hour later few women from 

namghar came to P.O. Pw 3 deposed that in his presence Achyut and 

Kanika came to P.O. Pw 3 deposed that Achyut is his sister's brother in 

law and Kanika is his sister's sister in law. Pw 3 deposed that his sister 

told him that the accused was in her house for around 15-20 minutes. Pw 

3 deposed that the house of the accused person is in the south west side 

of his sister's residence and in between there are around 4 houses and 

that Ramesh Kalita, Hemanta Kalita and Chandra Kalita are three families 

out of four. Pw 3 deposed that he do not know when his sister lodged the 

case. Pw 3 revealed that the accused person has a stationery shop and he 

do not know if any quarrel had taken place between the accused person 

and his sister in regard to her credit in his shop. 
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14. Pw 4 – Kanika Kalita deposed in her evidence that she knows the accused 

person and that the occurrence took place in the year 2015. Pw 4 deposed 

that on the relevant day she rang the prosecutrix and asked to accompany 

her to Hasen Ali's house and at around 11:30 am, she went to prosecutrix 

house and as she approached her house, she saw Chandan fleeing from 

prosecutrix campus and as she went inside prosecutrix house, she saw 

prosecutrix sitting on the floor resting her head on a table and her 

wearing blouse was torn on one side. Prosecutrix told her that when she 

was boiling milk, the accused person grabbed her from behind and pinned 

her to the ground. Pw 4 also deposed that as she reached prosecutrix 

house, Jagadish Deka was already there and in the meantime they called 

the headmaster of the school where prosecutrix husband worked and told 

him to come home immediately. Pw 4 deposed that after Golak came 

home he took prosecutrix to hospital and thereafter went to police station. 

15. Pw 4 in her cross deposed that adjacent to prosecutrix house there is a 

namghar and a L.P. school and that both the namghar and the school 

needs to be crossed to reached prosecutrix house. Pw 4 deposed that at 

the time of occurrence women were reciting prayer at the namghar and 

classes were going on in the school. Pw 4 revealed that the distance 

between her house and prosecutrix house is around 1.5 km. Pw 4 deposed 

that she cannot tell how many houses are there near prosecutrix house. 

Pw 4 deposed that prosecutrix is her sister by distant relation. Pw 4 

deposed that the accused person has a stationery shop. Pw 4 stated that 

she do not know if on the day of occurrence the accused had an argument 

with prosecutrix and her husband over supplying of goods to them on 

credit. Pw 4 deposed that when she reached prosecutrix house, Jagadish 

was already there. The locality of prosecutrix residence is named as 

Hiparor supa. 
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16. Pw 5 – Achyut Kalita deposed in his evidence that 2 years ago, he heard 

halla at prosecutrix house but he did not go to the house of the 

prosecutrix and proceeded with his journey. 

17. The defence declined to cross examine the said witness. 

18. Pw 6 – Dr. Prakash Jyoti Barman is the M.O., and that on 16.08.15    while 

he was on duty at Mukalmua PHC, he had examined prosecutrix in 

reference to Mukalmua P.S. case no. 252/15. The patient stated history of 

assault on 13.08.15 and on examination he found no visible injury. Pw 6's 

opinion is no injury. Ext 3 is the injury report and Ext 3(1) is his signature. 

19. The defence declined to cross examine the said witness. 

20. Pw 7 – Ajit Das is the I.O., and his evidence is of routine nature depicting 

the various stages of investigation. In his examination-in-chief he deposed 

that on 13.08.2015 while he was working as an Attached Officer at 

Mukalmua P.S. prosecutrix lodged an ‘ejahar’ against Chandan Mahanta. 

As he was endorsed the case for investigation he visited the place of 

occurrence, drew sketch map, recorded the statement of witnesses, sent 

the victim for medical examination and collected the injury report. Exhibit 

4 is the sketch map and Exhibit 4(1) is his signature. He seized a blouse 

from the place of occurrence. Exhibit 2 is the seizure list and Exhibit 2(2) 

is his signature. After completion of investigation he submitted charge-

sheet against the accused u/s 448/354(B)/506 IPC. Exhibit 5 is the 

charge-sheet and Exhibit 5(1) is his signature.  

21. PW 7 Ajit Das in his cross-examination deposed that as per FIR the date of 

information received is on 18.08.2015. As per FIR the date of occurrence 

is 13.08.2015. Exhibit 1 ‘ejahar’ was lodged on the date of occurrence i.e. 

13.08.2015, however, the same was registered on 18.08.2015 vide 
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registration no. 252/15. He visited the place of occurrence on 18.08.2015 

and on the same day he prepared Exhibit 2. 

22. I have heard the arguments advanced by both the sides and had carefully 

perused the evidence on record. 

23. Learned APP submits that the prosecution had been able to bring home 

the guilt of the accused for offence u/s 448/354(B)/506 IPC beyond 

reasonable doubt. On the other hand, learned counsel for the accused has 

contended that the accused has been falsely implicated by the victim. He 

has contended that evidence of Pw3 and Pw4 suffers from serious defects 

and it is doubtful that had seen the accused person exiting the house of 

Pw1. The leaned defence counsel also submitted that there was delay in 

lodging of the ezahar and further contended that the entire prosecution 

case rests on the sole testimony of the victim, but she do not come across 

as a reliable and trustworthy witness. 

24. On careful perusal of evidence on record, it is manifestly clear that the 

entire case of the prosecution rest on sole testimony of Pw1 because 

other witnesses of fact i.e. Pw2, Pw3 and Pw4 are not eye witness of the 

occurrence.  Of course, it is extremely unlikely to find an eye witness to a 

sexual offence, particularly an offence like the instant one committed 

within the four walls of the house. 

25. Section 134 of the Indian Evidence Act provides that no particular 

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

and, therefore, it is permissible for a court to record and sustain a 

conviction on the evidence of a solitary eyewitness. But, at the same time, 

such a course can be adopted only if the evidence tendered by such 

witness is cogent, reliable and in tune with probabilities and inspires 

implicit confidence. By this standard, when the prosecution case rests 



                                                                                                       G.R. 1277/2015 

 9 

mainly on the sole testimony of an eyewitness, it should be wholly 

reliable.  

26. In Namdeo vs. State of Maharashtra (2007) 14 SCC 150, Hon’ble 

Apex Court had re-iterated the view  observing that it is the quality and 

not the quantity of evidence which is necessary for proving or disproving a 

fact. The legal system had laid emphasis on value, weight and quality of 

evidence rather than on quantity, multiplicity or plurality of witnesses. It 

is, therefore, open to a competent court to fully and completely rely on a 

solitary witness and record conviction. Conversely, it may acquit the 

accused in spite of testimony of several witnesses if it is not satisfied 

about the quality of evidence.     

27. In Govind Raju @ Govinda Vs. State by Sri Rampuran Police 

Station and another reported in 2012 (4) SCC 722, the Hon'ble 

Supreme Court reiterated the same principle and held as follows:-  

28. "Equally, well settled is the proposition of law that where there is a sole 

witness to the incident, his evidence has to be accepted with caution and 

after testing it on the touchstone of evidence tendered by other witnesses 

or evidence otherwise recorded. The evidence of a sole witness should be 

cogent, reliable and must essentially fit into the chain of events that have 

been stated by the prosecution. When the prosecution relies upon the 

testimony of a sole eye witness, then such evidence has to be wholly 

reliable and trustworthy. Presence of such witness at the occurrence 

should not be doubtful. If the evidence of the sole witness is in conflict 

with the other witnesses, it may not be safe to make such a statement as 

a foundation of the conviction of the accused. These are the few principles 

which the court has stated consistently and with certainty."  

29. In the case of State of Rajasthan Vs. N.K., reported at (2000) 5 

SCC 30 the Supreme Court has observed:  
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30. "A plethora of decisions by this Court as referred to above would show 

that once the statement of the prosecutrix inspires confidence and is 

accepted by the Courts as such, conviction can be based only on the 

solitary evidence of the prosecutrix and no corroboration would be 

required unless there are compelling reasons which necessitate the Courts 

for corroboration of her statement. Corroboration of testimony of the 

prosecutrix as a condition for judicial reliance is not a requirement of law 

but a guidance of prudence under the given facts and circumstances. It is 

also noticed that minor contradictions or insignificant discrepancies should 

not be a ground for throwing out an otherwise reliable prosecution case. 

Non-examination of doctor and non-production of doctor’s report would 

not be fatal to the prosecution case, if the statements of the prosecutrix 

and other prosecution witnesses inspire confidence."  

31. Similarly, in State of Rajasthan Vs. Biram Lal, reported at (2005) 

10 SCC 714, the Supreme Court held that if the sole testimony of the 

prosecutrix is free from blemish and implicitly reliable, then a conviction 

can be recorded on that basis. It was observed as follows:  

32. "It is not the law that in every case version of the prosecutrix must be 

corroborated in material particulars by independent evidence on record. It 

all depends on the quality of the evidence of the prosecutrix. If the Court 

is satisfied that the evidence of the prosecutrix is free from blemish and is 

implicitly reliable, then on the sole testimony of the prosecutrix, the 

conviction can be recorded. In appropriate cases, the Court may look for 

corroboration from independent source or from the circumstances of the 

case before recording an order of conviction."  

33. On the anvil of the aforesaid judgements, it can be safely deduced that 

conviction for an offence of sexual assault can be based on the sole 

testimony of the prosecutrix, if the same is found to be natural, 
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trustworthy and worth being relied on. If the evidence of the prosecutrix 

inspires confidence, it must be relied upon without seeking corroboration 

of her statement in material particulars. The testimony of the prosecutrix 

must be appreciated in the background of the entire case and the court 

must be alive to its responsibility and be sensitive while dealing with cases 

involving sexual molestations. 

34. The observations made by Hon’ble Supreme court in Rajoo  & others v 

State Of M.P,(2008) 15 SCC 133 in regard to appreciation of evidence 

of victim of sexual offences may be reproduced as under. 

35. “The court, must while evaluating evidence, remain alive to the fact that in 

a case of rape, no self-respecting woman would come forward in a court 

just to make a humiliating statement against her honour such as is 

involved in the commission of rape on her. In cases involving sexual 

molestations, supposed considerations which have no material effect on 

the veracity of the prosecution case or even discrepancies are such which 

are of fatal nature, be allowed to throw an otherwise reliable prosecution 

case. The inherent bashfulness of the females and the tendency to 

conceal outrage of sexual aggressions are factors which the courts should 

not overlook. The testimony of the victim in such cases is vital and unless 

there are compelling reasons which necessitate looking for corroboration 

of her statement, the courts should find no difficulty to act on the 

testimony of a victim of sexual assault alone to convict an accused where 

her testimony inspires confidence and is found to be reliable. Seeking 

corroboration of her statement before relying upon the same, as a rule, in 

such cases amounts to adding insult to injury. Why should the evidence of 

a girl or a woman who complains of rape or sexual molestation be viewed 

with doubt, disbelief or suspicion. The court while appreciating the 

evidence of the prosecutrix may look for some assurance of her statement 

to satisfy its judicial conscience, since she is a witness who is interested in 
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the outcome of the charge levelled by her, but there is no requirement of 

law to insist upon corroboration of her statement to base conviction of an 

accused. The evidence of a victim of sexual assault stands almost on par 

with the evidence of an injured witness and to an extent is even more 

reliable. Just as a witness who has sustained some injury in the 

occurrence which is not found to be self-inflicted, is considered to be a 

good witness in the sense that he is least likely to shield the real culprit, 

the evidence of a victim of sexual offence is entitled to great weight, 

absence of corroboration notwithstanding. Corroborative evidence is not 

an imperative component of judicial credence in every case of rape. 

Corroboration as a condition for judicial reliance on the testimony of the 

prosecutrix not a requirement of law but a guidance of prudence under 

given circumstances. It must not be overlooked that a woman or a girl 

subjected to sexual assault is  not an accomplice to the crime but is a 

victim of another person’s lust and it is improper and undesirable to test 

her evidence with certain amount of suspicion, treating her as if as if she 

were an accomplice.  Inferences have to be drawn from a given set of 

facts and circumstances with realistic diversity and not dead uniformity 

lest that type of rigidity in the shape of rule of law is introduced through a 

new form of testimonial tyranny making justice a causality. Courts cannot 

cling to a fossil formula and insist upon corroboration even if, taken as a 

whole, the case spoken of by the victim of sex crime strikes the judicial 

mind as probable.”   

36. Turning, to our case at hand, the informant appearing as Pw1 deposed in 

her evidence that on 13.08.15 at around 11:00 A.M. she was alone at her 

home, boiling milk in her kitchen. At that time accused person entered her 

house and grabbed her from behind, pressed her breast and bit her 

cheeks. She further alleged that she somehow managed to free herself 

from the grip of the accused person and raised hue and cry. Thereafter, 



                                                                                                       G.R. 1277/2015 

 13 

the accused person fled away and before leaving threated her with dire 

consequences. 

37. On perusing of the cross examination of Pw1, it appears that on material 

aspects the testimony of the informant goes unrebutted and unchallenged 

except for a mere and vague suggestions that no such incident took place 

which was denied by her and that on the morning of the day of 

occurrence her husband and the father of the accused had an entered into 

a quarrel, which were denied by her. Her testimony could not be shaken in 

cross examination.  

38. From, the evidence of the prosecutrix, it appears that her testimony is not 

only natural but also trustworthy and worthy of being relied upon. In spite 

of being subjected to strict and rigid cross examination, her credibility 

could not be shaken nor could the defence create any dent in her  

testimony.      

39. Now, coming, to the submission by the learned defence counsel in regard 

to non-examination of the occupants of the school   in the vicinity of the 

house of the prosecutrix, I am of the considered opinion that no adverse 

inference can be drawn against the prosecution case for the same. This, I 

say because, other than the vague suggestion made  by the learned 

counsel for the defence that, if any  alarm was raised by the prosecutrix 

as stated by her, the occupants of the school would have heard the same 

and come to her help. However apart from the said  assertion  made by 

the defence there is nothing found from the evidence on record  to 

suggest that the occupants of the school had  heard the alarm raised by 

the prosecutrix from inside of her house.  

40. As regards the submission of the learned counsel for the defence that 

there is delay in lodging the FIR, this contention is again devoid of merit. 

In the case in hand the prosecutrix had clearly stated that she had lodged 
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the ezahar on the day of occurrence itself.  On perusal of Ext 1 it is clear 

that the same is dated 13.8.15 But as rightly pointed out by the learned 

defence counsel both in the body of  Ext 1 and the FIR form the date of 

registration  and information received is  shown as 18.8.15.  The answer 

to, this confusion, that  whether there was any delay on the part of the 

prosecutrix in lodging the ezahar  is found in the cross examination of the 

I.O wherein he had in clear terms stated that  the ezahar was  lodged  on 

13.8.15 but the same was registered on 18.8.15. Moreover, no suggestion 

was even made to the I.O that the delay in registration of the ezahar was 

done with design to falsely implicate the accused person in sexual offence 

against the prosecutrix. Further, from the evidence of the doctor it 

appears that the prosecutrix was medically examined on 16.8.15 in 

reference to Mukalmua case No 252/15 which bolsters the claim of the 

prosecutrix that she had in fact lodged the ezahar on 13.8.15.  Be it 

mentioned here that the defence did not cross examine the M.O on any 

aspect of examination of the prosecutrix.    

41. From the trend of the cross examination of the I.O it appears that, that 

there was no delay on the part of the prosecutrix in lodging the ezahar. 

The delay in registration of the ezahar was a procedural lapse on the part 

of the police for which the entire prosecution case cannot be thrown out 

of the window 

42. Now, again turning to our case at hand, here allegations made against the 

accused person is that he had disrobed the prosecutrix. So prosecution 

has to bring on record that the accused had disrobed the prosecutrix or 

forced her to be naked. But in our case from the perusal of the contents 

of  Ext 1 and the statement of the prosecutrix recorded u/s 161 CrPC, 

there is nothing to suggest that the accused attempted to remove her 

clothes or forced her to be naked. 
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43. However, from the evidence on record it is abundantly clear, that the 

accused trespassed into the house of the prosecutrix when she was alone 

at home and grabbed her from behind and groped her. It is crystal clear 

that the accused applied criminal force to sexually molest the prosecutrix 

which amounted to outrage her modesty. The evidence on record bring 

home the offence u/s 354 IPC against the accused beyond reasonable 

doubt.  

44. In our case charge was framed against the accused for offence u/s 354(B) 

along with section 448/506 IPC  but the evidence as whole bring the acts 

of the accused within the fold of section 354 IPC instead of section 354(B) 

IPC. Hence, it is a fit case to resort to section 222 CrPC to punish the 

accused for commission of offence u/s 354 IPC. 

45. Section 222 Cr.P.C. is in the nature of general provision which empowers 

the court to convict an accused for a minor offence even though charge 

was framed for a major offence in situations where the major and the 

minor offences are cognate offences. 

46. Situated thus, the provision of law as enumerated under section 222 CrPC 

is invoked and the accused is held guilty of offence u/s 448/354 IPC. 

However, the materials on record do not bring home the charge for 

offence u/s 506 IPC as against the accused person. 
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ORDER 

 

Hence, considering the above discussion, the accused Chandan Mahanta is 

found guilty for offence u/s 448/354 I.P.C. and accordingly he is convicted 

for offence u/s 448/354 IPC. 

 

Heard the accused on the point of sentence. 

In view of the fact that the accused had sexually molested a woman, I do 

not deem it fit to extend the benefit of probation of offenders act to the 

accused person.  

Accordingly, the convict is sentenced to sentence to undergo rigorous 

imprisonment of 1 (one) year and a fine of Rs. 3,000/- (rupees three 

thousand) for offence u/s 354 IPC and simple imprisonment of 4 (four) 

months for offence u/s 448 IPC. Both the sentences shall run 

concurrently.  

The convict is told that he has right to appeal against the judgment and 

order of this court before the Hon’ble District and Session Judge, Nalbari. 
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Let a free copy of the judgment be provided to the convict. 

The accused persons bail-bond also stands cancelled after expiry of the 

appellate period. 

Pronounced by me on this open Court, this day the 21st day of August, 

2018 under my hand and seal of this Court. 

 

Typed by me and corrected by me:- 

  

Zubee Chaliha, J.M.F.C, Nalbari. 
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IN THE COURT OF THE J.M.F.C Nalbari, ASSAM. 

G.R. Case No. 1277/2015 

U/s 448/354(B)/506 I.P.C. 

  

STATE 

-Vs- 

Chandan Mahanta 

                                                              ..... Accused 

ANNEXURE 

 
1 PROSECUTION WITNESSES: 

P.W.1: Prosecutrix (Informant), 

P.W.2: Golap Ch. Deka, 
P.W.3: Jagadish Deka, 

P.W.4: Kanika Kalita, 
P.W.5: Achyut Kalita, 

P.W.6: Dr. Prakash Jyoti Barman (M.O), 
P.W.7: Ajit Das (I.O) 

 

2 DEFENCE WITNESSES: 
NIL. 

 
3 EXHIBITS (BY PROSECUTION SIDE): 

 Ext 1: Ejahar, 

 Ext 1(1): Signature of the informant, 
 Ext 2: Seizure list, 

 Ext 2(1): Signature of seizure witness Jagadish Deka, 
 Ext 2(2): Signature of I.O., 

 Ext 3: Medical examination report, 
 Ext 3(1): Signature of M.O., 

 Ext 4: Sketch map, 

 Ext 4(1): Signature of I.O., 
 Ext 5: Charge sheet no. 171/15, 

 Ext 5(1): Signature of I.O. 
   

       4 EXHIBITS (BY DEFENCE SIDE): 

NIL. 
 

 
Typed by me and corrected by me:- 

 

 
Zubee Chaliha, J.M.F.C, Nalbari 


