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IN THE COURT OF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE 

FIRST CLASS, UDALGURI, ASSAM 

 

 

Present: Smti. Priyanka Purkayastha, AJS  

                               Judicial Magistrate 1st Class, Udalguri 

 

(Date of judgment: 21.02.2022) 

G.R. Case No. 985/2021 (P.R.C. No. 685/2021) 
U/S  294/341/325/354(B) of IPC 

 

Harisinga PS Case No. 61/2021 

 

COMPLAINANT STATE OF ASSAM 

REPRESENTED BY Sri Abhoy Poudel, learned APP 

ACCUSED Sri Loknath Jani (A1) 

S/o- Late Patiram Jani 

Vill- No. 2 Panimudi  

PS- Harisinga, Dist. Udalguri 

REPRESENTED BY Sri Lalchan Chouhan, learned 

Advocate 
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Date of Offence 24.07.2021 

Date of FIR 24.07.2021 

Date of Charge-sheet 30.07.2021 

Date of framing of Charges 04.10.2021 

Date of commencement of evidence 03.12.2021,21.12.2021,

21.01.2022 

Date on which judgment is reserved 15.02.2022 

Date of Judgment 21.02.2022 

Date of the Sentencing order, if any 21.02.2022 

 
 

 

Accused Details: 

Rank of 
the 

Accused 

Name of 
Accused 

Date of 
Arrest 

Date 
Release 
on Bail 

Offences 
charged 

with 

Whether 
Acquitted 

or 
convicted 

Sentence 
Imposed 

Period of 
Detention 
Undergon
e during 
Trial for 
purpose 
of Sec. 

428 Cr.PC 

 

1 

 

Sri 

Loknath 

Jani 

 

26.07.21 

 

23.09.21 

 

341/325/

354(B)/ 

294 of 

IPC 

 

Convicted 

u/s 323 of 

IPC 

 

Fine of Rs. 

1,000/- 

 

59 days 

 



 3    GR Case No. 985/21 
     PRC No. 685/21 

 

J  U  D  G  M  E  N  T 

 

Initiation of Proceeding: 

1.             This case was initiated on the filing of a 

written FIR on 24.07.2021 by the informant                  

Smti. Babita Kumar Jani against Sri Loknath Jani, 

the accused.  

 

Prosecution Story: 

2.             The prosecution story in brief is that, on 

24.07.2021 at about 06.00 PM, the accused 

wrongfully restrained the informant and assaulted her 

on her face with a stick in order to kill her. As a result, 

the informant sustained grievous injury on the left side 

of her face and her teeth were also broken. Hence, 

this case. 

 

Investigation: 

3.             On receipt of the aforesaid FIR, the Officer-in-

Charge of Harisinga Police Station registered a case 

vide Harisinga PS case no. 61/2021, u/s 

341/326/307 of IPC and entrusted ASI Anil 

Sonowal to conduct the investigation of the case. 

 

4.             After completion of the investigation, the 

Investigating Officer submitted charge-sheet u/s 

341/325/354(B)/294 of IPC against the accused.   
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Trial:  

5.             On receipt of the charge-sheet, the 

cognizance of the said offences were taken u/s 

190(1)(b) of Cr.PC. After furnishing the copies of the 

relevant documents u/s 207 of Cr.PC to the accused, 

a formal charge was framed u/s 

341/325/354(B)/294 of IPC against the accused 

which was on being read over and explained to the 

accused, he pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried. 

Hence, this trial. 

 

6.             In due course of trial, the prosecution 

examined six (6) nos. of witnesses. After closing of 

the prosecution evidence, the statement of the 

accused u/s 313 of Cr.PC was recorded in separate 

sheet which was in total denial and the same was kept 

with the case record. The accused stated that on the 

day of the incident, he only asked the informant to not 

take her cows and goats through his courtyard and to 

use the road and he did not commit any of the 

offences as alleged against him. However, the accused 

declined to adduce any defence evidence.  

 

7.             I have heard arguments from both the 

learned prosecution and the learned defence counsel.                   

The learned prosecution stated that the case stands 

proved against the accused as the evidences adduced 
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are credible. However, the learned defence counsel 

submitted that the vital witnesses are not examined in 

this case and the evidences are not sufficient to prove 

the alleged offences against the accused. 

 

Points for determination: 

8.              Having heard both sides and after due 

consideration of all the materials available at my 

disposal, I have framed the following points for 

determination to properly adjudicate the case-  

 

I.             Whether the accused on 24.07.2021 at 

about 06.00 PM at Vill- Panimudi No. 2, PS- 

Harisinga, wrongfully restrained the informant 

Smti. Babita Kumar Jani and thereby committed 

an offence punishable u/s 341 of IPC? 

 

II.             Whether the accused on 24.07.2021 at 

about 06.00 PM at Vill- Panimudi No. 2, PS- 

Harisinga, voluntarily caused grievous hurt to 

Smti. Babita Kumar (Jani) and thereby 

committed an offence punishable u/s 325 of 

IPC? 

 

III.             Whether the accused on 24.07.2021 at 

about 06.00 PM at Vill- Panimudi No. 2, PS- 
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Harisinga, assaulted the informant Smti. Babita 

Kumar (Jani) with the intention of disrobing her 

and thereby committed an offence punishable 

u/s 354(B) of IPC? 

 

IV.             Whether the accused on 24.07.2021 at 

about 06.00 PM at Vill- Panimudi No. 2, PS- 

Harisinga, uttered obscene words causing 

annoyance to others and thereby committed an 

offence punishable u/s 294  of IPC?  

 

Prosecution evidence: 

9.             Let me now evaluate the evidences adduced 

by the witnesses in the present case in light of law. 

 

10.              PW1 Smti. Babita Kumar Jani, the 

informant stated that she knows the accused. He is 

the elder cousin brother of her husband. The incident 

took place on 24.07.2021 at about 5/6 PM. PW1 

used to use the courtyard of the accused to go to the 

house of the persons residing at the backside of the 

house of the accused. On the day of the incident, 

PW1 was going by the courtyard of the accused along 

with her 3 year old son. At that time, the accused was 

in an intoxicated state of mind and she had heard that 

the accused was gossiping something about her to 

another lady. He was actually telling that lady not to 
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visit her house and to tell others also to not visit her 

house. PW1 further stated that the accused further 

expressed about her usage of his courtyard for going 

to the other person’s house. When PW1 had heard all 

these, she stopped there and told the accused that 

she will pay people for working in her house. 

Suddenly, the accused became angry and abused 

PW1 with slang languages. After that, they both left 

that place. After sometime, the accused again came 

towards PW1 with a bamboo piece (Bahor tangon) 

and hit her on her face. PW1 got injured on the side 

of her nose and her one tooth got broken. It started 

bleeding and she fell unconscious. Later on, she was 

taken to the house of Surath Pradhan. After that, 

PW1 went to the concerned police station and filed 

this case. She got her medical treatment in Udalguri 

Civil Hospital. PW1 identified the FIR as Ext.1 and 

Ext. 1(1) as her signature. 

 

11.            During the cross-examination, PW1 stated 

that she does not know the name of the lady with 

whom the accused was talking on the day of the 

incident. She denied the fact that she did not state 

before the police that the accused was in an 

intoxicated state of mind. She denied the fact that she 

did not state before the police that the accused was 

gossiping about her with the said lady. The house of 
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the accused is located in between the house of Rajen 

Jani and Somnath Jani. She denied the fact that she 

did not state before the police that the accused 

assaulted her with the piece of bamboo (bahor 

tangon) and as a result, she became unconscious and 

fell on the ground. Police did not seize her blood-

stained clothes. PW1 further denied the fact that she 

did not state before the police that blood came out 

from her injuries. She also denied the fact that she 

spat on the face of the accused and told him that she 

cannot sit in his house as he killed his daughter-in-law. 

PW1 also denied the fact that while running back 

from his home, she got slipped and fell down and as a 

result, she sustained the injuries. She denied the fact 

that she had given the seized item to the police and 

filed a false case against the accused. 

 

12.              PW2 Sri Lambudhar Sasoni stated that he 

knows both the informant and the accused of this 

case. The incident took place in the month of July, 

2021 at about 6 PM. At the time of the incident, 

PW2 was at his shop. The husband of the informant 

Dayananda Jani informed him that the accused 

assaulted his wife/informant Babita Kumar Jani. 

PW2 did not go to the place of occurrence. Later on, 

he along with the village president went to the house 

of Surath Pradhan where Babita Kumar Jani was 
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present. He saw that the informant wrapped her face 

with a towel. He did not see any blood or injury. After 

that, they went to the concerned police station. The 

police showed one piece of bamboo that was seized 

by them. After that, PW2 put his signature in the 

seizure-list. PW2 identified the seizure-list as Ext.2 

and Ext. 2(1) as his signature. The material article 

(one piece of bamboo) is exhibited to PW2 before 

the Court which is seen and identified. Material Ext. 

2 is one piece of bamboo (Bahor tangon). 

 

13.             During the cross-examination, PW2 stated 

that at the time of the incident, he was at his shop. He 

could not say from whom the police seized the seized 

item. He put his signature on the seizure-list as he 

was told by the police that his signature was required 

as he was a member of the same village. Police did 

not tell him that his signature was required for the 

seizure of the seized item. PW2 could not say actually 

what happened in between the informant and the 

accused. 

 

14.             PW3 Smti. Ratani @ Ramati Pradhan 

stated that she knows both the informant and the 

accused of this case. The incident took place about 5 

months ago. At the time of the incident, PW3 was at 
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her home. She did not witness the incident. She heard 

from others that there occurred some dispute in 

between the informant and the accused. PW3 could 

not say whether the informant got any injury on her 

person and she does not know anything else about the 

incident. Her cross-examination was declined by the 

learned defence counsel. 

 

15.              PW4 Sri Ganesh Sasoni stated that he 

knows both the informant and the accused of this 

case. The incident took place about a few months ago 

in the evening. At the time of the incident, PW4 was 

at his shop. He did not witness the incident. He heard 

from others that there occurred some dispute in 

between the informant and the accused. Police came 

and recorded his statement. He went to the house of 

the informant after 3 days from the incident and saw 

that the informant got injuries on her mouth. PW4 

could not say how the informant sustained the said 

injuries on her mouth. 

 

16.             During the cross-examination, PW4 stated 

that he went to the place of occurrence after 3 days 

from the incident when police called him.  PW4 also 

stated that he could not say how and when the 

informant sustained the said injuries on her mouth. 
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17.              PW5 Dr. Bimal Ch. Boro the medical officer 

stated that on 24.07.2021, he was posted as Senior 

Medical Officer at Udalguri Civil Hospital. On that day, 

PW5 had examined Smti. Babita Kumar Jani, aged 

29 years at about 11.06 PM in connection with a 

case registered at Harisinga PS. He did not mention 

the case reference number in the medical report. The 

victim was escorted by UBC- 345 Baniranjan Bora 

of Harisinga PS. The case reference number is not 

mentioned in the medical report. On examination, 

PW5 found swelling on left side of the face of the 

victim caused by blunt trauma. He advised X-ray of 

both mandible and maxillary bone and to consult a 

dental surgeon. He did not ascertain the type of 

injury. PW5 identified the Medical Report as Ext. 3 

and Ext. 3(1) as his signature. 

 

18.             During the cross-examination, PW5 stated 

that the injury received by the victim might also be 

caused by falling on the ground. 

 

19.             PW6 ASI Anil Sonowal, the Investigating 

Officer stated that on 24.07.2021, he was posted as 

Attached Officer at Harisinga PS. On that day, an FIR 

was lodged by Smti. Babita Kumar Jani at 

Harisinga PS. The FIR was registered by the 
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concerned O/C vide Harisinga PS case no. 61/21 u/s 

341/326/307 of IPC. As the victim was found 

seriously injured, she was immediately sent to 

Udalguri Civil Hospital for her medical examination and 

treatment. After that, PW6 was entrusted with the 

investigation of this case. As it was already late at 

night, he went to the place of occurrence on the next 

day.  PW6 drew the sketch-map, recorded the 

statements of the victim and the local people about 

the incident and seized a bamboo piece (Bahor 

tangon) from the place of occurrence as shown by 

the victim. Accordingly, on obtaining sufficient 

evidences, PW6 searched for the accused but was 

unable to find him at his house. Later on, the accused 

appeared at the concerned PS and PW6 recorded his 

statement, arrested and produced him before the 

Court. He collected the medical report of the victim 

and after completion of the investigation, he filed 

charge-sheet against the accused Sri Loknath Jani 

u/s 341/325/354(B)/294 of IPC. PW6 identified 

the seizure-list, the sketch-map and the charge-sheet 

as Ext.-2, Ext.-4 and Ext.-5 respectively and Ext.-

2(2), Ext.-4(1) and Ext.-5(1) as his signatures. 

  

20.             During the cross-examination, PW6 stated 

that the victim/informant did not state before him that 

the accused assaulted her while being in an 
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intoxicated state of mind on the day of incident. PW6 

also stated that the victim/informant did not state 

before her that the accused was gossiping about her 

with one lady. PW6 further stated that the 

victim/informant did not state before him that she 

became unconscious and fell on the ground and blood 

came out from her injuries. PW6 did not seize any 

cloth from the victim/informant and did not record the 

statement of the abovementioned lady as no such fact 

became apparent during the time of investigation. 

PW6 further stated that the victim/informant did not 

state before him that she was taken to the house of 

Surath Pradhan and he did not record his statement. 

PW6 did not make Rajen Jani and Somnath Jani 

as witnesses in this case. PW6 denied the fact that he 

did not record the statements of the vital witnesses 

and did not conduct the investigation of the case 

properly and filed the charge-sheet against the 

accused. 

 

Decision and reasons for the decision thereon: 

21.              For the convenience of discussion, the points 

for determination are taken separately for decision. 

 

22.              Point no. (I):- Sec. 341 of IPC provides for 

punishment for wrongful restraint and according to  

PW1, she used to use the courtyard of the accused to 
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go to the house of the persons residing at the 

backside of the house of the accused and on the day 

of the incident, while PW1 was going through the 

courtyard of the accused, she had heard that the 

accused was telling one lady not to visit her house and 

to tell others also to not visit her house and was 

gossiping about her to that lady and he had further 

stated about her usage of his courtyard for going to 

the other person’s house. On being so heard, PW1 

herself stopped there and told the accused that she 

will pay people for working in her house. Being so 

situated, the accused became angry and abused PW1 

with slang languages. After that, they both left that 

place. The appreciation of the statement deposed by 

PW1, bring into light that the accused did not put any 

voluntary direct obstruction to PW1 to prevent her 

from proceeding where she has right to proceed. PW1 

herself stopped at the place of occurrence to give a 

reply to the accused. In the opinion of the Court, the 

ingredients for the offence u/s 341 of IPC are not met 

and hence, the point for determination no. (I) is 

decided in negative. 

 

23.             Point no. (III):- For the offence u/s 354(B) 

of IPC, the informant/victim and all the other 

witnesses examined in this case are completely silent 

as to the commission of assault or use of criminal 
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force to PW1 with intent to disrobe. No seizure of any 

cloth was also made by PW6 from the 

victim/informant in this case. Hence, the point for 

determination no. (III) is decided in negative.  

 

24.              Point no. (IV):- To bring home the offence 

u/s 294 of IPC, the informant/victim (PW1) had 

made a statement that the accused on being angry 

abused her with slang languages. However, no specific 

words of abusive nature are mentioned by the 

informant in her evidence. In the opinion of the Court, 

to conclude that the words used by the accused are of 

abusive nature, the words must be ascertained by the 

prosecution and in such an omission, upholding 

commission of offence u/s 294 of IPC will not be 

legitimate. Therefore, the point for determination no. 

(IV) is decided in negative. 

 

25.              Point no. (II):- Sec. 325 of IPC provides for 

punishment for voluntarily causing grievous hurt and 

according to PW1 (victim), the incident took place in 

the courtyard of the accused at about 5/6 PM. The 

accused (A1) came towards PW1 with a bamboo 

piece (Bahor tangon) (Material Ext.-2) and hit 

her on her face. PW1 got injured on the side of her 

nose and her one tooth got broken. It started bleeding 

and she fell unconscious. Later on, she was taken to 
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the house of Surath Pradhan. PW1 in her statement 

recorded u/s 161 of Cr.PC also stated that the 

accused hit her with “bahor tangon”. PW1 

remained unshaken in her evidence and she denied 

the suggestion that the accused did not assault her 

with the piece of bamboo (bahor tangon) as a result 

of which, she became unconscious and fell on the 

ground and PW1 sustained the injuries by slipping 

and falling down while running back home. 

 

26.              PW2 corroborated with PW1 and stated that 

on being informed by the husband of the informant 

Dayananda Jani, PW2 along with the village 

president went to the house of Surath Pradhan 

where Babita Kumar Jani was present and he saw 

that PW1 wrapped her face with a towel but he did 

not see any blood or injury. The FIR was lodged on 

24.7.2021 at about 6.00 PM after the dispute took 

place and according to PW6, while the FIR was 

lodged, the victim was found seriously injured and she 

was immediately sent to Udalguri Civil Hospital for her 

medical examination and treatment and accordingly 

corroborated the statement with PW1. PW5 

examined PW1 on the same day at about 11.06 P.M 

and confirmed in Ext.3 (medical report) that there 

was swelling on the left side of the face of the victim 

as rightly stated by PW1 and PW5 opined that it was 
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caused by a blunt trauma. The defence took the plea 

that no case reference no. was mentioned in the 

medical report but in the opinion of the Court, the 

victim was escorted by UBC-345, Baniranjan Bora 

of Harisinga PS and merely not mentioning the case 

reference no. shall not affect the merit of the case. 

PW4 also corroborated the fact of injury and he 

stated that he saw that PW1 got injuries on her 

mouth when he visited her after about 3 days from 

the day of incident but he could not say how PW1 

sustained the said injuries. 

 

27.              The defence took the plea that PW3, who 

happens to be the wife of Surath Pradhan did not 

corroborate the statement of PW1 and stated that she 

did not witness the incident as at the time of the 

incident she was at her home and she had heard from 

others that there occurred some dispute in between 

the informant and the accused but PW3 could not say 

whether the informant got any injury on her person. 

The appreciation of her evidence discloses that though 

PW3 could not say anything about any injury 

sustained by PW1, she neither denied the fact of 

occurrence of dispute between PW1 and accused nor 

stated that PW1 was not taken to the house of 

Surath Pradhan. Therefore, in the opinion of the 
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Court it may be ignored as minor discrepancy in the 

statement and hold no effect to the merit of the case.                                            

 

28.              The defence took the plea that no other vital 

witnesses like the said lady, whom the accused was 

gossiping with, Surath Pradhan, or the neighbours 

of the accused namely, Rajen Jani and Somnath 

Jani were examined in this case. In the opinion of the 

Court, only the probative value of the witnesses 

examined in this case matters. 

 

29.              The defence also took the plea that the 

accused was not in an intoxicated state of mind and 

the accused was not gossiping about her with the said 

lady and it was PW1 who spat on the face of the 

accused and told him that she cannot sit in his house 

as he killed his daughter-in-law but the testimony of 

PW1 remained unshaken. It appears that the defence 

neither denied the fact of occurrence of dispute in 

between PW1 and the accused nor denied that the 

accused was not involved in the incident. Thus, from 

the appreciation of the above evidences, the fact of 

occurrence of dispute between the accused and PW1 

stands proved.  

 

30.              However, the prosecution did not examine 

any eye-witnesses in this case and the entire 
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prosecution’s case rests on the testimony of PW1. 

Now, the question arises as to whether the sole 

incriminating testimony of the victim suffices in 

proving the fact that the accused caused grievous hurt 

to PW1. In Abdul Sayeed v. State of Madhya 

Pradesh reported in (2010) 10 SCC 259, the apex 

Court held that: “the law on the point can be 

summarized to the effect that the testimony of 

the injured witness is accorded a special status 

in law. This is as a consequence of the fact that 

the injury to the witness is an in-built 

guarantee of his presence at the scene of the 

crime and because the witness will not want to 

let his actual assailant go unpunished merely to 

falsely implicate a third party for the 

commission of the offence. Thus, the deposition 

of the injured witness should be relied upon 

unless there are strong grounds for rejection of 

his evidence on the basis of major contradiction 

and discrepancies therein” 

 

31.              The defence took the plea that the type of 

injury sustained by the victim was also not ascertained 

by PW5 and PW5 agreed to the plea taken by the 

defence that the injury received by the victim might 

also be caused by falling on the ground. Also, PW6 

did not seize any blood-stained clothes of the victim. 



 20    GR Case No. 985/21 
     PRC No. 685/21 

 

However, considering the above evidences, the Court 

is of the opinion that the testimony of PW1 inspire 

confidence and there is no strong reason to disbelieve 

her version. Thus, the injury upon the victim is proved 

through oral and medical evidence and it is highly 

improbable that the victim would implicate a wrong 

person especially when the accused is her relative and 

there appears no prior enmity between the parties.  

 

32.              Be that as it may, the nature of the injury 

was not ascertained in this case by PW5 and no fact 

as such of breaking of teeth is mentioned in the 

medical report by the medical officer and keeping in 

mind that the weapon used in this case was a blunt 

object and there was only swelling on the face and no 

injuries were caused in any vital part of the body like 

head or chest, the offence u/s 325 of IPC could not 

be held to be committed. Hence, the Court is of the 

opinion that in view of the evidences adduced in this 

case, the prosecution has successfully established the 

commission of offence u/s 323 of IPC but failed to 

establish the offence u/s 325 of IPC and accordingly, 

the accused is held guilty u/s 323 of IPC. 

 

33.             Sec. 222(2) of Cr.PC, provides that when a 

person is charged with an offence and facts are 

proved which reduce it to a minor offence, he may be 
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convicted of the minor offence, although he is not 

charged with it. 

 

34.              Sec. 323 of IPC (which punishes voluntarily 

causing hurt) is a minor offence for the offence under 

Sec. 325 of IPC (which punishes voluntarily causing 

grievous hurt). As such by invoking Sec. 222(2) of 

CrPC, the accused Sri Loknath Jani (A1) is found 

guilty for the offence under section 323 of IPC. The 

point for determination no. (II) is accordingly decided 

as such in affirmative.  

 

SENTENCE HEARING 

 

35.              I have heard both sides on the point of 

sentence. The prosecution prayed for maximum 

punishment. The defence prayed for leniency. 

  

36.              The Court has also considered the matter for 

giving the benefit of Probation of Offender’s Act, 

1958. Keeping in view the nature of the offence and 

the fact that the convict is the relative of the victim 

and they live in the same area, it would not be 

conducive to release the accused on probation as it 

may not deter the convict to commit any such offence 

in the future. 
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37.              Having considered the above discussions and 

circumstances of the case, it appears that the accused 

has no past criminal record and the accused have 

already spent about 59 days in the jail, therefore, the 

Court is of the humble opinion that there is no need to 

further sentence him to imprisonment and a sentence 

of fine would be sufficient. 

38.              In view of the above discussions, I hold 

accused Sri Loknath Jani guilty and convict him u/s 

323 of IPC. The Accused is sentenced to pay                     

Rs. 1,000/- (Rupees One Thousand) only. The 

fine amount, if realized, be deposited to the State 

exchequer. 

 

39.              Let the seized material, if any, be disposed of 

as per law in due course of time. 

 

40.             The judgment is delivered in the open Court 

in presence of the accused and the learned counsels. 

 

Given under my hand and the seal of this 

court on this 21st day of February, 2022. 

 

 

            (P. Purkayastha) 

                                                        JMFC, Udalguri 
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Dictated and corrected by me,   

 

 

 

      (P. Purkayastha) 

       JMFC, Udalguri                   
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APPENDIX 

LIST OF PROSECUTION/ DEFENCE/ COURT 
WITNESSES 

 

A. Prosecution: 

RANK NAME NATURE OF EVIDENCE 

PW1 Smti. Babita Kumar Jani  Informant/Victim 

PW2 Sri Lambudhar Sasoni Police witness 

PW3 Smti. Ratani @ Ramati 

Pradhan 

Police witness 

PW4 Sri Ganesh Sasoni Police witness 

PW4 Dr. Bimal Ch. Boro Medical witness 

PW5 ASI Anil Sonowal Investigating Officer 

 

 

B. Defence Witnesses, if any: 

RANK NAME NATURE OF EVIDENCE 

NIL 

 

 

C. Court Witnesses, if any: 

RANK NAME NATURE OF EVIDENCE 

NIL 
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LIST OF PROSECUTION/DEFENCE/COURT EXHIBITS 

 

A. Prosecution: 

Sr. No. Exhibit Number Description 

1 Ext. 1 FIR 

2 Ext. 2 Seizure-list 

3 Ext. 3 Medical Report 

4 Ext. 4 Sketch-map 

5 Ext. 5 Charge-sheet 

 

B. Defence: 

Sr. No. Exhibit Number Description 

Nil 

 

C. Court Exhibits: 

Sr. No. Exhibit Number Description 

NIL 

 

D. Material Objects: 

Sr. No. Exhibit Number Description 

1 Material Ext. 2 One piece of bamboo 

(bahor tangon) 

 

 

 

 

           (P. Purkayastha) 

                                                        JMFC, Udalguri 

 


