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IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL RAILWAY MAGISTRATE, KAMRUP

C.R. CASE 47/12

State

-Vs-

                                                Sri Madan Sharma

PRESENT : Sri Devojyoti Bhuyan, 
Special Railway Magistrate 1st class, 
Guwahati

For the Prosecution : Dr. Anand Singh 
Learned P.P/N.F.Rly/RNY

For the accused person : Smt. Rinti Deka
Learned Counsel

Date of prosecution evidence :11-08-2016, 13-10-2016, 16-03-2017,
20-04-2017, 03-06-2017 & 05-08-2017.

Date of Defence evidence : 12-10-2017

Date of Argument : 30-10-2017 & 13-11-2017

Date of Judgment : 23-11-2017

U/S 3(a) Railway Property (Unlawful Possession), 1966

Judgment

1.  The case of the prosecution in brief is that on 21-12-2012 at about 13:30 
hours Sri  R.K.Bezbaruah IPF/RNY(P) received a reliable source information 
that  some stolen railway materials  were kept concealed in  the blacksmith 
shop of one Madan Sharma S/O Late Ramdeo Sharma located at Rangiya 
Ward No-3 (near railway LC Gate of SK-14) under PS- Rangiya, Dist- Kamrup 
Assam. Accordingly he along with IPF/CIB/RNY Sri  Jayanta Das with other 
officers and staff immediately rushed to the said blacksmith shop and found 
owner of the shop Madan Sharma to be present there. The search warrant for 
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conducting search there could  not  be obtained as  the stolen railway iron 
materials were likely to be melted for making other tools by the blacksmith. 
Hence the blacksmith shop was searched in presence of local witnesses and 
shop owner from 14:00 hours to 14:45 hours and in course of the search 
they could recover some railway iron materials i.e. Anchor-35 nos. and ERC-
40 nos. to which the shop owner failed to produce any document or to give 
any  satisfactory  reply  in  support  of  lawful  possession  of  the  recovered 
materials.  Thereafter  IPF/RNY(P)  seized  the  recovered  materials  from the 
unlawful possession of the shop owner Madan Sharma by preparing seizure 
list and label at the spot in presence of witnesses and the blacksmith shop 
owner was taken into the custody. The accused person with seized railway 
property produced before IPF/RNY(P) with a written complaint lodged by Sri 
R.K.Bezbaruah IPF/RNY(P0 for  taking necessary action as per  provision of 
law.  On  the  basis  of  complaint  IPF/RNY(P)  registered  a  case  vide  no. 
1(12)2012 U/S  3(a)  R.P.(U.P.)  Act  dated 21-12-2012 and endorsed to  SI/ 
Pawan Kumar RPF/Post/RNY(P) to conduct enquiry and submit report.   

2.  After the completion of the enquiry of this case the enquiry officer (E.O.) 
submitted the prosecution report against the accused person U/S 3(a) of R.P.
(U.P.) Act. Finding a prima facie material this court took cognizance of the 
offence. After hearing both sides this court framed charge U/S 3(a) of R.P.
(U.P.) Act and the particulars of the offence were read over and explained to 
the accused person after furnishing the copies to which he pleaded not guilty 
and claimed to be tried.     

3.  During  trial  to  prove  its  case  the  prosecution  examined  07  (seven) 
numbers of witnesses namely PW-1 Sri Ranjit Kr. Bezbaruah; PW-2 Sri Anku 
Pd. Singha; PW-3 Sri Bhaben Singha Lahkar; PW-4 Sri Deben Mazumder; PW-
5 Sri Gautam Malakar; PW-6 Md. Salim Khan and PW-7 Sri Pawan Kumar as 
prosecution  witness.  Statement  of  the  accused  person  U/S  313  Cr.P.C  is 
recorded in a separate form, wherein he pleaded himself to be innocent. On 
the contrary the defence adduce DW-1 Sri Tanu Kalita as defence witness. 

4. Heard the arguments of learned counsels on both sides. Gone through the 
evidence on record.

5. Points for determination:

    Whether the accused person on 21-12-2012 at Rangiya Ward No.3 near 
railway L/C Gate No.SK-14 was found in unlawful possession of 35 nos. of 
Anchor and 40 nos.  of ERC concealed in his  blacksmith shop which were 
Railway property suspected to be stolen and committed an offence u/s 3(a) 
R.P.(UP) Act or not?
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6. Discussion, Decision and Reason Thereof:

     Now let  me at  the outset,  consider  the  evidence on record  before 
deciding the points for determination.

      PW1 in his  evidence deposed that on 21-12-2012 while serving as 
IPF/RNY  at  about  13:30  hours  got  the  information  that  some  railway 
materials have been concealed in the black smith shop of Sri Madan Sharma 
located at Rangiya Ward No.3, near railway Gate No. SK-14. Thereafter due 
to the apprehension of melting the materials he attended the place without 
obtaining search warrant from the court along with IPF/CIB/RNY Sri Jayanta 
Das and staff and two personnel of local police. Then after conducting search 
in presence of Sri Madan Sharma recovered 35 nos. of Anchor and 40 nos. of 
ERC  (Material  Exhibit  1  &  2)  for  which  he  could  not  furnish  any  valid 
documents. Then the recovered materials were seized (Exhibit 1) in presence 
of available witness and also prepared card label (Exhibit 2) of it. Thereafter 
the owner Madan Sarma was taken into the custody and brought to RPF post 
along with the seized materials. In this regard he lodged a written complaint 
(Exhibit 3) and after registering the case endorsed to SI/RPF/RNY Sri Pawan 
Kumar  to  conduct  enquiry  of  the  case.  He  has seen the  accused person 
Madan Sharma in the court and also seen the seized materials in sample. 
During cross examination he stated that he did not obtain any search warrant 
for conducting search at the place of the accused Madan Sharma. He did not 
get any theft memo from PWI department relating to the theft of anchor and 
ERC prior to the search. He called two independent witnesses prior to the 
search and the duration of the search was from day 02:00 hours to 02:45 
hours where they also found other iron materials apart from it. There was no 
any Indian Railway marking on the recovered railway materials. He did not 
seize any documents relating to the shop during the search. He denied the 
suggestion that he has conducted search at the place of the accused person 
illegally. He denied the suggestion that the local witness present during the 
search were not local resident. He denied the suggestion that they did not 
recover any railway materials from the possession of the accused person. He 
denied the suggestion that materials exhibited in the court did not belong to 
the accused person.           

      PW2 in his evidence deposed that on 22-12-2012 while serving as JE/P-
Way/RNY as per direction of his in-charge (I/C) conducted joint verification 
with RPF at KM No. 365/6-8 to 366/0-2 and found missing of ERC along with 
fresh  removal  mark.  Thereafter  the  E.O.  of  the  case  called  him  for 
examination of the materials serving a memo and accordingly on 10-01-2013 
he attended the RPF post  and was shown the case property i.e.  35 nos. 
Anchor and 40 Nos. ERC (Material Exhibit 1 & 2). Then on examination of the 
materials  found  that  the  said  materials  were  railway  property  and  not 
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available  in  the  open  market.  Thereafter  he  put  “X”  mark  for  further 
identification of the materials with white paint and issued material certificate 
(Exhibit 4) of it. He has seen the sample of examined materials in the court.  
He had also put his signature [Exhibit 2(3)] in the label after examination of 
the materials.  During cross examination he stated that  on 22-12-2012 he 
could not say where he was discharging his duty and during that time there 
was his I/C superior to him. He did not issue any theft memo regarding the 
theft of materials on 22-12-2012 or after that period and theft memo were 
being issued by his I/C. He could not say if his I/C have issued any theft 
memo. He has not brought the memo issued by RPF for joint verification at 
the place of occurrence. He denied the suggestion that he has not conducted 
any joint verification and there was no any missing of ERC and has deposed 
falsely about the missing of ERC. He has not seen in the record the quantity 
of  missing  materials  found  during  the  joint  verification.  There  was  no 
departmental seal or stamp in Exhibit-4 and it was not executed in official  
paper. He has not mentioned in Exhibit-4 of it to be expert certificate. He has 
not mentioned about the condition of the materials in the expert certificate to 
be serviceable or unserviceable one. He has not taken measurement of the 
materials during examination or used any instrument for examination but has 
issued certificate after  visually  examining the same. He has not seen any 
railway marking in the examined materials and also has not seen any such 
marking  in  the  materials  exhibited  in  the  court.  He  was  not  served  any 
requisition by RPF for examination of the materials. He could not say from 
where the RPF has recovered the examined materials.      

      PW3 in his evidence deposed that he owned a shop room at Rangiya 
W/No-3 and it was let out (Exhibit 5) to Madan Sharma since 30 years where 
there was a black smith shop. During cross examination he stated that he did  
not furnish any documents in the case record or has seen it relating to his 
land located at Rangiya W/No.3. The agreement mentioned in Exhibit-5 was 
prepared during the time of the incident. There was no mention in Exhibit-5 
in the heading as rent agreement but has been mentioned it in the small 
letters. Exhibit-5 has not been registered or notarized. He did not know the 
incident occurred on 22-12-2012 at his shop or also did not know the time of 
the incident. The accused Madan Sharma was engaged in the profession of 
making iron knives. He could know on later period that railway materials were 
recovered from his rented shop. He denied the suggestion that Exhibit-5 was 
prepared by him as told by RPF for the purpose of case.       

       PW4 in his evidence deposed that on 22-12-2012 while serving as 
ASI/RPF/RNY on one information he along with IPF/CIB/RNY Sri Jayanta Das 
and IPF/RPF/RNY(P) Sri  R.K.  Bezbaruah went to one black smith shop at 
Rangiya town W/No-3 near Railway Gate No. SK-14 for conducting search. 
They found there owner of the shop Sri Madan Sharma and taking two local  
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witness along with them conducted search of the shop from where 35 nos. 
Anchor  and  40  nos.  of  ERC  (Material  Exhibit  1  &  2)  were  recovered. 
Thereafter  IPF/RPF/RNY  seized  the  recovered  railway  materials  and  he 
[Exhibit 1(4) & 2(4)] along with other two witnesses put their signatures. He 
has seen the  accused  Madan Sharma in  the court  along with  the  seized 
materials as sample. During cross examination he stated that he did not know 
if there was any search warrant for conducting search at the shop of Madan 
Sharma. The shop of Madan Sharma was a blacksmith shop and there was no 
any sign board seen in the shop. He could not say the proper address of both 
the witness and both the witnesses were called by IPF/RPF/RNY. There was 
no any marking done in the materials except marking “X”. He has not seen all  
the seized materials in the court. He could not say about the railway marking 
in the seized materials. He denied the suggestion that on 21-12-2012 no any 
railway materials were recovered from the shop of Madan Sharma.             

      PW5 in his evidence deposed that on 22-12-2012 while serving as SSE/P-
Way/RNY(P)  his  acting  Keyman  of  RNY-KDKN  section  Hareswar  Kalita 
informed him regarding missing of 20 nos.-20 nos. each from KM No. 365/6-8 
and  366/0-2.  Thereafter  he  lodged  an  F.I.R.  (Exhibit  6)  to  OC/RPF/RNY 
relating to the missing. Then on the same day SI/ Pawan Kumar went for the 
visit of the place along with JE/P-Way/RNY and after confirming the missing 
gave a report to him. He has submitted the original copy of F.I.R.  in the 
court. During cross examination he stated that he has not mentioned in the 
F.I.R. regarding the time of its lodging. He has lodged the FIR at about 10:30 
hours but has not visited the place of occurrence prior to its lodging. He has 
not seen the missing ERC in the court mentioned in the F.I.R. The Exhibit-6 
was a photocopy. He denied the suggestion that there was no any missing of 
ERC on 22-12-2012 from the mentioned KM for which he has not seen ERC in 
the court. He did not know from where and when RPF has recovered the 
materials mentioned in the F.I.R.   

      PW6 in his evidence deposed that on 21-12-2012 while he was sitting in 
his shop at about day 02:00 to 02:30 hours was informed by one RPF in civil  
dress that RPF inspector has called him. Thereafter he attended the shop of 
Madan Sharma near his shop and saw there that RPF has encircled the shop. 
Thereafter taking alongwith them he was shown in the corner of a door on 
the back side of the shop some railway iron materials of flat type and round 
curly (Jelepi) in nature fitted in the rail line. Thereafter one of the RPF staff 
taken out same nature of materials from a gunny bag and showed him the 
same. Then RPF Inspector told him that the said materials were recovered 
from Madan Sharma and would take Madan Sarma alongwith them obtained 
his signature [Exhibit 1(5) & 2(5)]. He could well remember the curly (Jelepi) 
type of materials during the time of incident as seen in the court.  During 
cross examination he stated that he did know accused Madan Sharma since 
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long. The accused person owned a blacksmith shop and he dealt in scrap 
business.  The  shop  of  both  of  them was  near  to  each other  during  the 
incident. He was called by one Mazumdar title of RPF staff to the shop of 
Madan Sharma. The RPF has been waiting with the materials prior to his 
attending the shop. He has not gone inside the shop along with RPF while 
conducting search. The RPF has conducted search for about 10 minutes at 
the shop in his presence. He did not see any railway marking in the railway 
materials but could know it to be railway materials after visually observing it. 
The document signed by him was half written. He could not say the contents 
of  both  the  documents.  He  has  seen  all  the  materials  on  the  day  of 
occurrence.  He  has  not  seen  any  marking  done  by  RPF  at  the  place  of 
occurrence. The materials seen by him at the place of occurrence may not be 
the same materials exhibited in the court. He did not know about any other 
case against the accused person apart from it. He has put his signature in the 
seizure list  as told by RPF. He denied the suggestion that no any railway 
materials were recovered from the shop of the accused person. 

     PW7  in  his  evidence deposed that  on 21-12-2012 while  serving  as 
SI/RPF/RNY he was endorsed the case vide no. 12/12 U/S 3(a) R.P.(U.P.) Act 
dated 21-12-2012 by IPF/RPF/RNY. He was handed over one accused person 
namely Madan Sharma and seized materials i.e. 35 nos. Anchor and 40 nos. 
of ERC along with case dockets. Thereafter he recorded the statement of the 
accused person where he confessed his guilt stating that the seized material 
has been collected from different persons. Thereafter he informed about the 
seized materials regarding the theft of it to concern department alongwith for 
examination  of  the  materials.  Thereafter  on  22-12-2012  he  received  one 
report from concerned department where there was mention of missing of 
20-20 nos. each ERC from KM No. 365/6-8 and 366/0-2. Then on the same 
day he conducted joint inspection (Exhibit 8) with JE/P-Way/RNY of the place 
of missing and confirmed about the missing. Thereafter he visited the place 
of occurrence and place of recovery and prepared its sketch map (Exhibit 9 & 
10). He got examined the seized materials from the expert and collected the 
certificate. He recorded the statement of owner of the shop and seized the 
rental  agreement  conducted  with  the  accused  person  which  was  again 
returned  to  the  owner.  Thereafter  he  examined  all  the  relevant  witness 
relating to the case and finding prima facie materials against the accused 
person  submitted  prosecution  report  (Exhibit  7)  U/S  3(a)  R.P.(U.P.)  Act. 
During cross examination he stated that the incident of the case was on 21-
12-2012  and  he  did  not  receive  the  F.I.R  of  the  case  while  taking  the 
endorsement  of  the case but has collected the F.I.R.  from the concerned 
department  after  communicating the recovery  of  the materials  which was 
accordingly served by him. He recorded the statement of the accused person 
in  English and there was no any independent  witness  present during the 
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recording of the statement of the accused person. He denied the suggestion 
that as the accused person did not understand English language he has taken 
his  signature  in  the  statement  after  threatening  him.  He  denied  the 
suggestion  that  the  accused  person  did  not  confess  anything  in  his 
statement. He has not submitted the Zimmanama in the case record relating 
to  the agreement.  He could  not  read the contents  of  Exhibit-5  as  it  was 
written in Assamese language. The Exhibit-5 was not a registered document 
and it was mentioned in Exhibit-5 that the agreement was conducted with 
accused person for a period of 11 months from 01-01-2012. The Exhibit-5 did 
not seem to be notarized. The signature of the accused person was in Hindi 
language  as  seen  Exhibit-5.  He  denied  the  suggestion  that  the  signature 
mentioned in Exhibit-5 was not of the accused person and he has collected 
the Exhibit-5 from the owner of the shop. He denied the suggestion that he 
has prepared the Exhibit-5 for the purpose of the case from the owner of 
Bhaben Singh Lahkar for which he has not seen any stamp of notary the 
value which was of Rs.10/-. He has not seen the missing materials in the 
court. He has seen the original copy of Exhibit-8 in the case record. He has 
not seen the original  copy of  Exhibit-9 and Exhbit-10 in  the case record. 
During enquiry he visited the shop of the accused person but did not found 
any other materials. He did not enquire about the incident from the nearby 
people. He did not attend the place of occurrence during the incident. He 
denied the suggestion that the signature in the seizure list was not of the 
accused person. He has not seen the statement of the accused person in the 
case record. He denied the suggestion that the accused Madan Sharma was 
not  involved  in  the  case  and  has  falsely  implicated  into  the  case.  The 
signature of the accused person in Exhibit-5 was in Hindi language and other 
signature taken of the case record was in Assamese language. He denied the 
suggestion that he has prepared some documents in the case for the purpose 
of the case. 

7.   Now appreciating the evidence of PWs it appears from the evidence of 
PW-1 the complainant and the seizing officer of the case property of the case 
that  on the  basis  of  source information regarding concealment  of  railway 
materials search was conducted in the blacksmith shop of the accused from 
which railway materials were recovered and the accused could not furnish 
any legal documents or could give any satisfactory reply for the possession of 
the same. Thus an offence U/S 3 (a) R.P. (U.P.) Act seems to be committed 
against the accused person. 

8.    Here the question arises  whether  the  offence committed  attract  the 
provisions of the charge U/S 3(a) of R.P.(U.P) Act. From the plain reading of 
the section it  transpires  that  the main ingredients  are  (i)  the property in 
question is Railway property (ii) the accused were in possession, and (iii) it is  
reasonably suspected of having stolen or unlawfully obtained.



8

(i)   Now from the definition of the act "railway property" includes any goods,  
money  or  valuable  security  or  animal,  belonging  to,  or  in  the  charge  or  
possession of, a railway administration. Coming to the issue of the seized 
materials to be railway property it appears from the evidence of PW-2, the 
JE/P-Way/RNY who examined the seized materials  of  their  department  as 
expert  and  opined  it  to  be  railway  materials  which  were  used  in  their 
concerned  department  of  railways  and  not  available  in  open  market. 
Considering no other divergent claim as otherwise, it can be reasonably held 
that the seized case property to be railway property. 

(ii)  &  (iii)  Again,  following  the  issue  of  possession  it  appears  from  the 
evidence of PW-1 the complainant of the case that railway materials were 
recovered from the blacksmith shop of the accused which was during that 
time in his possession thereby seizing of the said materials by him. This fact 
of  recovery  from  the  possession  of  the  said  accused  person  can  be 
corroborated  from  the  evidence  of  PW-4  the  seizure  witness  who  was 
member of the raid party and conducted search of the scrap shop. This fact is 
further  consolidated by the evidence of  the local  seizure witness  PW-6 in 
presence of  whom the  materials  were seized from the possession  of  the 
accused person after recovery of the same from his shop. Again the fact that 
the said premises was in the authority of accused can be confirmed from the 
evidence of PW-3 who rented him the shop for the business activities of the 
accused person. Further the missing of same nature of materials following 
the recovery can be affirmed from the evidence of PW-5 who lodged the 
F.I.R. regarding the missing of one kind of materials from the track after the 
joint verification conducted by PW-2 alongwith PW-7.

9.   Section 3(a) R.P.(UP) Act punishes the unlawful possession of Railway 
properties. The moment it is proved that the property is Railway Property and 
the possessor could not justify such possession, he comes under the ambit of 
this section and the burden shifts to the accused to rebut the case.    

10. During defence the accused person has submitted that no any railway 
materials were recovered from his shop and has been falsely implicated by 
RPF into the case. The defence adduce one witness as DW-1 to substantiate 
the claim.

      DW1 in  his  evidence  deposed  that  on  21-12-2012  while  he  was 
discharging as wage labour at the blacksmith shop of the accused person 
present in the court at about 02:00 to 02:30 hours of the day RPF conducted 
search in the blacksmith shop. Then after searching inside and outside of the 
blacksmith of the shop they could not find anything. Thereafter the RPF went 
from  there  calling  the  blacksmith  to  their  place  and  accordingly  the 
blacksmith followed the RPF. During cross examination he stated that he has 
seen 3 to 4 RPF personal there and there were also 3 to 4 customers present 
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during the visit of the RPF to that place but he could not say the name of the  
customers. The RPF took the accused immediately along with them. He could 
learn that RPF came there in search of railway materials (Jelepi). The RPF did 
not prepare any documents on the said date. He denied suggestion that there 
was one person namely Salim Khan present there during the search. He has 
not seen the signature of the Madan Sharma in the papers prepared by RPF. 
He was busy with his work when the RPF came there and he could not say if 
RPF has taken the signature of the accused person Madan Sharma in any 
documents. He has not told to any persons that RPF did not found anything 
in  the  place  of  Madan  Sharma and  has  taken Madan Sharma  with  them 
without any reason. He has not worked at the place of Madan Sharma after 
the incident. 

11.  The defence in argument raised the point that the prosecution has failed 
to bring out the fact that the accused owned any shop and with imminent 
discrepancies and substantial contradictions found in the version of the local 
witness claimed by the prosecution to be the present during the search and 
seizure  with  the  official  witnesses  renders  clear  doubt  of  the  event  of 
recovery of the materials from the possession of the accused. 

12.  Now coming to the claim of the defence in respect of evidence of PWs it  
appears  from  the  evidence  available  on  the  record  that  though  the 
documents exhibited by prosecution relating to the possession of the shop by 
the accused do not appear to be legally authentic but still from the evidence 
of PW-3 the owner of the land it apparently becomes clear that the shop was 
being let out to the accused and was in the possession of the accused during 
the time of the incident. Again coming to the discrepancies and contradictions 
reflected from the evidence of the local witness PW-6 with the version of 
official witnesses it is quite apparent that the railway materials were seized 
from the place of the accused person but there does not appear that he was 
present  during  the  whole  process  of  search  as  such  considering  the 
circumstances  in  entirety  the  fact  of  the  materials  recovered  from  the 
possession  of  the  accused  person  does  not  remain  in  the  circle  of 
doubtfulness. Further the defence witness was not found to be cogent and 
reliable and appeared to be very weak evidence without any corroborating 
substance.

13.     In the backdrop of the aforesaid discussion the version of PWs are 
cogent and plausible and the evidences on record are seemed to be self 
explanatory of the prosecution story. On the other hand the defence could 
not demolish its authenticity as such there arises no doubt at all in regards to 
commission of the offence by the accused persons U/S 3(a) of R.P.(UP) Act.
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Order

14.  From the above appraisal, appreciation of evidence on record and the 
application of law I find that the prosecution has been successful to prove the 
offence  U/S  3(a)  of  R.P.(UP)  Act  against  the  accused  person  beyond  all 
reasonable doubts and hence he is convicted accordingly U/S 3(a) R.P.(UP) 
Act.

15.    The  accused  is  not  granted  the benefit  of  probation  as  the  stolen 
materials are public property. 

16.    Heard  the  accused  person on the  point  of  sentence.  The  accused 
submitted that he is the sole earning member of the family and is in the deep 
clutches of poverty. So he prayed for leniency.

17.  Considering the plea of  the accused mainly taking into  consideration 
small  quantity  and  value  of  the seized  materials,  I  opt  to  take  a  lenient 
approach in  sentencing  the accused and sentence the accused person to 
undergo  simple  imprisonment  (S.I.)  for  2  (two)  months  and  with  fine  of 
Rs.2000/- in default S.I. for another 20 days. Period already undergone in jail  
hazot shall be set off.

18. Seized materials are returned to the concerned Railway department.  

19. Bail bond shall remain in force for next 6 months as per law.

20. Furnish free copy of judgement to the accused person.

21. Given under my hand and seal of this court on this 23 rd of November 
2017 at Guwahati.        

        Dictated and corrected by me.

                                                                       

        Sri Devojyoti Bhuyan, AJS
      Special Railway Magistrate,Guwahati

        
        Typed by: Sri Prasanta Kr. Nath, 

          Stenographer.
                                                                       

                   



11

Appendix of the CR case no. 47/12

Prosecution Evidence (7 Nos.)
  1. PW-1 Sri Ranjit Kr. Bezbaruah. 
  2. PW-2 Sri Anku Pd. Singha.
  3. PW-3 Sri Bhaben Singha Lahkar.
  4. PW-4 Sri Deben Mazumder.

5. PW-5 Sri Gautam Malakar.
6. PW-6 Md. Salim Khan.
7. PW-7 Sri Pawan Kumar. 

  
Defence Evidence (1 No.)
1. DW-1 Sri Tanu Kalita
Court Evidence

  Nil
Documents Exhibited by Prosecution.

  Exhibit 1 Search-cum-Seizure List.
  Exhibit 2 Card Label.
  Exhibit 3 Complaint.

Exhibit 4 Expert Certificate.
Exhibit 5 Rent Agreement.
Exhibit 6 F.I.R.
Exhibit 7 Prosecution Report.
Exhibit 8 Joint Verification Report.
Exhibit 9 Sketch Map.
Exhibit 10 Sketch Map.

  Material Exhibit 
1. Mat. Exhibit 1 : Anchor-35 Nos.
2. Mat. Exhibit 2 : ERC- 40 Nos.

 

Sri Devojyoti Bhuyan, AJS
Special Railway Magistrate,Guwahati


