LOSUNIL KUMAR SINGH-111, DASI-11 cum SPECIAL JUDGE MP/MIA, KATIHAR, BIIHAR

Sessions Trial No. 28072022

State of Bihar Vs Sangeeta Devi & Others

FORM A

IN THE COURT OF DISTRICT AND ADDITIONAL SESSIONS
JUDGE-III, KATIHAR

Present: Sunil Kumar Singh-III,
District & Additional Sessions Judge-II1
Civil Court, Katihar

[Date of the Judgment- 04.07.2026]

[Sessions Trial No. 280/2022]

(Arising out of Muffassil P.S. Case No. 212/2020)

U/S 307,323, 328, 341, 448, 504/34 of IPC & Sec 3, 4 Prevention of Witch Practices Act

PROSECUTION State of Bihar
Through: Sabita Devi — Informant

REPRESENTED BY Ld. A.P.P. Shri S.N. Singh

ACCUSED
Ravi Lal Uraon (A-2)
3. Brahma Uraon, aged about 26 years, S/O- Late
Dhaneshwar Uroan (A-3)
ﬂ; 4. Ram Dulari Devi, aged about 33 years, D/O- Pintu

1. Sangeeta Devi, aged about 45 years, W/O- Dilip

Uraon (A-1)
2. Meghnath Uraon, aged about 45 years, S/O- Late

Uraon (A-4)

5. Ranjit Uraon, aged about 35 years, S/O- Late
Rudal Uraon (A-5)

6. Jyoti Kumari @ Buchiya Kumari, aged about 23
years, D/O- Suraj Uraon (A-6)

7. Virma Devi, aged about 30 years, W/O Jhuppa
Uraon (A-7)

8. Pradeep Uraon, aged about 50 ycars, S/O Late
Lakhan Uraon (A-8)

9.  Kishun Uraon, aged about 62 years, S/O Late
Garbhu Uraon (A-9)

10. Chandan Uraon, aged about 33 years, S/O Late
Chhangu Uraon (A-10)

11. Dilip Uraon, aged about 50 years, S/O Late
Narayan Uraon (A-11)
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12. Chhotelal Uraon, aged about 33 years. S/O Late
Bahadur Uraon (A-12)
All the above accused are R/O Vill-Khaira, P.S.-

Muffassil, Dist-Katihar, Bihar

REPRESENTED BY LLd. Adv. Shri Chandan Jaiswal

FORM B
Date of Offence 20.09.2020
Date of FIR 21.09.2020
Date of Charge-sheet 30.11.2020
Date of Cognizance 18.01.2021
Date of Framing of Charges 25.11.2022
Date of commencement of prosecution evidence 19.01.2023
Prosecution evidence closed 14.11.2025
Date of recording Statement U/Sec 313 of Cr.P.C. 17.11.2025
Date of commencement of defense evidence 05.12.2025
Defense evidence closed 12.01.2026
Date on which judgment is reserved 22.06.2026
Date on which Judgment is Pronounced 04.07.2026
Date of the Sentencing Order, if any N.A.

Accused Details

Name of Date of | Date of Offences Whether |Sentence | Period of
Accused Arrest/ | Release | Charged U/S | Acquitted |Imposed Detention
Surrender| on Bail or Under-
convicted gone dur-
ing Trial
for pur-
pose of
section
428
Cr.P.C.
A-1 |[Sangeeta Devi [04.11.20 ]04.11.20 U/Sec 307, 323, | Acquitted N.A. N.A.
328, 341, 448,
504/34 of IPC &
Sec 3, 4 Preven-
tion of Witch
Practices Act
A-2 |Meghnath 14.10.20 [06.11.20 U/Sec 307, 323, |Acquitted -DO- -DO-
Uraon 328, 34l| 448,
504/34 of IPC &
Sec 3,4
Prevention of
Witch Practices
Act
A-3 |Brahma Uraon [04.11.20 (04.11.20 U/Sec 307, 323, |Acquitted -DO- -DO-
328, 341, 448,
504/34 of IPC &
Sec 3,4

Prevention of
Witch Practices

Act
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A-4  [Ramdulari Devi [04.11.20 [04.11.20 U/Sec 307, 323, |Acquitted -DO- -DO
328, 341, 448, '
504/34 of IPC &
Sec 3,4
Prevention of
Witch Practices
A-5 [Ranj - At
s anjeet Uraon  24.09.20 |31.10.20 U/Sec 307, 323, |Acquitted -DO- -DO-
328, 341, 448,
504/34 of IPC &
Sec 3,4
Prevention of
Witch Practices

Act
A-6 [Jyoti Kumari @ [04.11.20  [04.11.20 | U/Sec 307, 323, [Acquitted -DO- -DO-
Buchiya Ku- 328, 341, 448,
mari 504/34 of IPC &
See 3,4

Prevention of
Witch Practices
Act
A-7 |Virma Devi 04.11.20 (04.11.20 U/Sec 307, 323, |Acquitted -DO- -DO-
328, 341, 448,
504/34 of IPC &
Sec 3,4
Prevention of
Witch Practices
Act
A-8 |Pradeep Uraon [24.09.20 (31.10.20 U/Sec 307, 323, |Acquitted -DO- -DO-
328, 341, 448,
504/34 of IPC &
Sec 3,4
Prevention of
Witch Practices

L Act
A-9 |Kishun Uraon |04.11.20 |04.11.20 U/Sec 307, 323, |Acquitted -DO- -DO-
328, 341, 448,
504/34 of IPC &
Sec 3,4

Prevention of
Witch Practices
Act
A-10 [Chandan Uraon [04.11.20 [04.11.20 U/Sec 307, 323, |Acquitted -DO- -DO-
328,341,448,
504/34 of IPC &
Sec 3,4
‘Prevention of
Witch Practices
Act
A-11 |Dilip Uraon 04.11.20 (04.11.20 U/Sec 307, 323, |Acquitted -DO- -DO-
328, 341, 448,
504/34 of IPC &
Sec 3,4
Prevention of
Witch Practices

Act
A-12 |Chhotelal 04.11.20 |04.11.20 U/Sec 307, 323, |Acquitted -DO- -DO-
Uraon 328, 341, 448,
504/34 of IPC &
Sec 3,4

Prevention of
Witch Practices
Act

JUDGMENT

I. The above named all the accused persons namely Sangeeta Devi [A-1], Meghnath Uraon

|A-2], Brahma Uraon [A-3], Ram Dulari Devi [A-4], Ranjit Uraon |A-5], Jyoti Kumari @
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Buchiya Kumari JA-6], Virma Devi |A-7], Pradeep Uraon [A-8]. Kishun Uraon [A-9] Chan-
dan Uraon |A-10], Dilip Uraon |A-11] and Chhotelal Uraon [A-12], are charged for the

commission of the offences punishable U/Sec 307, 323, 328, 341, 448, 504 r/w 34 of IPC &
U/Sec 3 and 4 Prevention of Witch Practices Act and they are facing trial for the said of-
fences.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

2. The case of the prosecution as per written report of the informant namely Savita Devi

in brief is that Sapna Kumari, the six-year-old daughter of Dilip Uraon, frequently used to
fall ill. Because of this, Dilip Uraon used to accuse her of being a witch and of practicing
black magic upon his daughter. On this pretext, he and others regularly abused and har-
assed her by calling her a witch. On 20.01.2020 at about 9:00 AM. while she and her
family members were sitting in their house, Dilip Uraon, along with his family members
and associates, came there and started abusing her by calling her a witch, When she pro-
tested, Sangeeta Devi, Dilip Uraon, Meghnath Uraon, Brahma Devi, Chhotelal, Jyoti Ku-
mari. Brahma Uraon. Ramdulari Devi, Ranjit Uraon, Kishun Uraon, Chandan Uraon and
about 15-20 unknown women forcibly entered in her house and assaulted her with fists
and kicks while abusing her. Seeing the assault, her daughter and some neighboring
women came to intervene, but they too were assaulted by the accused persons. Thereafter,
Ranjit Uraon brought human excreta, and all the accused persons jointly forced her and
others to consume it. After assaulting them, the accused persons threatened to drove them
out of the village and to kill them. As efforts were being made to resolve the matter
through a village panchayat so delay has been caused in giving the application. Hence,

this FIR has been registered.

3. On the basis of the written report of the informant, Muffassil P.S. Case No. 212/2020
dated 21.09.2020 was instituted against the above-named accused persons for the offences
punishable U/S 448, 341, 323, 328, 307, 504/34 of the I.P.C. and Section 3 and 4 Dayan
Act and upon completion of investigation, the charge-sheet bearing No. 195/2020 dated
30.11.2020 was submitted on 04.01.2021 U/Sec 448, 341, 323, 328, 307, 504/34 of IPC
and U/Sec 3 and 4 of Dayan Act, against all the above-named twelve accused persons.
Subsequently, cognizance of the offences punishable U/Sec 448, 341, 323, 328, 307, 504
of IPC and U/Sec 3 and 4 of Dayan Act was taken on 18.01.2021 by the court of Ld. J.M.

1 Class, Katihar against the above-named accused persons.

4. After completion of the appearance of the above named accused persons, the complete
sets of police papers were supplied to the accused and the then Ld. J.M., Katihar, commit-
ted the case record to the Court of Sessions, Katihar on 28.03.2022 an/d accordingly, Ses-
sions Trial Case No. 280/2022 was instituted and in due course of time, the case record
was received to this court by the order of the Ld. Sessions Judge, Katihar for trial & dis-
posal in accordance with law.
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TRIAL PROCEEDINGS

S. Hearing rival ar : i i
caring rival arguments of both the sides, charges were framed for the offences pun

ishable U/See 307, 323, 328, 341, 448, 504 r/w 34 of IPC & U/Sec 3 and 4 Prevention of Witch

>ractic q0911< N Aee

Practices Act against the accused persons namely_Sangeeta Devi [A-1], Meghnath Uraon
A- . " .

1A-2], Brahma Uraon |A-3], Ram Dulari Devi |A-4], Ranjit Uraon [A-5], Jyoti Kumari @
Buchiya Kumari |A-6], Virma Devi [A-7], Pradeep Uraon [A-8], Kishun Uraon [A-9] Chan-

d ¥ - ilin Ur
an Uraon |A-10], Dilip Uraon |A-11] and Chhotelal Uraon [A-12] and the same were read

over and explained to them in Hindi on 25.11.2022 to which they pleaded not guilty and

claimed trial. Accordingly, the case was fixed for prosecution evidence.

6. To substantiate its case, the prosecution has examined altogether five (05) witnesses.
The brief description, serial number, name of witnesses elc. are being produced here for
easy reference. The prosecution has produced following evidence:-

A) ORAL EVIDENCE

SI. No. | Name Type Date of
examination |
PW-1 Mina Devi Other Witness " 03.05.2023
PW-2 | Kunti Devi Other Witness | 26.07.2023
PW-3 | Sabo Kumari Other Witness 21.09.2023
PW-4 | Rukmani Devi Other Witness 17.10.2023
PW-5 | Sabita Devi Informant 19.09.2024

Déec‘*’?r B) DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE

SI. No. . Description of Document Date of’ With or
Admission | Without
Objection
Ext PI/PW-5 Informant signature on written appli- 19.09.2024 Without
cation Obijection
Ext P1/PW-5 Signature of Sabbo Kumari, Kunti 19.09.2024 Without
Devi, Meena Devi and Rukmani Objection
Devi on the written application as
L witnesses

7 Thereafter, no other witnesses were examined by the prosecution and prosecution evi-
dence was closed on 14.11.2025. The statements of the above-named accused persons
were recorded on 17.11.2025, U/S 313 Cr.P.C and all the incriminating evidences had
been put to them in their vernacular language to which they stated that they have been
falsely implicated in the present case and are innocent and on 12.01.2026, the defence
evidence was closed on the prayer of the Ld. defence counsel. Accused persons have not

produced any oral or documentary evidence in support of their defense.

POINT FOR DETERMINATION
8. The point for determination before this court is that whether the prosecution has been

able to prove its case beyond the shadow of reasonable doubts against the accused persons

or not?
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APPRECIATION OF EVIDENCE

discuss all the evidence available on the

9. Now. this court shall records in the light of

charges levelled against the accused persons.

evidence recorded in the matter is as under: -
ief that the occurrence took place

e. Meghnath Uraon.

ma Devi,

10. A bricl scrutiny of the
(i) PW-1 Mina Devi has stated in her examination-in-ch
9:00 a.m. On the date and time of occurrenc
Pradeep Uraon. Jhuppa Uraon, Bir
ointly forced Meena Devi.
e human excreta.

Uraon.

on 20.09.2020, at about
Dilip Uraon, Kishnu Uraon, Sanjita Devi,
and others, totaling 13 persons. J
abbo Kumari to consum
away her husband Sarjun
aldev Uraon, and

ital. where they

Jyoti Kumari. Ranjit Uraon
Kunti Devi, Rukmani Devi, Savita Devi and S
Thereafter, they forcibly entered in her house, dragged

her son Avadhesh Uraon, Chhotelal Uraon, Rajendra Uraon and Kam
assaulted them. Subsequently, they took the injured persons Lo Sadar Hosp
accused persons namely

medical treatment. Today, in Court, she identily the

Kishnu Uraon, Pradeep Uraon,
and Chandan Uraon. who

received
Ranjit Uraon. Jhuppa

Meghnath Uraon, Dilip Uraon,

Uraon. Barma Uraon, Sanjita Devi, Jyoti Kumari, Virma Devi

are present before the Court.

tated in her examination-in—chiel’ that the occurrence took
ut 9:00 a.m. At that time, she was

first entered in her courtyard, and

(ii) PW-2 Kunti Devi has s
ace about two and a half years ago at abo
njita Devi, Dilip Uraon and Meghnath

al. Pradeep, Kishnu, Jhuppa and about 12
ged her to the courtyard of Meg

xcreta and, after restraining her, for-

present at

pl

his house. Sa
thereafter Chhotel

GAD e ~
.0 Sanjita Devi caught hold of her haii and drag

lted her. Thereafter, Ranjit mixed human €
She went to Sadar Hospital

—13 persons assembled there.

hnath, where

they assau
and received med-

cibly made her consume it. Subsequently.
went to the police station. The pb[icc reécorded her state-

er that they would kill her, assault her
from the Court, She has

ari, Chan-

ical treatment, after which She
the accused persons threatened h
her house. Today, upon receiving notice
e identify Sanjita Devi, Dilip Uraon, Ramdul

ment. Later, all
and drive her out of
appeared to depose as a witness. Sh
dan and the other accused persons present in Court.

tated in her examination-in-chief that the incident occurred
mne, she was present at her house. On every

d to fall ill. Because of

(iii) PW-3 Sabo Kumari has s
in September 2020 at about 9:00 a.m. At that tir

and full moon night. the daughter of Sangeeta Devi us‘g:

new moon
Uraon and Meghnath Uraon used to say that she and her family

this. Sangeeta Devi, Dilip
drink human excreta. Thereafter, Ranjit

members were witches and should be made to
Sangeeta Devi, Hema Devi and Jyoti Kumari came and declared th
e to drink human excreta. They abused her, assaulted her and
o made her drink the excreta

Uraon, at they were
witches and should be mad
forcibly made her consume human excreta. Among those wh
were Ranjit Uraon, Chandan Uraon, Chhotelal Uraon and Kishan Uraon, who abused and
humiliated her before forcing her to consume it. Someone informed the police, though

P No.
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ons of the victims is not known. The polic
Today, Meghnath Uraon. Chandan
Kishun Uraon.

whether it was the accused pers e came to her
d recorded the matter at the police station.
Sangeeta Devi, Dulari Devi, Jyoti Kumari,
n Court, and she identifies them.

house an

Uraon. Pradeep Uraon,

Chhotelal Uraon and Dilip Uraon are present i

ated in her cxaminalion—in-chicf[hm the occurrence took

(iv) PW-4 Rukmani Devi has st
ut 9:00 a.m. At that time, she

cars ago in the month of September
vegetables and was sitting there.
about 13 other persons
wlted her. her sister

d brutally

at abo

place about three y
had gone to Ravita's house to ask for Meanwhile, Me-

1. Dilip Uraon, Chandan Uraon, Ranjit and
Thercafter. they asse

arrived

ghnath Uraor

and told her and Ravita that they were wilches.

ibly took them to their house an
the ground. Subsequently.

creta. Thereafter,

Kunti Devi, Amina Devi and Rukmani Devi, forc
led her by the hair and threw her to
women consume human €X
they informed the polic
of occurrence. They then

assaulted them. They pul
the accused persons forcibly made all four
and went for @ bath. After bathing, ¢ by tele-
and asked them to show the place
¢ incident had occurred. The
y, in Court, she identifies the accused persgh§ namely Sanjita

Chhotelal, Barma. Dilip

hdan Uraon, Jyoti Kumari,
her states that she can identify the other

they returned home

phone. A police officer arrived
police recorded

police officer to the house where th
Devi,

took the
their statements. Toda
Ramdulari, Meghnath Uraon, Char
Uraon., who are present before the Court. She furt
accused persons as well upon seeing them.

(v) PW-5 Sabita Devi has stated in her examinalion—in-chief that the occurrence took
ago at about 10:00 a.m. At that time,
Uraon entered her house while ab
Sgnécgta Devi, Chhajua

she was present at her house.

place about four years

Meanwhile, Sangeeta Devi and Dilip using her and call-
tch. Thereafter, Meghnath Uraon,
on and Ranjit Uraon, along with ot
husband and her daughter;
y were also assaulted. Amo

evi and Savita Devi

ing her a wi Dilip Uraon,
Kishun Uraon, Pradeep Ura hers, Started assaulting her
family members. They assaulted her, her

the child. When her sisters came to rescué them, the
i, Kunti Devi, Sabbo Kumari, Rukmani D

d submitted a written application befor
e, which she identifies. The

and did not even spare

ng the

injured persons, Meena Dev
cived treatment at Sadar Hospital. She ha e the
-ding the occuricnce, bearing her signatur
natures of Sabbo Kumari, Kunti Devi. Mecna Devi

oday, all the accused persons in

rec
police station regar
written application also bears the sig
and Rukmani Devi as witnesses, which she identifies. T

this case are present before the Court, and she identifies them.

ARGUMENT OF RIVAL CONTENDERS

11. BY PROSECUTION: -

The Ld. Addilioﬁal PP argued tha

tthere are serious allegations against the accused persons
and they have neither committed only serious crime rather it is also inhuman act which

cannot be permitted in a civilized society. It has been submitted that all the five witnesses
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any contradictory statement in

ase of prosecution and there is nolt
sen contended that contradictions il any then it is minor in nature
dl. P.p. for the

(heir evidence. It has bee
Placing the case before the court, the Ld. Ad

and required to be ignored.
during the course of his argument has submitted that the prosecution by w
e accused persons be

have supported the ¢

ay of his

State
arguments. has been able to duly prove the case and therefore. th

convicted and sentenced accordingly.
12. BY DEFENCE: -
and they have

Per contra, the Ld. Defense counsel has

implicated in this case due to land dispute. € ‘ertainly.
o malign the image of the accu

argued that accused are innocent
(he allegations are in-

been falsely
sed

re but it has been made with a motive

human in natur
itnesses have not cor-

n submitted that any independent wit
ses adduced are highly interested
clor nor investigating officer

given that why thay

persons intentionally. It has bee
| one and

roborated the prosecution story and the witnes

cannot be believed at all. It has been submitted that neither do

have been brought before the court
en adduced before the court. It has been
e guilt of the accused and due to non-examil

on. The prosecution W
dependent L,VIdLnCC The learned

Jsecution story to be

and any explanation has not been
argued that burden is upon the prose-
mllon of the 10, serious

re not reliable

have not be

cution to prove th

judice has been caused to the plOSECull I[HUS’)(.S a

pre;

and cannot be believed unless corroborated by any in

ersons, submitted that the whole pi¢
& concocted one. It is argued further that basically this is a cas¢ of no evidence.
-sons deserve kind consid-

d by the Ld. Counsel that the accused pet

ed against them.

false
accordingly, it is praye

eration of acquittal from the charges level

SON FOR THE DECISION

,Il as lhe Ld. Counsel

DECISION AND REA
rguments advanced by Ld. Addl. P.P. for Slal«, as

sly perused the mater jals dVdIl
evidence on record, 1 would like

for accused persons and have meticulou ;Ib.|¢ on the case rec-
ord. Before going through the case and appreciating the
{o state that, it is settled proposition of criminal law that the prosecution is's
ove its case on judicial file beyond the shadow of all reasonable doubt by leading reliable,
ng evidences and any such doubt in the plosecullon story entitle the
s case on judicial fllc.> prosecution is sup-
n the weakness,

upposed to

pr
cogent and convinci
accused persons to acquittal. Further to prove it
nd on its own leg and it can’t drive any benefit whatsoevu lml

posed to sta
persons. In a criminal mal llm bmden of proving

if any. in the defense of the accused
everything essential Lo the establishment of the charge against an au,usn.d always rests on

the prosecution and there is a presumption of innocence in favor of the accused until the

contrary is proved. Criminality is not to be presumed, subject to some statutory exceptions

As per the written report of the informant, the daughter of Dilip Uraon, frequently used to

fall ill and due to this reason, Dilip Uraon used to say her dayan and»mude allegations that
. d madg ¢ P <

she does black magic. On 20.09.2020 at 9.00 AM, Dilip Uraon along with the other named
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and making allegations of dayan
r with fists and legs. Sabo,

o and

sersons entered in her house . abused her and
| the accused persons assaulted he
then all assaulted them als

accused |
when she opposed then al
Kunti. Mina and Rukumani reached ther

. forced her and others (o

xcrela and all the accused persons
od as Pw-5 and she has st

at her house and

¢ 1o intervene
Ranjit Uraon brought human ¢
consume it. The informant of this case has been examin ated in
her chicef that incident took place before four years at 10.00 AM. She was

se. After them. rest

in meantime Sangeeta Devi and Dilip Uran entered in her hous
arpit with her, her husband and her child. Here in her

accused

also entered in her house and did m
assaulted

examination in chief, she has improved her statement by stating th

her husband because no such st her in her written re
over. Pw-5 has not stated any single word in her examination in chief with respect to us€
an excreta. The FIR is not substantial piece

and contradiction. On this point, there is

identified her

at accused also
atement has been given by port. More-

of evidence and

of force for consuming the hum
sose of corroboration
t with her written report. She has |
Kunti Devi. Sabo Kumari.

it can be used for the pur]
major contradiction in evidence of informan
n marked Ext-P1/Pw-5 and signatures of’

Pw-5. The informant has not pr
and whether it was

signature which has bee
oved the content

Mina Devi and Rukumani Devi as Ext- P2/
y statement that who wrote this writt
e is no statement that after findin
d her signature and signatures

of FIR. There is not an en report
read over and explained to her or not. Ther g it correct, she
1is written report. She has only

oved the content of the FIR.

put her signature on tl identifie

v ~
‘Qr'" of rest persons. [t means that she has not pi

dent, she Mina, Kunti, Sabo and Rukumam went at

. Pw-5 has also stated that after the inci
Cross exanunau(m she has admitted

ital and oetthen treatment. However, in her

n her husband and the accused per sons
so stated that she met with daroga ji

Sadar Hosp
She has stated that

that there is land dispute betwee

ched at medical college at 9.00 AM. She has al

she reac
as stated in her examination in

next day of incident and after it never met with him. Pw-1 h
Sarjun Uraon and her son Awadhesh

chief that accused did marpit with her, her husband

-ced her and Kunti, Rukumani, S
treatment at S'a'dag'. Hospital. Pw-1 has
c,ll éxs incident of marpit

Uraon and accused fol abita and Sabbo to consume human

excreta. She also stated that she and other get their

contradicted Pw-5 on the point of consuming human excreta as W

with her husband and son by the accused persons. Thus, Pw-1 ha> wnu udlcled the written

Pw-5 on the point of marpit with her husband and sO1). In her cross exam-

report as well as
er village so she identified them.

ination. she has admitted that since accused belongs to h

It means. she did not identify them as assailants rather as her villagers.

16. Pw-2 is own sister of the informant and she has stated that she was in her house and in

meantime accused came there and Sanjeeta Devi caught her hdll uml dmuncd her in her

' . o . . .o l
house and did marpit with her and Ranjit Uraon forced her to consume human excreta
After i - Hospi A .
er it, she went to Sadar Hospital and get her treatment. She is own sister of the informant
sister ‘man

and g o) ;
as per her statement, the incident did not take place in the house of the informant rath
rather

Page No. 9 of 13
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it took place i o of Sani
K place in house of Sanjeeta Devi. As per the statement O
eatment at S

the accused only

adar Flospital.
i she has

fPw-2.

forced Pw- ; ;
v-2 to consume human excreta and only she got her
ten report. rathe

saulted and only
admitted

By her evidence. she
g idence. she has not only contradicted the facts of the writ

Pw-2. only she has been
ory. Pw-2 has
1 Uraon. Sabita

hok and

also contradicted Pw-1 and Pw-5. According to as

she ¢ . _ )
got her treatment but rest witnesses are stating the different st
ahesh Lal Uraon,
rajlal Uraon. As
gave their

in her cross examination that there are houses ofM Bhimé
4 Ram. Dibiya Uraon. B
15 but nonc ofthemn
she never met with
s well thought and

Devi. Lakhan Uraon, Siddhu Uraon, Nehr

and house of the accused perso!
and 14 that

Dilip between her house 1 have
evidence in this case. she has also admitted in para-13 police
alted by Wakil Saheb. It means th

al brain. It is not spontar

at written report i

atural oné.

and case has been dr
seous and N

has been drafted after application of leg

as supported the prosecution

ece of Pw-2 and she h
Jaript with them and

pw-3 is daughter of informant and ni
that accused did n

ation but she has only stated
¢ has not stated that t

forced to con-

o whom accused
or to

story in her examin
ed to consume human excreta. Sh

2. Whether, it was she or he si or someone else
s completely vague an
y single word witl

forc
» mother or her mau
d cannot be galhcrcd that actually

, respect Lo the trea
s, it is the major
w-4 has

sume human excret
tment

On this point her statement i

3 has also not stated an
pw-2, and pPw-5 in

the victims and €as¢ oflhg}yémeculion. P

[ consuming of human

narpit and forcelul col

all.
who is the victim. Pw=

of any persons as stated by Pw-1, their State'ﬁ,?i{lff "Fhu
on the point of treatment of
secution on the point of 1
of treatment. In her cross ¢
ame at once.

s, according to Pw-4, th

contradiction
supported the case of pro

ut she is mum on the point xanfina!ion, she has deposed
ged to call daroga ji and

he written application. Thu

She deposed further

excreta b
daroga jic
e written

that Awadhesh arran
nunshi of daroga ji wrote't

that1
munshi of police station.

report was prepared by

pers olany treatment has not -l)een brought before

ment on the pgim of their treatment.

e, the alleged injury report orpa
s have made contradictory state

n brought before the court wh

In this cas

the court. the witnesse
o did treatment of the

Most important, doctor has not bee
the prosecution evidence. Certainly, is not required to
fic claim that they have been treated th
ught the truth before the court but it did

ase has not been

victims as per in every case injury
en it becomes incum-

be proved but if there is speci
bent upon the prosecution to prove this fact to bro
not happen in the prese investigating officer of this ¢
ught before the court and there is not any reas
ade highly contradictory statement as well

urt. In such situation, it was only the in-

nt case. Further,
bro i
onable explanation that why it happened
so. The witnesses have m '1 itis al |

as it is also clear that
they have improved their statement before the co

vestigating officer who was in a position to clarify these all facts. Duc to non-cxamination

of the investigating officer, the accused have been failed to draw illl;:nlion of the earlier

statement Ol‘lhe witnesses given before the 10 and they also failed to contradict the earlier

statement of the witnesses and it caused serious prejudice to the accused pe T
S rsons.
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19. Accordingto FIR incide ‘
g the incident took place on 20.09.2020 and as perevidence of P
as ¢ 0 Pw-4, police

l(.d(.l d ” Cl .\l € cn ) )dI'C N c [§ C ] € case w
ase as

registe 2

“L red on 21.09.2020. However, some of the witnesses have stated that written report
as |pu.p"u(:d by Wakil Saheb. The witnesses have also made contradictory statement even

on the p(.nnl of place of occurrence and due to non-examination of investigating ofTicer,

prosecution ha.s also been failed to prove the place of occurrence of this case. It is settled

principle of criminal law that prosecution is supposed to prove its case on judicial file and

the burden of pr in crimi i i
{ ploof in criminal trial lies lhl'OlIghOlll upon the prosccuti()n which never
shifts.

20. It is settled proposition of criminal law that prosecution has to prove its case on the judi-
cial file beyond reasonable doubts and any such doubt in the prosecution story entitle the
accused to acquittal. It is cardinal principle of jurisprudence that the criminal law can
never work on mere conjecture and surmises or suspicion. This is a principle of jurispru-
dence that the prosecution has to stand on its.own legs and it doesn't gain any strength

from the weakness of the defense. The prosecution has to prove each and every ingredi

ent of the offence against the accused persons and this general burden never shifts, un-

less provided by the statute as such. The prosecution case may be true but the crimina|

jurisprudence says that the prosecution case must be true and there is long mental gap

\
(')(f} between may be true and must be true. The prosecutlon has to prove the guilt of the

accused beyond all reasonable doubts by adducing positive cogent evidence and not b

mere raising suspicion on his conduct as such. It is a settled principle of criminal jurispru-
dence that the burden of proof lieson the prosecution and it has to prove a charge beyond
reasonable doubt. The presumption of innocence and the right to fair trial are twin safe-
guards available to the accused under our criminal justice 'Syste'rh. The prosecution has to
prove its case by leading evidence in conjunction with the chann of e..ven'vts as are stated to

have occurred and this evidence must point irresistibly to the concluslon that the accused

is guilty. The seriousness of the offence also requires much stricter proof.

21. In the present case. the witnesses are close relatives of each other but they have made highly
contradictory statements. The content of the FIR has not been proved. There is no injury
report. There is no examination of doctor. There is no examination of investigating officer.
There is no independent witness though several persons saw the incﬂlcmi There is contra-
diction on the point of place of occurrence, on the point of treatment, on the point of marpit
and on the point of forceful consuining of human excreta. (Lumuhllwcly. all these facts

makes the prosecution case suspicious one and accused are entitled to benefit of doubt

P No.
age No. 11 0f 13 Date of Judgement-04.07.2026
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CONCLUSION

22. On the basis ol discussions m¢
asis of discussions made above and keeping in mind the entire prosecution evi
€vi-

dence, | find a at the pr [
and hold that the prosecution has not been able to prove the charges levelled

U/Sce 307, -
cc 323,328, 341, 448, 504 r/w 34 of IPC & U/Sec 3 and 4 Prevention of Witch Practices

Act agains s accused ner
Act against the accused persons namely Sangeeta Devi [A-1], Meghnath Uraon [A-2],

Brahma Urag _ . .
na Uraon [A-3], Ram Dulari Devi |[A-4], Ranjit Uraon [A-5], Jyoti Kumari @ Buchiya

K ari - e .

umari |A-6], Virma Devi |A-7], Pradeep Uraon |A-8], Kishun Uraon [A-9] Chandan Uraps
A-1 ili o

[A-10], Dilip Uraon [A-11] and Chhotelal Uraon [A-12] beyond the shadow of reasonable

doubts. Hereinafter, order is passed.

';}:976 ORDERED

g trial in this case namely Sangeeta Devi [A-1l. Me-
ghnath Uraon [A-2], Brahma Uraon |A-3], Ram Dulari Devi [A-4], Ranjit Uraon [A-5], Jyoti
o Kumari [A-6], Virma Devi [A-7], Pradcep Uraon ) [A-8], Kishun Uraon
|A-9] Chandan Uraon 1A-10], Dilip Uraon |A-11] and Chhowﬁl_mh\_-_lll are hereby

racs of the offenses punishable U/Sec 307,323, 328, 341 448, 504 r/w

sons are on bail.

23. Therefore, the accused persons facin

Kumari @ Buchiy

acquitted from the cha
f Witch Practicés Act. Accused per

34 of IPC & U/Sce 3 and 4 Prevention o
abilities of their resp

their sureties are discharged from the li

as such. they and ective bail
bonds.

1 after due recall of process. issued if any, and return of

24. File be consigned to Record Rool
nd seized articles il any.

pe disposed of as per

original documents, if any. to the parties a

rule.

Dated: The 4" Day of July 2026 (Sunil Kumar Singh-111
Distt. & Addl. Sessions Judge-111.
Civil Court. Katihar

dated and pronounced by me 1 opein

This judgment has been written, corrected, signed, sealed,

court today i.e.. on 04.07.2026. .
G
J o Y

(Sunil Kymar Singh-111)
Distt. & Addl. Sessions Judge-11.
Civil Court, Katihar

Dated: The 4" Day of July 2026
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FORM C
LIST OF e WITNESSES
IST Ol I’R()SECUTION/DEFENCE/COURT WITN[‘,SSI‘I-S

EVIDENCE ON BEHALF OFLR_(_)_SEC_,‘UJLQu

A) ORAL EVIDENCE
—— 7 Dpateol

SI. No. | Name /T'm—’fl?pc o |
C.\’ilmllulll(m
= ’

Vi O 2 c 7173
Other Witness 03052029
W

PW-1 | Mina Devi 0305
Other Witness 26.07.2023

PW-2 | Kunti Devi 20/
Ik i . A
PW-3 | Sabo Kumari Other Witness | ,,2,”?"'“”'
—’/_/<> — sl al :
| PW-4 | RukmaniDevi Other Wilness 17.10 20° J
M B | Othe 5 P~
PW-3 Sabita Devi Informant 7 _I?‘(W 0021 |
| [swiwoei 1 mant_ 7
B) DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE -
Description of Document Date of W'ilh or ]
Admission without ,
()h]cclinn l
I without

o
li- 19.09.2024

Objection
without
Objection ‘

Informant signature on written app

cation

Signature of Sabb
Devi, Meena Devi and Ru
on the written application as wil-

nesses

Exhibit P1/PW-5
I
19.09.2024

o Kumari, Kunti
kmani Devi

Exhibit P1/PW-5

o

NCE

ON BEHALF OF DEFE
any oral or

EVIDENCE
Accused persons have not adduced either documentar:
evidence in support of their defense.

(Sunil Kumar Singh-111)

Dated: The 4" Day of July 2026
Distt. & Addl. Sessions Judge-1I1
Civil Court. Katihar

[
04.07.2026

Date of Judgment/ Order

Date of Reserving Judgment/ Order 22.06.2026
Uploading Date -
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