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Editors’ Note: 
In this case a boy of class VI was murdered and another boy of 8 years old witnessed it from 
a hiding place. Two of the accused made confessional statements which were not properly 
recorded by the concerned Magistrate. He did not alert them that they would not be remanded 
to Police custody if they failed to confess. He did not fill up the relevant columns properly. 
Furthermore, he did not make any certificate in column 8 of the confessional statement. The 
High Court Division held that when an eye witness categorically narrated the occurrence 
corroborating the confessional statements and other evidence on record, these types of 
omissions while recording confessions cannot be considered as fatal defects. High Court 
Division also modified the sentence of the convicts on consideration of their tender age. 
 
Key Words:  
Recording of confessional statement u/s 164 of the Code of Criminal Procedure; “¢nö BCe, 
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Confessional statement of a co-accused: 
It is the established legal principle that the statement under Section 164 of the Code can 
not be used against any other co-accused without any aid of further corroborative 
evidence and circumstances.                     ...(Para 44) 



16 SCOB [2022] HCD      The State and others Vs. Md. Shaheb Ali and others       (Krishna Debnath, J)       46 

When an eyewitness corroborates the occurrence, some omission in recording 
confessional statements cannot be considered as fatal defects: 
It is true that learned Magistrate P.W-11 Kazi Abed Hossen did not record the 
confessional statement under Section 164 of the Code of condemned-prisoner Sumon 
properly. He did not alert him that he would not be remanded to Police custody if he 
failed to confess or he did not fill up the relevant columns properly. Furthermore he did 
not make any certificate in column 8 of the confessional statement but we think this type 
of omission cannot be considered as fatal defect in this particular case when P.W-6 
Md.Shakil the only eye witness of the case categorically narrated the occurrence and 
this statement was not challenged by defence. Moreover, P.W-6’s statement 
corroborated the statements of P.W-5, 9, 13, 14 and 15 who stated that in their presence 
condemned-prisoner Sumon detected the dead body of deceased Injamul from place of 
occurrence.                       ...(Para 60) 
 
Section 6 of the Children Act, 1974: 
In this case it appears that at the time of framing charge Nahid was not below the age of 
16 years. We find that in view of the aforesaid legal provision, the Judge of the Trial 
Court has not committed any illegality and as such we do not find that the judgment 
and order of the Trial Court invites our interference as it does not suffer from any legal 
infirmity, upon this point.                   ...(Para 71) 
 
Section 100 of ¢nö BCe, 2013: 
The case in our hand, the impugned judgment and order of conviction and sentence was 
pronounced on 28.08.2014, that is after the pronouncement of “¢nö BCe, 2013”. So, 
Section 100(2) (Kha) of “¢nö BCe, 2013” is applicable in this case. According to the 
100(2)(kha) of “¢nö BCe, 2013”  this case is deemed to be a “A¢eÖfæ L¡kÑ¡¢c” and 
“kacl pñh HC BC­el ¢hd¡e Ae¤p¡­l ¢eÖfæ L¢l­a qC­h;” means at the time of 
pronouncement of judgment the Trial Court must have followed this direction of law.  
                    ...(Para 74) 
 

JUDGMENT 
Krishna Debnath, J: 
 
    1. This Reference under Section 374 of the Code of Criminal Procedure (“Code”) has been 
placed before us for confirmation of the death sentence of condemned-prisoners (1) Shaheb 
Ali, (2) Md. Ibrahim Hossain Sumon and (3) Nahid Islam@ Nahid passed by the learned 
Judge of the Additional Sessions Judge, 2nd Court, Gazipur in Session Case No. 357 of 2009 
arising out of Tongi Police Station Case No. 22 of 2007 dated 19.10.2007 corresponding to 
G.R Case No. 969 of 2007 convicting the aforesaid condemned-prisoners under Sections 
302/34 of the Penal Code and sentencing them to death. 
  
    2.  Criminal Appeal No. 5640 of 2014, 5628 of 2014 and Jail Appeal No. 134 of 2014, 136 
of 2014 have been filed by condemned-prisoners Shaheb Ali and Nahid Islam. Jail Appeal 
No. 137 of 2014 has been filed by Ibrahim Hossain Sumon. On the other hand Criminal 
Appeal No. 6082 of 2014 has been filed by Md. Hannan against the aforesaid judgment and 
order sentencing him to suffer rigorous imprisonment for 07(seven) years and to pay a fine of 
Tk. 20,000/-(twenty thousand) in default to suffer rigorous imprisonment for 03(three) 
months more under Section 201 of the Penal Code. But appellant Hannan was not present at 
the time of hearing this reference. All aforesaid Criminal Appeals and Jail Appeals were 
taken up together and heard along with the aforesaid death reference for disposal. 
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    3.  Relevant story of the prosecution for disposal of the case, in short, is that deceased 
Injamul a student of class VI on 17.10.2007 at 5.00 PM went out for walking with his friends 
but did not return back. The informant, mother of deceased Injamul P.W-2 Sajeda and others 
searched him various places but failed. On 18.10.2007 at about 5.30 PM some unknown 
persons informed Sajeda over a mobile phone No. 01721982426 that Injamul is now in their 
possession and they asked ransom. Injamul’s mother tried to talk with her son but she found 
switched off their aforesaid mobile phone. Then the informant P.W-1 Md. Mubarrak Akanda, 
the brother-in-law of deceased Injamul lodged a FIR on 19.10.2007 at 11.35 PM with Tongi 
Police Station. Hence the case. 
 
    4. The Investigating Officer investigated the case. In the meantime the kidnappers 
demanded ransom of Tk. 10,00,000/- from P.W-2 Sajeda Begum, the mother of deceased 
Injamul up to 26.10.2007 through mobile call and the Informant informed the matter to the 
RAB. During investigation condemned-prisoners Md. Ibrahim Hossain Sumon and Nahid 
Islam Anik made judicial confessions under Section 164 of the Code which was recorded by 
the Judicial Magistrate. On completion of investigation Police submitted charge sheet against 
the aforesaid condemned-prisoners and convict-appellant under Sections 302/201/109/34 of 
the Penal Code. Thereafter observing all legal formalities learned Sessions Judge took 
cognizance against the aforesaid accuseds and transferred the case to Additional Sessions 
Judge, Court No. 2, Gazipur for trial and disposal. Thereafter observing all legal formalities 
learned Judge of the Trial Court framed charge against the condemned-prisoners and convict-
appellant under Sections 302/201/109/34 of the Penal Code. The charge was read over and 
explained to the condemned-prisoners and convict- appellant to which they pleaded not guilty 
and claimed to be tried. 
  
    5. Prosecution examined as many as 15 (fifteen) witnesses in support of the case. Learned 
Judge of the trial Court on consideration of the evidences on record convicted and sentenced 
the condemned-prisoners and convict-appellant as aforesaid. 
  
    6. Being aggrieved by and dissatisfied with the impugned judgment and order of 
conviction and sentence condemned-prisoners and convict-appellant preferred aforesaid 
Criminal Appeals and Jail Appeals.  
We will now proceed to discuss the evidences. 
 
    7. P.W-1 Md. Mobarrak Akanda is the informant of the case. He was the brother-in-law of 
deceased Injamul at the time of occurrence. He narrated the FIR story. He stated that on 
17.10.2007 at about 5.00 PM his brother-in-law Injamul went to play from their house but did 
not come back. They searched for him but failed. On 18.10.2007 his mother-in-law received a 
mobile call, they asked for ransom and switched their mobile off. He lodged the FIR and 
asked RAB to help. The kidnappers asked them to go to Azampur. The informant, accused 
Saheb Ali, Civil dressed Police and RAB tried to go there. But at that time kidnappers stated 
to his mother-in-law that they will not send back Injamul as there are many people with her. 
They came back to house. But Police out of suspicion arrested accused Shaheb Ali. The 
kidnappers also said that Shaheb Ali is a man of their group. The kidnappers then asked them 
to go to ‘choydana’, Malek’s house. They informed this to Police. Police then arrested 
accused Sumon from that place and arrested accuseds Nahid and Hannan. He stated that 
Ibrahim Hossain Sumon and Nahid made confessional statements before the Magistrate. He 
identified them on dock. He further stated that accused Sumon and Nahid took them to 
Auchpara, Moktar Bari Road and to point out the dead body of Injamul in an abandoned 
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house of Zubaer. Police and RAB recovered that body and prepared inquest report and 
seizure list in his presence. 
 
    8. P.W-2 Sajeda Begum is the mother of deceased Injamul. She stated that on 17.10.2007 
she was staying in her daughter-in-law’s house. At 8.00 PM she came back to her house. 
Injamul was not in the house. They searched for him. On 18.10.2007 at about 5.30 PM she 
received an unknown call. They asked for Tk. 10,00,000/-, she started to cry, they switched 
off their mobile phone. On 19.10.2007 they lodged the FIR. As per directions of kidnappers 
they went to Azampur. Accuseds Shaheb Ali was with them. But at that time Shaheb Ali 
refused to go to the spot. She asked Shaheb Ali to return back Injamul from the kidnappers. 
At that time kidnappers made a mobile call to her and refused to send back Injamul. She 
requested Shaheb Ali to take the entire money and to return back Injamul, but he refused. The 
following day kidnappers made a call to her and asked her why she did not give the money to 
Shaheb Ali. On 24.10.2007 Police arrested Shaheb Ali. They ordered them to go to Board 
Bazar area to return back Injamul. On 26.10.2007 her daughter and one Halim went there. 
But they refused. On 26.10.2007 accused Hannan was arrested. On 27.10.2007 Police went to 
an abandoned house of Jubaer at Auchpara with accuseds Hannan, Sumon and Nahid and 
recovered her son Injamul’s dead body. 
  
    9. In cross examination she stated that it is not a fact that kidnappers did not make any call 
to her and did not ask to her that why she did not give ransom money to Shaheb Ali. 
 
    10. P.W-3 Soheli Akhtar Dipa is the elder sister of deceased Injamul. She stated that on 
17.10.2007 she and her mother went to her father-in-laws house at about 3.00 PM.  At about 
8.00 PM her mother came back to her house and saw Injamul was not there. Her mother 
called her. On 18.10.2007 at about 5.30 PM her mother received an unknown call. They 
stated that Injamul was staying with them and they demanded Tk. 10 lac as ransom. On 
19.10.2007 her ex-husband P.W-1 Mubarrak Akand lodged the FIR. The kidnappers called 
her mother and demanded money and ordered to go to Azampur BRAC market. Her mother 
and accused Shaheb Ali went there. But ultimately Shaheb Ali refused to go with her and said 
to her mother that the kidnappers may be recognized him. On the following day kidnappers 
called her mother but she received the call. They said that her mother helped to arrest Shaheb 
Ali who is their elder brother and she did not do the right. They ordered them to come to 
Board Bazar. She informed the Police and RAB. They refused to take ransom. On 27.10.2007 
Police recovered the dead body of Injamul. 
  
    11. In cross-examination she stated that there was no dispute in between Shaheb Ali and 
them. She stated that she did not recognize any voice of accuseds in telephone. 
  
    12. P.W-4 Shafiuddin Mollah is the father of deceased Injamul. He stated that he was in 
Lebanon in the year 1981 to 2009. On 17.10.2007 her wife called him and said that Injamul 
was missing. On 18.10.2007 her wife told that kidnappers asked ransom and they kidnapped 
Injamul. His wife collected Tk. 6 lac and ornaments. The kidnappers told her to come 
Azampur. His wife and Shaheb Ali went there but after some time Shaheb Ali refused to go 
to the spot. Shaheb Ali stated to his wife that kidnappers will recognize him. His wife 
requested Shaheb Ali to return back his son Injamul and receive money and ornaments. In the 
meantime Shaheb Ali was arrested by the Police. Police arrested Hannan, Sumon and Nahid 
also and recovered the dead body of his son from an abandoned house of Jubaer at Auchpara. 
On 28.10.2007 he came to Bangladesh. 
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    13. In cross-examination he stated that they had no enmity with Shaheb Ali but Shaheb Ali 
asked some money to her wife one week before the occurrence. 
 
    14. P.W-5 Md. Rial is the uncle of deceased Injamul. He stated that on 17.10.2007 mother 
of Injamul said that Injamul was not in the house. On 18.10.2007 she stated that some 
kidnappers kidnapped Injamul and demanded Tk. 10,00,000/-  as ransom. On 21.10.2007 
they were going to Azampur to pay ransom but at one stage accused Shaheb Ali refused to 
go. Shaheb Ali said that the kidnappers will recognize him. In the meantime kidnappers 
called to Injamul’s mother that they will not return back Injamul as there are many people 
with her. They came back and her sister Injamul’s mother went to Shaheb Ali’s house and 
requested him to take money and return back Injamul. Shaheb Ali refused but said he will try. 
After 2/1 days kidnappers ordered them to go to Board Bazar area. Injamul’s sister P.W-3 
Dipa, cousin Mukul went there. They and Police were standing inside the spot with civil 
dress. But kidnappers refused to take money. On 26.10.2007 Police arrested accused Hannan, 
Nahid, Sumon and recovered dead body of deceased Injamul.  
 
    15. In cross examination he stated that in his presence Shaheb Ali refused to go to the spot 
and said that kidnappers will recognize him. 
 
    16. P.W-6 Md. Shakil is a 12 years old boy. He stated that, “OVe¡l a¡¢lM 17/10/2007 
Cwz B¢j ®p¢ce j¡­hÑm ®Mm¢Rm¡jz p¤je Bj¡­L h­m CeS¡j¤m­L ®X­L Be­az B¢j 
CeS¡j¤m­L ®c¡L¡­el p¡j­e cy¡¢s­u b¡L­a ®c¢Mz B¢j CeS¡j¤m­L h¢m ®k, p¤je a¡­L 
Hu¡lN¡e ¢e­a X¡L­Rz CeS¡j¤m aMe e¡¢qc J p¤j­el L¡­R k¡uz CeS¡j¤m aMe Lmj J 
L¡NS Be­a a¡­cl h¡p¡u k¡uz ®p L¡NS J Lmj B­e J Bj¡­L h¡p¡u ®k­a h­mz 
CeS¡j¤m J Bj¡­cl h¡p¡ f¡n¡f¡¢nz CeS¡j¤m, p¤je, e¡¢qc, HL¢V i¡‰¡Q¤s¡ h¡s£O­l k¡uz 
h¡¢s¢V i¡‰¡ ®Q¡l¡z B¢j Hu¡lN¡e ¢c­u f¡¢M j¡l¡ ®cM¡l SeÉ f¡­n HL¢V l¦­j cy¡¢s­u ¢Rm¡jz 
O­ll HL¢V ¢Râ ¢c­u B¢j a¡¢L­u ®cM¢Rm¡jz p¤je CeS¡j¤­ml j¡­ul ®j¡h¡Cm eðl ¢S­‘p 
Ll¢Rm J p¤je Eš² eðl¢V L¡N­S ¢mM­Rz p¤je fÐb­j e¡¢q­cl Nm¡u l¢n ¢c­u h­m ®Lje 
m¡­N?  a¡lfl p¤j­el Nm¡u l¢n ®cu e¡¢qc Hhw ¢S­‘p L­l ®Lje m¡­N? a¡lfl p¤je J 
e¡¢qc ¢j­m CeS¡j¤­ml Nm¡u l¢n ®cuz CeS¡j¤m Nm¡u hÉ¡b¡ m¡N­R h­m ®R­s ¢c­a h­mz ¢L¿º 
p¤je J e¡¢qc BlJ ®S¡­l V¡e ®cuz aMe CeS¡j¤m j¡¢V­a f­s k¡uz p¤je J e¡¢qc aMe 
CeS¡j¤m­L q¡a d­l ®V­e ¢qR­s AeÉ O­l ¢e­u k¡uz CeS¡j¤m aMe ®L¡e Lb¡ hm­a f¡­l¢ez 
CeS¡j¤m­L j¡¢V­a öC­u ¢c­u fÐb­j h¡m¤ J f­l CV ®cuz B¢j aMeJ ¢LR¤ h¤T­a f¡¢l¢ez 
aMe fÐ¡u l¡a q­u k¡¢µRmz B¢j Ju¡m ®h­u k¡h¡l pju në ®f­u p¤je B­pz p¤je Bj¡­L 
h­m ®k, Bjl¡ k¡ k¡ L­l¢R a¡ a¥C ®cM¢Rpz a¥C L¡E­L hm­m CeS¡j¤­ml j­a¡ ®a¡­LJ ®j­l 
®gm­h¡z B¢j h­m¢R ®k, B¢j L¡E­L hm­h¡e¡z Jl¡ Bj¡­L h¢p­u l¡­Mz l¡a A­eL q­m 
B¢j h¡¢s Q­m k¡Cz Eš² OVe¡ i­u B¢j L¡E­L h¢m¢ez p¤je J e¡¢qc dl¡ fs¡l fl Eš² 
OVe¡ B¢j ®c­M¢R hm­m f¤¢mn Bj¡­L ¢e­u b¡e¡u k¡u J f­l ®L¡­VÑ B­ez B¢j 
jÉ¡¢S­ØVÌ­Vl L¡­R ph OVe¡ h­m¢Rz p¤je J e¡¢qc AcÉ X­L cy¡s¡­e¡ B­Rz”  
In cross examination he stated that “OVe¡l 2/3 ¢ce fl f¤¢mn Bj¡­L d­l­Rz B¢j 
jÉ¡¢S­ØVÌ­Vl L¡­R OVe¡ h­m¢Rz k¡ h­m¢R a¡ pÈlZ B­Rz p¡­qh Bm£ p¤je­L 2,000/- V¡L¡ 
¢c­u­R ¢Le¡, e¡¢qc­L 540/- V¡L¡ J Bj¡­L 50/- V¡L¡ ®ch¡l Lb¡ jÉ¡¢S­ØVÌ­Vl ¢eLV 
h­m¢R ¢Le¡ pÈlZ ®eCz B¢j f¤¢mn­L h­m¢R ®k, p¡­qh Bm£ p¤je J e¡¢qc­L ¢L ®ke hm¡h¢m 
Ll¢Rmz D­cl B­N p¡­qh Bm£ p¤je J e¡¢qc­L HLmr V¡L¡ ¢c­a Q¡u HLb¡ f¤¢m­nl ¢eLV 
h­m¢Rz B¢j BlJ h­m¢R ®k, fÐbj fÔ¡e L­l i¥­al h¡s£­a I fÔ¡e Ll¡ pju B¢j J­cl 
f¡­nC ¢Rm¡jz  
paÉ ®k, B¢jC CeS¡j¤m­L ®X­L H­e¢Rm¡jz B¢j jÉ¡¢S­ØVÌ­Vl ¢eLV h­m¢R ®k, B¢j Q¤f 
L­l Q­m k¡Cz f¡­nl h¡¢s­a k¡C ¢Le¡ j­e ®eCz CeS¡j¤­ml j¡¢ehÉ¡N ®eh¡l Lb¡, ®j¡h¡Cm 
eðl ¢jm¡­e¡l SeÉ ®g¡e Ll¡l Lb¡ CaÉ¡¢c h­m¢Rz p¤je h­m ®k, CeS¡j¤m a¡­L 300/- V¡L¡ 
¢c­u­Rz B¢j h­m¢R V¡L¡ ¢c­u­R e¡¢L a¡­L ®j­l ®g­m­R¡z p¤je J e¡¢qc Bj¡­L Ešl¡ 
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hÊÊÉ¡L j¡­LÑ­V ¢e­u k¡u, HLb¡ h­m¢Rz Bp¡j£ p¤je J e¡¢qc OVe¡l fl Bj¡­L ph pju 
a¡­cl L¡­R l¡M­a¡z B¢j ®nlf¤l ®Sm¡ ®b­L H­p¢Rz Bj¡l j¡­ul p¡­b H­p¢Rz j¡ h­m­R 
BS ®L¡­VÑ p¡r£ ¢c­a q­hz j¡ Y¡L¡u L¡S L­lz  
paÉ eu ®k, ®p CeS¡j¤­ml h¡p¡u L¡S L­lz B¢j e¡e¡ e¡e£l p¡­b ®nlf¤l b¡¢Lz paÉ eu ®k, 
B¢j HLSe i¡pj¡e V¤L¡Cz  
paÉ ®k, BS B¢j CeS¡j¤­ml h¡h¡l N¡s£­a H­p¢Rz B¢j Hl B­NJ HL¢ce ®L¡­VÑ 
H­p¢Rm¡jz Bj¡l j¡­ul p¡­b H­p¢Rm¡jz paÉ eu ®k, B¢j CeS¡j¤­ml M¤­el p¢qa S¢sa 
HLSez paÉ eu ®k, M¤e£­cl hy¡Q¡­e¡l SeÉ ¢jbÉ¡ p¡rÉ ¢cm¡jz” 
 
    17. P.W-7 Shah Md. Mojahidul Islam stated that in his presence Police arrested Hannan 
and Sumon. They recovered a ‘Sprint Mobile’ from Hannan and a ‘simcard’ of ‘warid’ from 
Sumon. They prepared seizure list in his presence and he signed on it. He heard that accuseds 
demanded ransom with that mobile and simcard and killed Injamul. He identified accuseds 
Hannan and Sumon on dock. 
 
    18. P.W-8 Hazi Khalilur Rahman Mollah is the elected commissioner of the place of 
occurrence. He stated that on 26.10.2007 at about 10/10.30 AM RAB recovered a mobile 
phone from Hannan and warid sim from Sumon in his presence. 
 
    19. P.W-9 Md. Nashir Uddin Molla stated that in his presence Police/RAB recovered the 
dead body of Injamul. Police prepared inquest report in his presence and he signed on it.  
 
    20. P.W-10 Iqbal Hossain, Sub Inspector of Police stated that on 25.10.2007 he was posted 
in RAB-11, Company-2 Shimultoli, Gazipur. He collected call lists from informant and 
arrested accused Hannan. He identified the phone numbers from which accuseds demanded 
ransom from the mother of victim Injamul. Then they arrested Sumon and recovered simcard. 
They identified the dead body of Injamul and they stated the plan and occurrence vividly.  
Police/RAB recovered the dead body from an abandoned house of Jubaer.  
 
    21. In cross examination he stated that it is not a fact that recovered mobile phone was not 
Hannan’s phone. 
 
    22. P.W-11 Kazi Abed Hossen, 1st Class Magistrate, Gazipur stated that, in his presence 
Police/RAB recovered the dead body of Injamul. Police prepared the inquest report and he 
signed on it. 
 
    23. He stated that on 28.10.2007 at about 3.00 PM he recorded the confessional statement 
of condemned-prisoner Sumon under Section 164 of the Code after complying with all legal 
formalities. 
 
    24. He further stated that on 28.10.2007 at 12.00 PM he recorded the confessional 
statement of condemned-prisoner Nahid under Section 164 of the Code after complying with 
all legal formalities. 
  
    25. In cross-examination he stated that it is not a fact that he did not record the statements 
properly. He further stated that it is not a fact that at the time of recording the confessional 
statement accused Nahid was a minor boy and for that reason he did not mention his age in 
the form.  
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    26. P.W-12 Dr. Md. Saifuddin was working in the Gazipur Sadar Hospital as a Medical 
Officer. He stated that on 27.10.2007 a Medical Board held the Post Mortem of deceased 
Injamul. He was a member of the Board. He found the following injuries:-  
1. One continuous ligature mark around the neck. Breadth of the ligature mark 1.5 Cm. 
 
    27. He opined that in their opinion death was due to asphyxia resulting from ligature 
strangulation which was antemortem and homicidal in nature. 
  
    28. P.W-13 Nasir Uddin, Sub-inspector was serving in RAB 11, Shimultoly on 19.10.2007.  
On 20.10.2007 informant of the case, mother and sister of deceased Injamul came to their 
office and complained that some kidnappers demanded ransom and kidnapped Injamul. They 
verified the matter, collected the phone numbers and arrested Hannan from Gias Manson 
Garments Factory. They arrested Sumon also and recovered the simcard and confirmed that 
they used this mobile set and simcard and demanded ransom from Injamul’s mother. They 
disclosed the name of Shaheb Ali. On 27.10.2007 in presence of the Magistrate they 
recovered the dead body of Injamul. He identified the mobile set and simcard and accused 
Sumon and Hannan on dock. 
  
    29. In cross examination he stated that it is not a fact that he did not recover the mobile 
phone set and simcard from them.  
 
    30. P.W-14 Al-amin stated that in his presence dead body of Injamul was recovered and he 
raised and brought the dead body in Morgue. 
  
    31. P.W-15 Md. Alam Chand, Sub-Inspector of Police is the Investigation Officer who 
investigated the case. He stated that during investigation he visited the place of occurrences 
and prepared the sketch map with index. He examined the witnesses of the case and recorded 
their statements under Section 161 of the Code. Mother of the victim P.W-2 Sajeda Begum 
informed this matter to RAB. He arrested accused Shaheb Ali. They and RAB jointly arrested 
accused Hannan and Sumon and recovered a mobile phone and simcard. They demanded 
ransom from Injamul’s mother. Accused Sumon told that on 17.10.2007 they killed Injamul. 
They went to the place of occurrence and in presence of Magistrate they raised the dead body 
of Injamul, prepared inquest report, seizure list. Informant and mother of the victim identified 
the dead body. He arrested accused Nahid. He sent accused Sumon and Nahid before 
Magistrate for recording their confessional statement under Section 164 of the Code. He 
collected the Post Mortem report. He stated that after scrutinizing all the papers connected 
with the instant case and observing all the formalities he submitted charge sheet against the 
accuseds under Sections 302/201/109/34 of the Penal Code on 12.09.2008. 
 
    32. These are all the evidences of the prosecution in support of the charge against the 
condemned-prisoners. 
 

    33. In this case condemned-prisoners Ibrahim Hossain Sumon and Nahid Islam made 
confessional Statements before Magistrate 1st Class under Section 164 of the Code. To have a 
better view of the matter, we would like to quote the statements of the accuseds which reads 
as under :- 
 

Confessional statement of Ibrahim Hossain Sumon  
“B¢j j¡­m­Ll h¡s£ ¢Nu¡l gÉ¡n­e Q¡L¢l L¢lz A¢gp ®b­L Bp¡l pju l¡a 8.00 V¡u 
f¡­nl ­j¡­s ®c¢M p¡­qh Bm£ ¢pN¡­lV M¡­µRz ¢lLp¡ ®R­s ¢c­u ®qy­V k¡¢µRm¡jz p¡­qh Bm£ 
a¡­L h­m ®k, D­cl (Af¡WÉ) L­h ®a¡­clz BN¡j£L¡m (fl¢ce) ®cM¡ Ll­a h­mz i¥­al 
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h¡s£­az fl¢ce e¡¢qc J n¡¢Lm­L ¢e­u k¡Cz Bjl¡ k¡Ju¡l fl p¡­qh Bm£ B­pz n¡¢Lm­L 
f¡¢W­u ¢c­a h­mz h­m ®k, ®a¡­l Hje V¡L¡ B¢j ®ch ®k S£h­e ®a¡l Bl Q¡L¢l Ll­a q­h 
e¡z Bj¡l 1V¡ L¡S L­l ¢c¢hz 1 mr V¡L¡ h­mz f­l BlJ 20,000/- V¡L¡ h¡s¡u ¢c­a h­mz 
aMe Bjl¡ l¡¢S qCz Bjl¡ ¢L L¡S ¢S­‘p L¢lz aMe 2000/- V¡L¡ ­M­a ®cuz aMe h­m 
1V¡ ®R­m­L ®j­l ®gm­a h­mz ¢S­‘p L¢l ®L? ®p h­m CeS¡jz ­j­l ®gm¡l p¡­b p¡­b a¥C 
V¡L¡ f¡¢hz H Lb¡…¢m D­cl 4/5 ¢ce B­Nz 1¢ce fl ®c¢M ®k S¡uN¡u j¡l¡l Lb¡ ­pM¡­e 
h¡¢m ®gm­a­Rz N¡R…¢mJ L¡­Vz B¢j Bl e¡¢qc aMe h¡Eä¡¢lV¡l ¢ia­l ¢WL L¢lz B¢j 
n¡¢Lm, e¡¢qc S¡uN¡V¡ ®c¢Mz n¡¢Lm­L h¢m¢e (AØfø)? fl¢ce CV B¢e J h¡m¤ h¡Eä¡¢ll 
p¡­bC ¢Rmz fl¢ce B­l¡ ¢LR¤ ®f¡m¡f¡e ¢e­u S¡uN¡V¡ °al£ L¢lz n¡¢L­ml (®Rys¡) a¡­cl 
h¢m ®k, ®Mm¡ Ll¢Rz 03 ¢ce d­l L¢lz e¡¢qc 02 ¢ce L­lz B¢j Bl n¡¢Lm phpju L¡S 
L¢lz p¡­qh Bm£ D­cl ¢ce j¡l­a h­mz Bjl¡ e¡ Ll¡u 16 a¡w n¡¢Lm­L f¡W¡u 01 h¡lz 
aMe f¡u¢ez H­p f­s z 17 a¡w Bjl¡ 2 V¡u CeS¡­jl h¡p¡l p¡j­e k¡Cz L¡Cu¤j J a¡l hå¤ 
¢Rmz Jl¡ S¡­ee¡z n¡¢Lm­L J p¡q£e­L f¡W¡Cz 2.35 H Jl¡ ¢e­u B­pz L¡Cu¤jl¡ N¡­jÑ¾Vp 
fkÑ¿¹ H­p h¡p¡u k¡uz n¡¢Lm Bl e¡¢qc k¡uz B¢j Lmj, L¡NS B¢ez ®cu¡m VfL¡u k¡Cz 
CeS¡­jl h¡p¡l eðl Q¡Cz e¡¢qc Q¡uz e¡¢qc­L ®cCz n¡¢Lm­L f¡¢W­u ®cCz e¡¢qc fÐb­j 
Nm¡u ­fQ¡uz CeS¡j J B¢j HL¢c­L L­l d¢l ®Mm¡l R­mz f­l CeS¡j­L ®Mm¡l R­m d¢lz 
B¢j Bl R¡¢s¢ez CeS¡j­L ®fQ¡Cz a¡l S¡uN¡u ®Lhm e¡¢qc d­lz B¢j d­lC b¡¢Lz e¡¢qc 
V¡CV ®cu¡ öl¦ L­lz p¤a¡l l¢nz ®p ­R­s ¢c­a h­mz Bjl¡ d­l b¡¢Lz ®p h­p f­sz Bjl¡J 
h­p f¢sz ®p R¡s¡­e¡l ®Qø¡ L­lz f­l ®Q¡M h¾d L­l z ¢SqÆ¡ AÒf ®hl L­l j¡l¡ k¡uz f¡­nl 
l¦­j l¡¢Mz ma¡f¡a¡ …¢m (AØfø)z e¡¢qc hp¡ m¡­nl L¡­Rz B¢j q¡a d¢l, e¡¢qc f¡ d­lz f§hÑ 
f¢ÕQ­j ®n¡u¡Cz ma¡…¢m ­cCz j¡¢e hÉ¡N ®eCz h¡¢m ®cCz c¤C m¡Ce CV ¢hR¡Cz a¡lfl h¡¢m 
®cCz S¤a¡ f¡­nl f¡¢e­a ®g¢m LQ¤¢lf¡e¡l Eflz n¡¢Lm ®c­M ¢L¿º Bjl¡ S¡ea¡j e¡ ®p ®k 
®cM­Rz j¡¢e hÉ¡­N 232/- ¢Rmz n¡¢Lm J h¡µQ¡­cl M¡Ju¡­a ®eCz ®V¢m­g¡­el ®c¡L¡e ®b­L 
Jl¡ h¡p¡u CeS¡j¤m­L Q¡uz Dc ®j¡h¡lL ¢c­a h­mz  
fl¢ce 18/10/2007 A¢gp k¡Cz q¡æ¡e­L ph M¤­m h¢mz påÉ¡ 6.00 V¡u CeS¡­jl h¡p¡u 
q¡æ¡e a¡l ®j¡h¡Cm ®b­L call L­lz CeS¡­jl BÇj¡­L h­m Bfe¡l ®R­m Bj¡­cl L¡­Rz Q–
NË¡j ®b­L hm¢Rz V¡L¡ m¡N­hz pwMÉ¡ h­m¢ez p¡­b p¡­b call  B­pz ®p p£j M¤­m l¡­Mz fl¢ce 
öœ²h¡lz e¡¢qc­L ¢e­u 4 V¡u q¡æ¡­el h¡p¡u B¢pz 7.00 V¡u a¡­L f¡Cz a¡­L call ¢c­a 
h¢mz ®p h­m SIM ­i­‰ ®g­m¢Rz HL ®c¡L¡ec¡­ll L¡­R 200 V¡L¡ ®fa¡jz 90 V¡L¡ M¡Cz 
h¡L£ V¡L¡ WARID Hl SIM ­eCz e¡¢qc 1V¡ ®j¡h¡Cm B­ez f­l ö¢e q¡¢e­gl z call ®cCz 10 
m¡M Q¡Cz fl¢ce pL¡­m call ®cCz V¡L¡ Q¡Cz a¡l¡ fÐj¡Z Q¡uz S¤a¡l Lb¡ h¢mz ¢N­u ®c¢M Q¤¢l 
q­u­Rz 3 m¡M ¢c­a Q¡uz e¡¢qc e¡ L­lz f­l ph ¢c­a Q¡C­m e¡¢qc h­m, Bõ¡l Sh¡e B¢j 
¢gl¡u ¢chz House Building H ®k­a h­m e£m n¡¢s f­sz f­l L¡m n¡¢s f­l Bp­a h­mz 
p¡­b 1 Se f¡”¡h£ fs¡ Bp­a h­mz 1 O¾V¡ B­N call ®cCz 5.30 H Bh¡l call ®cCz f­l 
p¡­qh Bm£ call ®cuz h­m ®k, p¡hd¡­e ®b­L¡z B­l¡ L’Se ®m¡L Bp­Rz ®e­j j¡­LÑV ®b­L 
¢ia­l k¡Cz B¢j m¤¢L­u call ®cCz ®h¢n ®m¡L Be­Re ®Le? n¡¢Lm p¡­b ¢Rmz fl¢ce A¢g­p 
k¡C¢ez Spot Hl L¡­R H­p (®Rys¡) f¡Cz ®pM¡­e ¢N­u ®c¢M Nå HM¡e ®b­LC Bh¡l CV ®cCz 
l¡­a call ®cCz e¡¢qc h­mz 4 m¡­M p¤¢hd¡ f¡C­Rez HMe 7 m¡M ¢c­hez ®p¡jh¡l V¡L¡ ¢c­h 
h­mz fl¢ce A¢g­p ¢N­u q¡æ¡e­L h¢mz q¡æ¡e call ®cuz ®p N¡¢m ®cuz fl¢ce hªqØf¢ah¡l 
CeS¡­jl ®h¡e Lb¡ h­mz 5 m¡­M l¡¢S quz l¡­a call ®cCz CeS¡­jl Nm¡ öe­a Q¡uz L¡¢S 
l¦ým B¢je­L ¢WL L¢lz öœ²h¡l 26 a¡w q¡æ¡­el ®j¡h¡C­m Lj ®n¡e¡ k¡u h­m ®p No H call 
L¢lz ®h¡XÑ h¡S¡l V¡L¡ Be­a h¢mz l¦ým h­m c£f¡ Bf¤ Bj¡­L ¢e­u k¡ez i¡­m¡ m¡­Ne¡z 
Bjl¡ Q­m B¢pz l¡a 8 V¡u R¡­c k¡Cz f­l q¡æ¡e­L 9 V¡l ¢c­L RAB Police d­lz 1 O¾V¡ fl 
Ef­l H­p Bj¡­L SI e¡¢pl d­lz B¢j l¡a 3 V¡u RAB J Police ®L S¡uN¡ ®cM¡Cz Bjl¡ 
p¡­qh Bm£l L¡­R V¡L¡ ®Q­u¢Rm¡jz ¢c­h h­m ®cu¢ez” 
 

Confessional Statement of Nahid Islam 
 “p¡­qh  Bm£ i­̈al  ¢h¢ôw H X¡­Lz D­cl 2/3 ¢ce B­Nz h­m 1 V¡ ®R­m­L j¡l­a q­hz D-
­cl ¢c­ez B¢j h¢m ®LE (AØfø) f¡­l e¡z 1 mr 20,000/- ¢WL quz L¡­Sl fl¢ce ¢c­hz 
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B­N 2000/- ®cuz 17/10/09 n¡¢Lm X¡L ®cuz 3.15 V¡u CeS¡j ®hs¡uz B¢j, p¤je ®p J 
n¡¢Lm HL p¡­b k¡Cz p¤je Lmj, fÉ¡X Be­a k¡uz a¡­l Y¥L¡C I  Spot Hz eðl ®eC CeS¡­-
jl j¡­ulz l¢n ®hl L¢lz p¤je B­N Bj¡l Nm¡u ®cuz  p¤je HL¢c­L, CeS¡j B­lL¢c­Lz 
Lb¡ hm®a f¡¢l e¡z R¡­sz f­l CeS¡j­L h­m z B¢j 1 ¢c­L, p¤je 1 ¢c­Lz fÐb®j 1 V¡ fÉ¡Q 
a¡lfl 2 Se S¡uN¡ hc¢m L­l Bl 1 V¡ fÉ¡Q ®cCz q¡a ¢c­u   ¢e®od L­l, f­s k¡uz 15/20 
¢jx d­l 2 Se d­l l¡¢Mz ®p a¡lfl R¡s­m Ol Ol në L­lz f­l Bh¡l d¢lz j¡l¡ k¡uz f¡­nl 
l¦­j l¡¢Mz B¢j f¡­u d¢l, p¤je q¡®a d­l I l¦j ®b­L H l¦­j ¢e­u B¢pz Bj¡l M¡l¡f 
m¡N¢Rmz ®R­s ¢c­a h¢mz p¤je h­m R¡s­m Bjl¡ jlhz ma¡f¡a¡ ¢c­u Y¡¢Lz h¡m¤ ¢c­a B¢pz 
n¡¢Lm B­p f­lz Bjl¡ h¡¢m ¢c­a h¢mz B¢j CV ®cCz f­l h¡¢m ®cCz fl¢ce Bh¡l CV 
®cuz B¢j ¢Rm¡j e¡z Bj¡­L  560 V¡L¡ p¤je ®cuz 2,000/-b¡­Lz ®c¡L¡­e ¢N­u Q¡ ¢hú¥V 
(®Rys¡) j¡l¡l ¢cez 2/3 ¢ce fl ®cM¡ quz fQ¡ Nå f¡Cz p¡¢Lm, p¤je J B¢j Hhw ¢LR¤ h¡µQ¡ 
¢j­m h¡¢m ®cCz f¡¢e ®cCz B¢j e¡e¡l h¡p¡u  k¡Cz H­p ö¢e ¢Xj i¡¢S L­l JM¡­e i¡a, Jl¡ 
i¡a M¡­hz B¢j M¡C¢ez H­p ®c¢M n¡¢Lml¡ ¢pN¡­lV M¡u h­m ®j¡­nÑcl¡ a¡­L j¡­lz Ju¡¢l­cl 
®j¡h¡Cm L¡XÑ ­L­ez Bj¡­L Lb¡ hm­a h­mz p¤je h­m 10 m¡Mz a¡l B­N B¢j h¢mz Jl j¡ 
l¡¢S quz BSjf¤l hË¡L j¡­LÑV O¤l¡C V¡L¡ ®cu¡l e¡­jz A­eL j¡e¤oz ®lm m¡C­e h¢pz p¡­qh 
Bm£­L dl­R ®c¢Mz Hlfl p¤jel¡ ¢L Ll­R hm­R S¡¢e e¡z CeS¡­jl j¡¢e hÉ¡N ¢e­u Bj¡­L 
®cuz B¢j ­XÊ­e ®gm£z” 
 
    34. Dr. Md. Bashir Ullah, learned Deputy Attorney General with Mr. Raja Kamrul Islam, 
learned Assistant Attorney General with Mr. Md. Shamim Khan, learned Assistant Attorney 
General with Mr. Al Mamun, learned  Assistant  Attorney General appearing on behalf of the 
State placed before us the FIR, Charge Sheet, the depositions of the witnesses, Post Mortem 
report, seizure list, confessional statement of Sumon and Nahid made under Section 164 of 
the Code, judgment and other relevant materials on record.  
 
    35. Dr. Md. Bashir Ullah, learned Deputy Attorney General submits that the learned Trial 
Court rightly relied upon the above mentioned evidences including confessional statements 
made under Section 164 of the Code of condemned-prisoner Nahid and Sumon, evidences of 
recovery the dead body of deceased Injamul, mobile messages and relevant simcard with 
mobile set and other evidences arrived at a correct decision against the aforesaid condemned-
prisoners and convict-appellant. Learned Deputy Attorney General also referred the cases of 
47 DLR(AD)(1995) Abdul Munem Chowdhury @ Momen vs. State, 17 BLC(2012)176 State 
vs. Ripan Howlader and another, 46 DLR(1994)461 Bimal Das vs. The State, 47DLR(1995) 
542 Baktiar Hossain vs. State, 14BLD(AD)(1994)218 Bimal Das vs. The State, 19 
DLR(1967) 573 Hari Pada Debnath and another vs. The State, 15DLR(1973)41 The State vs. 
Badiuzzaman and another, 23 BLD(AD)(2003) 187 Mona Alias Zillur Rahman vs. The State. 
 
    36. Mr. SM Shahajahan, learned Advocate assists the State. He submits that it appears 
from record that the confessional statements of Nahid and Sumon were duly recorded by 
P.W-11 learned Magistrate Mr. Kazi Abed Hossain. The confessing accuseds did not report 
to the Magistrate about any torture by the Police and no such allegation of torture has been 
recorded by the Magistrate. He further submits that accused Nahid was adult as per law at the 
time of recording the confessional statement and these statements are fully inculpatory in 
nature, as well as voluntary and true. He further submits that with the aid of corroborative 
evidences of P.W-1, P.W-2, P.W-3 and P.W-6 learned Trial Court rightly relied upon the 
confessional Statements of Nahid and Sumon and arrived at a correct aforesaid decision 
against the condemned-prisoners and appellants. 
 
    37. Dr. Saifuddin Mahmud, learned Advocate appearing on behalf of condemned-prisoner 
Shaheb Ali submits that condemned-prisoner Shaheb Ali did not confess his guilt under 
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Section 164 of the Code. He submits that the conviction can be based on co-accused’s 
judicial confession if it is established that it is true and voluntary and is substantiated by other 
evidences, whether direct or circumstantial and materials on record. But in this case he 
submits, P.W-11 Kazi Abed Hossain, learned Magistrate 1st Class did not observe the 
formalities of section 164 and 364 of the Code at the time of recording the confessional 
statements of co-accuseds Sumon and Nahid. He further submits that in this case learned 
Judge of the Trial Court failed to asses the truthfulness of the confessional statement of co-
accuseds and for that reason except this questionable confessional statements of co-acuseds, 
without aid of other direct or circumstantial evidences against condemned-prisoner Shaheb 
Ali, it is unsafe to convict under Section 302 of the Penal Code and thus the impugned 
judgment and order of conviction and sentence is liable to be set aside. He also refered the 
case of 21 DLR(SC)(1969) Md. Ramzan vs. Nasir Hossain and another. 
 
    38. Mr. Md. Hafizur Rahman Khan, learned State Defence Lawyer on behalf of 
condemned-prisoner Ibrahim Hossain Sumon submits firstly, that the so-called confessional 
statement was not properly recorded by learned Magistrate secondly, at the time of 
occurrence P.W-6 Md. Shakil was a boy of 8 years old only, and it is unsafe to believe his 
statement, thirdly, the Investigating Officer P.W-15 Md. Alam Chand did not properly seized 
the so-called call list, fourthly, it appears that Sumon was arrested on 26.10.2007 at 7/8 PM 
but produced before Magistrate on 28.10.2007 at 12.10 PM fifthly, condemned-prisoner-
appellant Sumon retracted his so-called confession on 13.12.2007 just after 45 days. Lastly, 
he submits that the learned Judge of the Trial Court misinterpreted, misread and 
misunderstood the oral evidence as well as so-called confessional statement and documentary 
evidence in the case and erred in convicting and sentencing the condemned-prisoner Sumon 
on such misreading and misapplication of evidence and as such the impugned judgment is 
liable to be set aside in respect of condemned-prisoner Ibrahim Hossain Sumon. 
  
    39. Mr. A.K.M. Fazlul Huq Khan Farid, learned Senior Advocate with Mr. Md. Abu Taher 
Miah,  learned Advocate with Mr. Saifur Rahman Rahi, learned Advocates appearing on 
behalf of condemned-prisoner-appellant Nahid Islam submit firstly, that Nahid was a minor 
boy at the time of occurrence, secondly at the time of recovery the dead body of deceased 
Injamul, he was not present in the place of occurrence, thirdly P.W-6 was a minor boy but 
learned Judge did not examine him that he is capable to give any evidence on dock. Lastly, 
Mr. Farid submits that the learned Magistrate failed to record his so-called confessional 
statement under Section 164 of the Code properly and as such the judgment and order of 
conviction and sentence is liable to be set aside in respect of Nahid. 
 
    40. Now in view of submissions and counter submissions of the learned Deputy Attorney 
General, learned State Defene Lawyer and learned Advocate of the condemned-prisoner-
appellants Nahid and Shaheb Ali as above, let us review the relevant evidences and materials 
on record and scan the attending circumstances of the case to arrive at a correct decision as to 
whether the learned Judge was justified in passing the impugned judgment and order of 
sentence. 
 
    41. It has been established by the evidences of P.W-12 Dr. Md. Saifuddin Ahmed and 
other witnesses that Injamul was murdered as alleged by the prosecution and this is not 
disputed by the defence. The material point which called for determination is whether the 
condemned-prisoners or any of them committed the said murder in furtherance of their 
common intention.  
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    42. This is undeniably a case of gruesome murder of a young boy the unfortunate Injamul. 
It appears that the learned Judge of the Trial Court considering the (a) judicial confession of 
condemned-prisoners Sumon and Nahid made under Section 164 of the Code, (b) P.W-6 Md. 
Shakil’s statement, who is an eye witness of the occurrence (c) statements of P.W-1,2,3 and 
others (d) recovery of the dead body of Injamul which was detected by condemned-prisoner 
Sumon and convict-appellant (now absconding) Md. Hannan, (e) recovery of simcard and 
mobile set from Sumon and Hannan found them guilty as aforesaid. 
 
    43. Firstly, let us see whether learned Judge of the Trial Court considering the facts, 
circumstances and evidences, convicted the condemned-prisoner-appellant Shaheb Ali 
correctly or not.  
 
    44. Admittedly, condemned-prisoner-appellant Shaheb Ali did not confess his guilt. It is 
the established legal principle that the statement under Section 164 of the Code can not be 
used against any other co-accused without any aid of further corroborative evidence and 
circumstances. In this case co-accused Sumon categorically stated in his statement made 
under Section 164 of the Code that “B¢j j¡­m­Ll h¡s£ ¢Nu¡l gÉ¡n­e Q¡L¢l L¢lz A¢gp 
®b­L Bp¡l pju l¡a 8.00 V¡u f¡­nl ­j¡­s ®c¢M p¡­qh Bm£ ¢pN¡­lV M¡­µRz ¢lLp¡ ®R­s 
¢c­u ®qy­V k¡¢µRm¡jz p¡­qh Bm£ a¡­L h­m ®k, D­cl (Af¡WÉ) L­l ®a¡­clz BN¡j£L¡m 
(fl¢ce) ®cM¡ Ll­a h­mz i¥­al h¡s£­az fl¢ce e¡¢qc J n¡¢Lm­L ¢e­u k¡Cz Bjl¡ 
k¡Ju¡l fl p¡­qh Bm£ B­pz n¡¢Lm­L f¡¢W­u ¢c­a h­mz h­m ®k, ®a¡­l Hje V¡L¡ B¢j 
®ch ®k S£h­e ®a¡l Bl Q¡L¢l Ll­a q­h e¡z Bj¡l 1V¡ L¡S L­l ¢c¢hz 1 mr V¡L¡ h­mz 
f­l BlJ 20,000/- V¡L¡ h¡s¡u ¢c­a h­mz Bjl¡ aMe l¡¢S qCz Bjl¡ ¢L L¡S ¢S­‘p 
L¢lzaMe 2000/- V¡L¡ ­M­a ®cuz aMe h­m 1V¡ ®R­m­L ®j­l ®gm­a h­mz ¢S­‘p L¢l 
®L? ®p h­m CeS¡jz ­j­l ®gm¡l p¡­b p¡­b a¥C V¡L¡ f¡¢hz”………“p¡­qh Bm£ D­cl ¢ce 
j¡l­a h­mz”  
Condemned-prisoner Nahid in his statement made under Section 164 of the Code also stated 
that “p¡­qh Bm£ i¥­al ¢h¢ôw H X¡­Lz D­cl 2/3 ¢ce B­Nz h­m 1 V¡ ®R­m­L j¡l­a q­hz 
D­cl ¢c­ez B¢j h¢m ®LE (AÖfø) f¡­le¡z 1 mr 20,000/- ¢WL quz L¡­Sl fl¢ce ¢c­hz 
B­N 2000/- ®cuz”  
 
    45. In this case P.W-1 Md. Mobarrak Akanda the informant of the case stated on dock that 
the kidnappers asked them to go to Azampur. The informant, accused Shaheb Ali and others 
tried to go there. But kidnappers stated to his mother-in-law P.W-2 Sajeda Begum that they 
did not send back Injamul as there are many people with her. The kidnappers also said to her 
that Shaheb Ali is a man of their group. It appears from record that accused Shaheb Ali did 
not deny this statement that it is not a fact that Shaheb Ali is a member of kidnapper’s group. 
 
    46. P.W-2 Sajeda Begum, the mother of deceased Injamul stated on dock that “a¡l¡ 
Bj¡­L  V¡L¡ J Nqe¡ ¢e­u Ešl¡ BSjf¤l hÐ¡L j¡­LÑ­V ®k­a h­m Hhw Eš² ÙÛ¡­e h¡bl¦­jl 
SmR¡­c V¡L¡ J Nqe¡ ®l­M Bp­a h­mz a¡l¡ Bj¡­L L¡­m¡ n¡¢s f­s ®k­a h­m ¢L¿º B¢j 
L¡­m¡ n¡¢s f­s k¡C¢ez B¢j HL¡ V¡L¡ ¢e­u ®k­a p¡qp e¡ ®f­m Bp¡j£ p¡­qh Bm£l hs 
i¡C ®p¢mj­L p¡­b ¢e­u ®k­a Q¡Cz ¢L¿º ®p¢mj Bj¡l p¡­b k¡u¢ez p¡­qh Bm£­L Bj¡l 
p¡­b f¡W¡uz B¢j J p¡­qh Bm£ HL¢V ¢lLp¡u E¢Wz p¡j­eC p¡­qh Bm£l ®jS i¡C a¡­cl 
­c¡L¡­e hp¡ ¢Rmz p¡­qh Bm£ J  a¡l ®jS i¡C flØfl ®Q¡M Cn¡l¡ ¢c­m Eq¡ B¢j ®c­M 
®g¢mz Aafl L­mS ®N­V ¢p, He,¢S i¡s¡ L¢lz B¢j J p¡­qh Bm£ Ešl¡ BSjf¤l fkÑ¿¹ 
®N­m p¡­qh Bm£ Bj¡­L S¡e¡u j¡­LÑ­V L¢ba ÙÛ¡­e ®p k¡­h e¡z B¢j e¡ k¡h¡l L¡lZ ¢S‘¡p¡ 
Ll­m ®p S¡e¡u ®k, JM¡­e ®N­m AfqlZL¡l£l¡ a¡­L ¢Q­e ®gm­hz B¢j aMe p¡­qh Bm£­L 
h¢m ®k, ®a¡j¡­L a¡l¡ ¢Qe­m a¥¢jJ a¡­cl ®Qez B¢j V¡L¡ ¢chz a¥¢j CeS¡j¤m­L ®glv Bez 
B¢j ®L¡e¢ce L¡­l¡ L¡­R j¤M M¤m­h¡ e¡z a¡lfl p¡­qh Bm£ l¡S£ qu Hhw hÐÉ¡L j¡­LÑ­V k¡Cz 
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aMe HL¢V ®g¡e L­l AfqlZL¡l£l¡ h­m ®k, Ha ­m¡L  H­e­Re ®Le? Bfe¡l V¡L¡ ¢eh e¡z 
Bfe¡l ®R­ml p¡VÑ fÉ¡¾V f¡¢W­u ­chz Bfe¡l ®R­ml nl£­ll ®L¡e fnjJ ®cM­a f¡­he e¡z 
B¢j aMe V¡L¡ ®glv ¢e­u h¡p¡u Q­m B¢pz B¢j aMe V¡L¡l hÉ¡N ¢e­u p¡­qh Bm£­cl 
h¡p¡u Y¤¢Lz ®pM¡­e a¡l HL¢V O­l Y¤­L B¢j p¡­qh Bm£­L Ae¤­l¡d L¢l V¡L¡l hÉ¡N¢V l¡M­a 
Hhw Bj¡l ®R­m­L ®glv ¢c­az ¢L¿º p¡­qh Bm£ V¡L¡l hÉ¡N l¡­M¢ez B¢j V¡L¡l hÉ¡N ¢e­u 
h¡p¡u Q­m B¢pz fl¢ce AfqlZL¡l£l¡ Bj¡l ®j¡h¡C­m ¢jp Lm ®cuz B¢j a¡­cl Lm ¢c­m 
a¡l¡ ¢e­Sl¡ h­m ®k, p¡­qh Bm£ V¡L¡l hÉ¡N ®Le l¡­M¢e Hhw a¡­cl ®Le V¡L¡ ®cu¢ez” 
 
    47. She stated that after coming back from Azampur, Police arrested Shaheb Ali. She 
further stated that, “Bp¡j£l¡ ®NËga¡l qh¡l f§­hÑ Bj¡­L ®g¡­e h­m ®k, “Bf¢e M¤h Q¡m¡L 
q­u ®N­Rez Bf¢e Bj¡­cl ®m¡L d¢l­u ¢c­u­Rez a¡­cl ®m¡L ®L S¡e­a Q¡C­m a¡l¡ S¡e¡u 
®k, p¡­qh Bm£ a¡­cl hsi¡Cz” Condemned-prisoner Shaheb Ali did not deny this specific 
statement of P.W-2 Sajeda Begum also.  
 
    48. P.W-3 Shoheli Akhter Dipa, elder sister of deceased Injamul corroborated the 
statements of P.W-1 and P.W-2. She stated that “AfqlZL¡l£l¡ BÇj¤l L¡­R Bh¡l V¡L¡ Q¡uz 
Bj¡l BÇj¤­L Ešl¡ BSjf¤l hÊÉ¡L j¡­LÑ­V ®k­a h­m z Bj¡l BÇj¤  Bp¡j£ p¡­qh Bm£­L 
¢e­u Eš² Øq¡­el ¢c­L lJe¡ L­lz p¡­qh Bm£ A­dÑL l¡Øa¡u ¢N­u h­m ®k, ®p Bl k¡­h e¡z 
®Lee¡ AfqlZL¡l£l¡ a¡­L ¢Q­e ®gm­hz BÇj¤ h­m ®k, Bj¡l p¡­b ®N­m ®a¡j¡l Ap¤¢hd¡ q-
­h e¡z Bj¡l BÇj¤ BSjf¤­l Eš² Øq¡­e ®f±yR¡l f§­hÑC a¡l ®j¡h¡C­m ®g¡e B­p ®k, I¢ce 
a¡l¡ V¡L¡ ¢e­he¡z AeÉ¢ce ¢e­hz Hlfl Bj¡l j¡ h¡p¡u Q­m B­pz Hl flflC BÇj¤l 
®j¡h¡C­m Bh¡l ®g¡e B­p I ®g¡e¢V B¢j ¢l¢pi L¢lz AfqlZL¡l£l¡ h­m ®k BÇj¤ L¡S¢V 
i¡­m¡ L­l¢ez L¡lZ a¡­cl hs i¡C­L d­l­Rz B¢j ¢S‘¡p¡ L­l¢R a¡­cl hs i¡C ®L, a¡l¡ 
h­m ®k a¡­cl hs i¡C p¡­qh Bm£z” 
 
    49. In cross examination Shaheb Ali did not deny her aforesaid statement specifically. 
Thus she corroborated the evidences of P.W-1 and P.W-2. 
 
    50. In the case of Babar Ali Mollah vs. State, reported in 44 DLR (AD) 10 it was held 
that a confession made by co-accused in a joint trial for the same offence affecting himself 
and others may be taken into consideration and the confession of such an accused may lend 
assurance to other evidence. 
 
    51. In the case of Lutfun Nahar Begum vs. State reported in 27 DLR(AD)29 it was held 
that confession of an accused can not be treated as substantive evidence against another 
accused but it can only be used to lend assurance to other evidence. 
 
    52. It appears from the above confessional statements and the statement of P.W- 15 Md. 
Alam Chand, the Investigating Officer that P.W-1, P.W-2 and P.W-3 have corroborated each 
other regarding the act of Shaheb Ali at the time of occurrence. There is no reason to 
disbelieve their statements.  
  
    53. We find that the learned Judge of the Trial Court with the aid of facts and 
circumstancial evidences from record particularly the corroborated statements of P.W-1, 
P.W-2 and P.W-3 rightly relied upon the confessional statements of above mentioned co-
accuseds Nahid and Sumon that condemned-prisoner-appellant Shaheb Ali was the 
mastermind and he indirectly participated in commission of murder of Injamul which was 
pre-planed and very much clear. 
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    54. Considering the facts, circumstances and evidences on record, we find that the 
prosecution has been able to prove the charge against the condemned-prisoner-appellant 
Shaheb Ali beyond all reasonable doubt. 
  
    55. Now let us see whether the Judge of the Trial Court convicted Ibrahim Hossain Sumon 
correctly or not. 
 
    56. It appears that condemned-prisoner Ibrahim Hossain Sumon made a confessional 
statement under Section 164 of the Code and P.W- 11 Kazi Abed Hossen, learned Magistrate 
recorded that statement. It further appears that this confessional statement is an in-culpatory 
statement. It is now well settled that judicial confession if it is found to be true and voluntary 
can form the sole basis of conviction as against the maker of the same.  
 
    57. In this case P.W-6 Md. Shakil is the star witness of the prosecution case, though he was 
a boy of about 8 years old at the time of occurrence. He categorically and specially stated 
how and when deceased Injamul was killed by Sumon and Nahid. After 4 years he 
specifically narrated the occurrence on dock. He stated that “O®ll HL¢V ¢RcÊ ¢c®u B¢j 
a¡¢L®u ®cM¢Rm¡jz p¤je CeS¡j¤®ml j¡®ul ®j¡h¡Cm eðl ¢S®‘p Ll¢Rm J p¤je Eš² eðl¢V 
L¡N­S ¢mM®Rz p¤je fËb­j e¡¢q®cl Nm¡u l¢n ¢c®u h®m ®Lje m¡®N? a¡lfl p¤j®el  Nm¡u 
l¢n ®cu e¡¢qc Hhw ¢S‘¡p¡ L®l ®Lje m¡®N? a¡lfl p¤je J e¡¢qc ¢j®m CeS¡j¤­ml Nm¡u 
l¢n ®cuz CeS¡j¤m Nm¡u hÉ¡b¡ m¡N­R h®m ®R®s ¢c®a h®mz ¢L¿º p¤je J e¡¢qc BlJ ®S¡®l 
V¡e ®cuz aMe CeS¡j¤m j¡¢V®a f®s k¡uz p¤je J e¡¢qc aMe CeS¡j¤m®L q¡a d®l ®V®e 
¢qR®s AeÉ O®l ¢e®u k¡uz CeS¡j¤m aMe ®L¡e Lb¡ hm®a f¡®l¢ez CeS¡j¤m®L j¡¢V®a öC®u 
¢c®u fËb®j h¡m¤ Jf­l CV ®cuz B¢j aMeJ ¢LR¤ h¤T®a f¡¢l¢ez aMe fË¡u l¡a q®u k¡¢µRmz 
B¢j Ju¡m ®h®u k¡h¡l pju në ®f®u p¤je B®pz p¤je Bj¡®L h®m ®k, Bjl¡ k¡ k¡ L®l¢R a¡ 
a¤C ®cM¢Rpz a¥C L¡E®L hm®m CeS¡jj¤­ml j®a¡ ®a¡®LJ ®j®l ®gm®h¡z B¢j h®m¢R ®k, 
B¢j L¡E®L hm®h¡e¡z Jl¡ Bj¡®L h¢p®u l¡®Mz l¡a A®eL q®m B¢j h¡s£ Q®m k¡Cz Eš² 
OVe¡ i®u B¢j L¡E®L h¢m¢ez p¤je J e¡¢qc dl¡ fs¡l fl Eš² OVe¡ B¢j ®c®M¢R hm®m 
f¤¢mn Bj¡®L ¢e®u b¡e¡u k¡u J f®l ®L¡®VÑ A¡®ez B¢j  jÉ¡¢S®ø®ÊVl L¡®R ph OVe¡ h®m¢Rz 
p¤je J e¡¢qc AcÉ X®L cy¡s¡®e¡ B®Rz” 
 
     58. But none of the accuseds including Sumon and Nahid challenged the narration of the 
occurrence as above by P.W-6 Shakil. They did not attract P.W-15 Md. Alam Chand, the 
Investigating Officer that P.W-6 Md. Shakil did not disclose above narration of occurrence 
before him under Section 161 of the Code. 
 
    59. Furthermore, it appears that in presence of condemned-prisoner Sumon Police/RAB 
recovered the dead body of Injamul and P.W-5 Md. Rial, P.W-9 Md. Nashir Uddin Molla, 
P.W-13 Md. Nasir Uddin, P.W-14 Alamin and P.W-15 Md. Alam Chand specifically stated 
that in their presence Police and RAB recovered the dead body of deceased Injamul from the 
place of occurrence and condemned-prisoner Sumon was present there and he detected the 
place of occurrence and dead body of Injamul. 
 
    60. It is true that learned Magistrate P.W-11 Kazi Abed Hossen did not record the 
confessional statement under Section 164 of the Code of condemned-prisoner Sumon 
properly. He did not alert him that he would not be remanded to Police custody if he failed to 
confess or he did not fill up the relevant columns properly. Furthermore he did not make any 
certificate in column 8 of the confessional statement but we think this type of omission 
cannot be considered as fatal defect in this particular case when P.W-6 Md.Shakil the only 
eye witness of the case categorically narrated the occurrence and this statement was not 
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challenged by defence. Moreover, P.W-6’s statement corroborated the statements of P.W-5, 
9, 13, 14 and 15 who stated that in their presence condemned-prisoner Sumon detected the 
dead body of deceased Injamul from place of occurrence. 
 
    61. Considering the facts, evidences and circumstances of the case in this regard, we are of 
the view that the prosecution has been able to prove the charge against condemned-prisoner 
Ibrahim Hossain Sumon beyond all reasonable doubt.  
 
 62. Now let us discuss about Nahid Islam’s sentence. 
 It appears from record that Nahid Islam confessed his guilt and made a confessional 
statement under Section 164 of the Code before learned 1st Class Magistrate P.W-11 Md. 
Abed Hossen. It appears that learned Magistrate P.W-11 Kazi Abed Hossen did not record 
this statement properly. He did not comply the mandatory provision of law though this type 
of omission can not be considered as fatal defect in this particular case when P.W-6 the 12 
years old eye witness categorically and specifically narrated the occurrence that Sumon and 
Nahid actively participated to kill deceased Injamul. Defence did not deny or challenge this 
narration. Furthermore, P.W-5, 9, 13, 14 and 15 stated that they were present at the time of 
recovery the dead body of Injamul in presence of accused Sumon, Police and RAB. So, we 
can safely presume that the condemned-prisoner-appellant Nahid Islam actively participated 
in the killing of deceased injamul. 
 
    63. Mr. A.K.M. Fazlul Huq Khan Farid, learned Advocate with Mr. Md. Abu Taher Miah, 
learned Advocate with Mr. Saifur Rahman Rahi, learned Advocate appearing on behalf of 
condemned-prisoner-appellant Nahid Islam submit that the trial was illegal because the 
convict petitioner was below the age of 16 years at the time of his trial which was held with 
other adult persons, which is barred under Section 6(1) of the Children Act, 1974 and Mr. 
Farid submits that the condemned-prisoner-appellant Nahid should have tried as a Juvenile 
offender under Section 6 of the Childrens Act, 1974.  
 
    64. Section 6(1) and 6(2) of the said Act reads as follows:- 

6. (1) “Notwithstanding anything contained in section 239 of the Code or any other 
law for the time being in force, no child shall be charged with, or tried for, any 
offence together with an adult..” 
6. (2) “If a child is accused of an offence for which under section 239 of the Code or 
any other law for the time being in force such child but for the provisions of sub-
section (1) could have been tried together with an adult, the Court taking cognizance 
of the offence shall direct separate trials of the child and the adult.” 

 
    65. Child has been defined in section 2(f) of that Act which reads as follows: 

2(f) “child” means a person under the age of sixteen years, and when used with 
reference to a child sent to a certified institute or approved home or committed by a 
Court to the custody of a relative or other fit person means that child during the whole 
period of his detention notwithstanding that he may have attained the age of sixteen 
years during that period.” 

 
    66. But it appears from record that Nahid was arrested on 28.10.2007 and the learned 
Magistrate sent him to Tongi Kishore Sanshodhan Centre on 13.12.2007. It further appears 
from order No. 11 dated 05.01.2010 of Trial Court that, “Bp¡j£ e¡¢qc Hl f®r ¢L®n¡l 
Eæue ®L¾cÐ VwN£ N¡S£f¤l qC®a pÈ¡lL ew 892 a¡w 17/12/09 Cw p¡­m S¡e¡e ®k, HC 
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Bp¡j£®L ¢L®n¡l Eæue ®L®¾cÐ l¡M¡ Ap¤¢hd¡ q®µRz a¡C N¡S£f¤l L¡l¡N¡®l ®fËl®Zl SeÉ B-
®hce L¢lu¡®Rz ®c¢Mm¡jz fË¡bÑe¡ j”¤lz Bp¡j£ e¡¢qc®L N¡S£f¤l L¡l¡N¡®l A¿¹ha£ÑL¡m£e 

q¡Sa£ Q¡m¡e pq ®fËlZ Ll¡ ®q¡Lz” 
 

    67. Learned Judge of the Trial Court framed charge against Nahid Islam, Ibrahim Hossain 
Sumon, Shaheb Ali and Hannan under Sections 302/201/109/34 of the Penal Code on 
05.01.2010. 
 
    68. The relevant law was amended later on by adding sub-section (1) with Section 6 and it 
was enacted that if at the time of trial, the offender is not below the age of 16 years at the 
time framing charge for trial can be held together with adult and no separate trial is 
necessary. 
 
    69. Section 4 of the “¢nö BCe, 2013” reads as follows:- 
“4z ¢hcÉj¡e AeÉ ®L¡e BC­e ¢iæa¡ k¡q¡ ¢LR¤C b¡L¥L e¡ ®Le, HC BC­el  E­ŸnÉ f§lZ 

L­Òf, Ae§dÑ 18(BW¡­l¡) hvpl hup fkÑ¿¹ pLm hÉ¢š² ¢nö ¢q­p­h NZÉ qC­hz” 
 

    70. It appears from order No. 11 dated 05.01.2010 of the Trial Court that on 05.01.2010 
charge was framed and at that time condemned-prisoner Nahid was admittedly a boy of 
below 18 years. But “¢nö BCe, 2013” came into force from 21 August, 2013. 
 
    71. In this case it appears that at the time of framing charge Nahid was not below the age 
of 16 years. We find that in view of the aforesaid legal provision, the Judge of the Trial Court 
has not committed any illegality and as such we do not find that the judgment and order of 
the Trial Court invites our interference as it does not suffer from any legal infirmity, upon 
this point. 
 
    72. Now let us discuss the “¢nö BCe, 2013”. It appears that “¢nö BCe, 2013” came into 
force from 21 August, 2013 and this judgment was pronounced on 28.08.2014 after the 
pronouncement of “¢nö BCe, 2013”.  
 
    73. Section 100 of the “¢nö BCe, 2013” reads as follows:_ 

100z (1) HC BCe L¡kÑLl qCh¡l p­‰ p­‰ Children Act, 1974 (Act No. XXXIX of 
1974), Aaxfl Eš² Act h¢mu¡ E¢õ¢Ma, l¢qa qC­hz 

(2) Ef-d¡l¡ (1) Hl Ad£e l¢qa qJu¡ p­šÆJ Eš²  Act Hl Ad£e- 
(L) L«a L¡S-LjÑ h¡ Nªq£a hÉhÙÛ¡ HC BC­el Ad£e L«a h¡ Nªq£a qCu¡­R h¢mu¡ NZÉ 
qC­h; 
(M) HC BCe L¡kÑLl qCh¡l a¡¢l­M A¢eØfæ L¡kÑ¡¢c, kac¤l pñh, HC BC­el 
¢hd¡e Ae¤p¡­l ¢eÖfæ L¢l­a qC­h;  
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    74. The case in our hand, the impugned judgment and order of conviction and sentence 
was pronounced on 28.08.2014, that is after the pronouncement of “¢nö BCe, 2013”. So, 
Section 100(2) (Kha) of “¢nö BCe, 2013” is applicable in this case. According to the 
100(2)(kha) of “¢nö BCe, 2013”  this case is deemed to be a “A¢eÖfæ L¡kÑ¡¢c” and “kacl 

pñh HC BC­el ¢hd¡e Ae¤p¡­l ¢eÖfæ L¢l­a qC­h;” means at the time of pronouncement 
of judgment the Trial Court must have followed this direction of law.  
 
    75. There is no doubt that the condemned-prisoner–appellant Nahid has committed a 
heinous offence and the prosecution has been able to prove this beyond reasonable doubt. But 
section 52 of the Children Act, 1974 read with Section 51 provides that upon conviction, a 
child offender cannot be sentenced to death, imprisonment for life or imprisonment and may 
only be committed to a certified institute for detention for a period not less than 02(two) and 
not more than 10(ten) years. 
  
    76. No matter how heinous the offence, a child offender can not be sentenced to death or 
imprisonment for life (section 51). Even upon conviction of offences carrying the death 
penalty or imprisonment for life, the sentence that may be awarded is detention in a certified 
institute for a period between two and ten years [section 52]. S/he may only be sentenced to 
imprisonment in exceptional cases to a maximum period of ten years [first and second 
provisos to Section 51] 
 
    77. On the otherhand section 34 of “¢nö BCe, 2013” reads as follows:- 

34z (1) ®L¡e ¢nö jªa¥Écä h¡ k¡h‹£he L¡l¡c­ä cäe£u ®L¡e Afl¡­d ®c¡o£ fÐj¡¢Za 
qC­m ¢nö-Bc¡ma a¡q¡­L Ae§dÄÑ 10(cn) hvpl Hhw Ae§eÉ 3(¢ae) hvpl ®ju¡­c 
BVL¡­cn fÐc¡e L¢lu¡ ¢nö Eæue ®L­¾cÐ BVL l¡¢Mh¡l SeÉ B­cn fÐc¡e L¢l­a 
f¡¢l­he:  

       
     78. So, considering the above discussion we have decided that Section 100(2)(kha) of ¢nö 

BCe, 2013 is applicable upon condmned-prisoner Nahid Islam. 
 
     79. Let us discuss about Md. Hannan’s sentence 
 Admittedly, Md. Hannan did not confess his guilt. It appears from record that he filed an 
Appeal and after being enlarged on bail for a limited period, he absconded and did not turn up 
to press the appeal. We have decided to dispose of his appeal as well as on merit for ends of 
justice. It appears that P.W-1, P.W-2, P.W-4 and P.W-5 stated that on 26.10.2007 Police 
arrested appellant Hannan and Sumon.  P.W-7, P.W-8, P.W-10, P.W-13 and P.W-15 in a 
voice stated that Police and RAB jointly arrested Hannan and Sumon and recovered a mobile 
phone and simcard and they confirmed that they used this mobile set and simcard and 
demanded ransom from deceased Injamul’s mother. It further appears that Hannan and 
Sumon identified the place of occurrence and in presence of the Magistrate, Police/RAB 
recovered the dead body of Injamul. P.W-13 also identified the mobile set and simcard and 
accused Sumon and Hannan on dock. So, considering the aforesaid facts, evidences and 
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circumstances of the case we are of the view that the prosecution has been able to prove the 
charge against absconded-appellant Hannan beyond all reasonable doubt.  
 

    80. Considering the facts and circumstances of the case stated above it appears that 
prosecution has been able to prove the case. But it appears that there is no eye witness that 
Md. Shaheb Ali killed deceased Injamul. He did not confess his guilt. On the otherhand we 
have given our anxious thought to the age of the condemned-prisoner Ibrahim Hossain 
Sumon was 20 years old at the time of occurrence. In the light of the discussion regarding 
sentence, we are of the view that, in the facts and circumstances of the case, justice will be 
sufficiently met if the sentence of death is commuted to one of imprisonment for life. 
Accordingly, the sentence of condemned-prisoners (1) Md. Shaheb Ali and (2) Ibrahim 
Hossain Sumon are modified to imprisonment for life. 
 

    81. On the premises of discussion made above and reasons canvased, the orders are as 
follows:- 

The Death Reference No. 60 of 2014 is rejected. The death sentence in respect of (1) Md. 
Shaheb Ali and (2) Ibrahim Hossain Sumon are commuted to imprisonment for life and to 
pay a fine of Tk. 20,000/-(twenty thousand) in default to suffer rigorous imprisonment for 
03(three) months more. The Criminal Appeal No. 5640 of 2014, Jail Appeal No. 134 of 2014 
and Jail Appeal No. 137 of 2014 are dismissed with modification of sentence. Criminal 
Appeal No. 5628 of 2014 and Jail Appeal No. 136 of 2014 are dismissed with modification 
of the death sentence and conviction reducing to 10 years as per section 100(2)(M) of the ¢nö 

BCe, 2013 to the period he has already served out. 
 

    82. Condemned-prisoner-appellant Nahid Islam be set at liberty at once if he is not wanted 
in connection with any other case. 
 

    83. Criminal Appeal No. 6082 of 2014 is dismissed. Convict appellant Md. Hannan is 
directed to surrender before the Trial Court within 30 days from the date of the receipt of this 
judgment by the Trial Court in order to serve out the remaining period of his sentence, failing 
which the Trial Court will issue warrant of arrest against him.  
  
    84. Let this order of rejection of the Reference be communicated to the Jail Authority for 
information and compliance.  
 

    85. Send down the lower Court record with a copy of this judgment at once for necessary 
action in accordance with law.   


