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JUDGMENT:

1. The genesis of this case had its roots with the lodging of First Information

Report (in short as F.I.R) wherein the informant has alleged that on 28/09/13

at about 9:30 p.m. while the informant was about to go to bed and at that

time the accused person DIPEN CHETIA had entered into the premises of his

house in order to commit theft. When the informant came out the accused

person came in front of him and the accused person had attacked him with

the DAO on his head. The accused person fled away. The injured was taken to

the hospital and thereby he had his treatment. The accused person had also

committed theft of one goat. The informant had lodged the FIR. The criminal

law was set in motion with the lodging of the FIR.
2. In this case the O/C  TINSUKIA PS registered TINSUKIA PS case No 726/13

U/sec 447/326/379 of IPC and the case was entrusted to A.S.I. UTTAM DAS for

pre  investigation  and  finally  after  completion  of  investigation  the  charge-

sheet  was submitted by S.I.  BHASKAR KALITA against  the accused person

U/sec 447/323 of IPC.
3. In this case the accused person was allowed to go on bail during the stage of

investigation by my learned predecessor. The accused appeared before the

court he was allowed to go remain on previous bail. He was furnished with all

the documents which were relied upon by prosecution u/sec 207 of Crpc& the

charge U/sec 447/323/379 of IPC was read over and explained to the accused

person  by  my  learned  predecessor  to  which  he  pleaded  not  guilty  and

claimed to be tried.
4. In this case the prosecution has adduced as many as 7 PW’S to prove the

case. In this case the statement of the accused person is hereby recorded

and his plea is of total denial. The defence does not want to adduce any DW’s

from their side.
5. I have heard arguments of the learned defence counsel and the learned Addl.

P.P. I have perused the evidence on record and scrutinized the evidence on

record.
6. After hearing both sides the following are determined point of determination.

POINT OF DETERMINATION
POINT FOR DETERMINATION NO.1:
Whether  the  accused person had  committed criminal  trespass by
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entering into the property of the informant at 9:30 p.m. on 28/09/13

and with intent to insult, annoys & thereby committed an offence

punishable u/s 447 of the Indian Penal Code?
POINT FOR DETERMINATION NO.2:
Whether  the  accused  person  had  voluntarily  caused  hurt  to  the

complainant/informant  at  the  same  time  &  place  &  thereby

committed an offence punishable u/s 323 of the Indian Penal Code?
POINT OF DETERMINATION No.3:
Whether the  accused person had committed theft  of  goat  at  the

same time and place and it was without the consent of the informant

and thereby committed an offence u/s 379 of IPC?
Discussion, Decision and Reasons there on:

For the sake of convenience all the points are clubbed together 

7. PW-1 NABIN PHUKAN in his evidence has deposed that on 28/09/13 at about

9: 00 pm in the night when he was on his way towards the wash room a cow

had made a neigh (hemabelisile in Assamese) and he shouted “who is there.”

At that time the accused DIPEN CHETIA had assaulted/cut the head and left

ear of him with a dao. He had undergone five stiches on his head and on the

upper part he had two stiches on his ear. The accused had threatened him

that if he will lodge the case the accused will kill him and he fled away. While

the informant was injured and in such a situation he informed the mother of

the accused about the incident. He left the house of the accused and went to

the doctor and at that time he called his son as he was at PANITOLA at that

time. He came with his son in a vehicle to the PANITOLA outpost and thereby

the police took him to the TINSUKIA CIVIL HOSPITAL and he was admitted

there.  On  the  next  day  he  lodged  the  FIR  and  the  police  recorded  his

statement. He was admitted in civil hospital for three days. The accused had

committed theft of KESSACHAPAT in the year 2012 and at that time he took

bail for him. In the year 2013 the accused had committed theft of the goat

which  belongs  to  the  informant  and  on  the  assurance  of  the  public  the

informant  didn’t  lodge  the  case  and  now  once  again  the  accused  had

committed theft. EXT 1 IS THE FIR, EXT 1(1) IS HIS SIGNATURE.
8. During his cross examination he stated that he used to reside alone at his

house since couple of years. The sons of the informant live a life of vagabond.

The informant’s son to whom he called used to reside three miles away from

his  house  at  PANITOLA.  The  houses  of  LACHIT  BARUAH,  RUDRA BARUAH,
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TUKUL BARUAH are about 1 ½ furlong away from his house but they didn’t

came at  the  time  of  occurrence.  But  when he  went  to  the  house  of  the

accused persons some of them came. There is electricity at his home and he

is having good eye sight. The suggestions and contradictions put forward by

the learned defence counsel are of total denial.
9. PW-2 BIJAY PHUKAN in his evidence has deposed that he can recognize the

accused person. While he was on his way towards his home at PANITOLA he

got a call from BANIT KAKATY that the accused had cut/ assaulted his father

and his  father  was  required  to  be  taken  to  the  hospital.  He  immediately

reached home with a vehicle and he took his father to the police station and

thereby with the help of two SIPAHI his father was taken to the civil hospital.

When he asked his father it was informed to him that while his father was

going to sleep he heard some noise and opened the door and his father went

out and thereby the accused had cut his father. His father had undergone five

stiches on his head and two on his left ear.  On the next day the FIR was

written by the gaonburah and he took the signature of  his father and he

submitted the FIR in the police station.  He informed the police about the

occurrence. 
10.During his  cross  examination  he stated  that  he came to  know about  the

occurrence from his father. At the time of occurrence he was at his home at

PANITOLA. The suggestion put forward is of total denial. 
11.PW-3 PULEN SAIKIA in his evidence has deposed that he knows the informant

and the accused person. It was about 8:00 am. he heard that  the informant

and the accused had a quarrel and the informant had sustained injuries. He

heard  about  the  incident  from  few  women.  He  couldn’t  remember  their

names. He didn’t know the reason behind the quarrel. 
12.During his cross examination he stated that he had not heard any hue and

cry at  the time of  incident  though his  house is  near  to  the house of  the

accused. He didn’t see the incident.
13.PW-4 BANIT KAKOTY in his evidence has deposed that he knows the informant

and the accused person. The incident took place on 28/09/13 at about 8:30

p.m. He was at his house at that time. He heard the informant shouting by his

name for his help. He went out and saw that blood was oozing out from the

head of the informant. When he enquired about it from the informant it was

told to him that the accused had hit him. He took the informant to the police
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station and the police took him to the hospital. 
14.During  his  cross  examination  he  stated  that  he  didn’t  saw  the  accused

beating  the  informant.  He  came  to  know  about  the  incident  when  the

informant told him about the incident. His house is located at a distance of

three hundred meters from the house of the informant. 
15.PW-5 SMTI NIRU PHUKAN in her evidence has deposed that she knows the

informant who is her father in law and the accused is known to her as the

accused resides nearby. It was on 28/09/13 the accused had assaulted her

father in law at about 9:00 p.m. with a dao for which her father in law had

sustained injuries in his head & near the ear. She was not present with her

father in law and she was at DINJAN along with her husband. It was her father

in law who had informed him over phone about the incident. They came to his

house but in the meantime her father in law was taken to the Thana and then

to the hospital by BIJAY PHUKAN. On the next day they visited the house of

their father in law and it was stated by her father in law that at the time of

incident he was sleeping and he heard the sound of  a cow and he came

outside and then the accused i.e. the accused assaulted him with a dao. Later

on, the police recorded her statement. 
16.During her cross examination she stated that she didn’t saw the incident. She

didn’t  saw the  accused assaulting  her  father  in  law.  The  suggestions  put

forward are of total denial.
17.PW-6  Dr.  NIRUDH  KUMAR  BORAH  in  his  evidence  has  deposed  that  on

28/09/13 he was working as senior medical and health officer in the TINSUKIA

civil  hospital  and on that  day  a person was brought  for  examination  and

treatment escorted by HOME GUARD BULBUL GOGOI & Home Guard: INDRA

GOHAIN. The name of the person was NABIN PHUKAN, MALE, AGE: 86 YEARS

S/O: LATE DINA RAM PHUKAN. On examination he found lacerated wound over

the left temporal parietal region of the scalp with 3.5 cm in length, parallel to

the mid line was found. In his opinion the injury is caused by a blunt object,

simple in nature and the age of injury is less than 6 hours. EXT 2 IS THE

MEDICAL REPORT & EXT 2(1) IS HIS SIGNATURE.
18.During his cross examination he stated that the injuries found may be caused

by dashing any blunt object.
19.PW-7 ASI UTTAM DAS in his evidence has deposed that on 29/09/13 he was at

the PANITOLA outpost and on that one NOBIN PHUKAN lodged an FIR at 7:30

p.m. that on 28/09/13 at about 9:30 p.m. one local resident DIPAN CHETIA
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S/O:  MILON CHETIA  had  entered  into  the  boundary  of  his  house  with  an

attempt to commit  theft  and thereafter  the informant  after  hearing some

noise came out of the house and both of them faced each other. The accused

DIPAN was having a dao in his hand and thereafter he had cut on the head of

the informant NOBIN POHUKAN. Thereafter the informant feel down and had

sustained injuries and the accused fled away. The injured came to the police

station and on the same day he was taken to the TINSUKIA civil hospital. After

receiving the information the I/C had entered the GD entry no. 545 dated

28/09/13 and on the basis of it he was send to the medical. On the next day

the informant lodged the FIR. A new GD entry was made i.e. GD entry no: 560

dated 29/09/13 and the I/C entrusted him for pre investigation. The FIR was

sent  to  the  O/C  Tinsukia  P.S.  to  register  it.  The  FIR  was  signed  by  the

complainant but he didn’t come to the police station as he was admitted in

the hospital. It was the son of the informant who came to the police station to

submit  the  FIR.  He recorded the  statement of  the  informant’s  son  at  the

police station. Thereafter, he recorded the statement of the informant at the

civil  hospital as he was able to talk. On 30/09/13 he went to the place of

occurrence but on the day of incident he couldn’t visit the place of occurrence

as it was night. The case was registered on 30/09/13 as TINSUKIA P.S. case

no: 726/13 u/sec 447/326/379 of IPC. He was once again entrusted by the

O/C. He recorded the statements of the witnesses, prepared the sketch map.

EXT 3 IS THE SKECTH MAP, EXT 3(1) IS HIS SIGNATURE. He went to the house

of the accused person but he couldn’t find him there. The accused person

was allowed to go on pre arrest bail by the Hon’ble Sessions Court, Tinsukia.

On 23/11/13 he came to the police station. He recorded the statement of the

accused person. The accused was allowed to go on bail as per the order of

Hon’ble  sessions  court,  Tinsukia.  During  the  course  of  investigation  he

collected the medical report from TINSUKIA CIVIL HOSPITAL. After completion

of the pre investigation he handed over the case diary to the I/C PANITOLA

OUTPOST and S.I. BHASKAR DUTTA submitted charge sheet in this case u/sec

447/323 of IPC. EXT 4 is the charge sheet, EXT 4(1) is the signature of S.I.

BHASKAR DUTTA and he can recognize his signature. 
20.During  his  cross  examination  he  stated  that  he  went  to  the  place  of

occurrence on 30/09/13. The house of PULEN SAIKIA is situated about 200
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meters from the place of occurrence. He didn’t seize any instrument i.e. dao

in connection with this case. There was no commission of theft at the house

of the informant. The suggestion put forward by the learned defence counsel

is of total denial. 

I  have  heard  the  arguments  of  the  learned  Addl.PP  &  the  learned

defence counsel.

21. From the  perusal  of  the  evidence  of  the  PW’S  it  appears  that  the

offences which has been levelled against the accused are u/sec 447/323/379

of IPC. 
22. In this case, I would like to point it out that in order to bring out a case

u/sec 447 of IPC the following ingredients are necessary to be fulfilled :

(a)The accused must have entered into or upon the property in the

possession of the informant/ another.

(b)The accused must  have  remained there  unlawfully  in  order  to

commit an offence or to intimidate or insult or annoy any person

in the possession of the property.

23.On close perusal of the evidence of PW’S it appears that the only sole eye

witness of this case is PW1 who is the star witness of this case. However, the

evidence of other PW’S cannot be denied at all. In this case, it has become

quite  clear  that  the  role  of  the  accused  person  cannot  be  denied  at  all.

However, when the incident took place it was night time and it has become

clear from the evidence of PW1 that the accused person had entered into the

property of the informant and thereby had assaulted the informant. It also

appears  from the  evidence  of  PW1 that  the  entire  evidence  of  PW1 was

unshakable and during the cross examination of PW1 the defence side was

unable to role the ball in its favour. Now, on close perusal of the evidence of

other PW’S it appears that the other PW’S didn’t saw the incident. But the

evidence of other PW’S cannot be thrown away because it has come to light

that the evidence of PW1 had its corroboration with the evidence of other

PW’S. 
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24.It is also apparent that in order to attract the provisions of section 447 of IPC

it is quite clear that the accused person must have remained in the property

and thereby after unlawfully remaining there in order to commit the offence

and the area which he was standing was the residential area of the informant.

25.Now, let me move ahead with another important issue which appears in this

case. 

26.The accused has been alleged for an offence u/sec 323 of IPC. Now, in this

case  it  appears  from the  evidence  of  PW1 that  the  accused  person  had

assaulted/cut the informant with a dao on his head and left ear. On the other

hand,  the  evidence  of  PW1  had  remained  untouched  during  the  cross

examination  of  PW1.  It  also  appears  from the  evidence  of  PW1  that  the

contradictions & suggestions which has come to light from the evidence of

PW1 couldn’t be proved in this case nor the contradictions which was brought

to light could not be proved by the defence side during the cross examination

of I/O. 

27.At this juncture, on close perusal of the evidence of other PW’S it appears

that  the  other  PW’S  didn’t  saw  the  occurrence  but  the  whole  story  was

narrated by PW1 to the other PW’S i.e. PW2, PW4 & PW5. It is quite clear that

PW2,PW4& PW5  are  hearsay  witness  and  they  came  to  know  about  the

occurrence  from  PW1  but  the  evidence  of  PW2,PW4  &  PW5  cannot  be

discarded at all. However, during the cross examination of PW2 it has been

admitted by PW2 that he heard about the occurrence from his father. This

makes his evidence in a much better position when it has been brought to

light by the learned defence counsel. Now, on close scrutiny of the evidence

of PW4 it appears that he didn’t saw the incident but he came to know about

the occurrence from the informant. On the other hand, on close scrutiny it

becomes crystal clear from the evidence of PW4 that he heard the informant

shouting by his name and when he went out he saw that blood was oozing

out from the head of the informant. However, this part of evidence remained

untouched during the course of cross examination of PW4 by the defence

side. It has also been admitted by PW5 she didn’t saw the occurrence but on
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the other  hand she heard about  the incident  from her  father  in  law.  The

evidence of PW5 cannot be thrown away being a hearsay and even though

she didn’t saw the occurrence but the evidence of PW2,PW4 & PW5 is having

sufficient corroboration with the evidence of PW1 and the credibility of the

witness  i.e.  PW2,PW4 & PW5 couldn’t  be  shaken  by  the  learned defence

counsel during the cross examination of PW’S. 

28.On the other hand, it appears from the evidence of PW3 who had stated that

he had heard about  the occurrence in  the morning at  8:00 A.M.  that  the

informant and the accused had a quarrel and the informant sustained injuries

but during the cross examination of PW3 it appears that he didn’t heard any

hue and cry though his house near to the house of the informant. He didn’t

saw the incident also. 

29.The evidence of PW3 itself happens to be in contradiction with the evidence

of PW1,PW2,PW4& PW5. But during the cross examination of I/O i.e. PW7 it

has been admitted by the I/O that the house of PW3 is about 200 meters from

the place of occurrence. On the other side, the house of PW4 is about 300

meters from the place of occurrence. But the evidence of PW3 cannot be

accepted to be gospel’s truth as no such occurrence took place as there are

other evidence which establish the case of the prosecution side. 

30.Now, on perusal of the evidence of PW6 i.e. the medical officer which further

corroborates the story of the prosecution side it appears from the evidence of

PW6 and I quote the opinion of the medical officer “On examination he found

lacerated wound over the left temporal parietal region of the scalp with 3.5

cm in length, parallel to the mid line was found. In his opinion the injury is

caused by a blunt object, simple in nature and the age of injury is less than 6

hours.”

31.In this case, the evidence of the medical officer is an expert opinion and the

evidence of medical officer requires sufficient corroboration with the evidence

of  other  PW’S.  Even  if  it  has  been  admitted  by  PW6  during  his  cross

examination that the injuries can be caused by dashing with any blunt object
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but in this case no such evidence has been brought to light to establish this

plea. 

32.Now, during the cross examination of PW7 it has come to light that the I/O

didn’t seize any dao from the place of occurrence.

33.At this juncture, I am of the opinion that mere no seizure of the items from

the place of occurrence cannot be a ground to acquit the accused persons

when  there  are  sufficient  evidence  to  prove  the  facts  that  the  accused

persons were involved in such activities. 

34.In the case ofSTATE OF KARNATAKA VS V.K.YARAPPA REDDY 1999 (4)

(CRIME)  171,    AIR2000SC185whereby  Hon'ble  Supreme  Court  has

held  that  defect  and irregularities  in the  investigation cannot  be

granted for acquittal. A similar identical view has also be taken in the case

of DHANAJ SINGH VS STATE OF PUNJAB, MANU/SC/0203/2004 hence in

the light of above judgment and judicial pronouncement I am of the

opinion  that  mere  omission  to  investigation  cannot  have  any

reflection in the otherwise proved prosecution story.

35.In  my  opinion  the  sole  testimony  of  PW1,PW2,  PW4&  PW5  cannot  be

discarded in toto and it is well settled principle of law that the conviction can

be  passed  on  the  sole  testimony  provided  that  it  must  inspire  implicit

confidence. 

36.The  Hon’ble  Supreme Court  in  the case  of  CHITTAR LAL VS STATE OF

RAJASTHAN (2003) 6 SCC 397 whereby the Hon’ble Supreme Court has

held that conviction can be passed on the sole evidence of a witness if  it

inspires confidence.

37.Now let me move forward towards sec 134 of the Indian Evidence Act and it

provided that whereby it deals with number of witnesses and it lays down

“number  of  particular  number  of  witnesses  shall  in  any  case  be

required for the prove of any effect.”
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38.The legislation recognition of the fact number of particular and number of

witness is clear from the perusal of sec 134 of the Indian Evidence Act 1872.

The administration justice can be effected to a greater extend if the number

of witness insisted upon. If  plurality of the witnesses what have been the

legislative intend cases were the testimony of  single  witness only can be

available in number of crimes the offender would have gone unpunished.

39.At this stage it is important to note here that it is quality of the evidence of

the witnesses whose testimony has to be testified on the touch core of the

credibility and reliability. If the testimony is found to be reliable, there is no

legal impediment to convict the accused on such prove. It is the quality and

not the quantity of the evidence which is necessary for prove and disproving

effect. In the case ofMAHINDRA SINGH VS STATE OF MADHYA PRADESH

(2007) 3 SCC (CRI) 583 wherein the Hon’ble Supreme Court has held “it is

now well settled principle of law that conviction can be based on the basis of

the testimony of a sole eye witness.” 

40.At  this  stage  I  would  like  to  point  it  out  that  the  contradictions  and

suggestions which has been brought to light during the cross examination of

PW’S couldn’t be proved in this case by the learned defence counsel during

the cross examination of PW7 i.e. the I/O.

41.However, during the examination of the accused person u/sec 313 of CrPC his

plea has been of total denial but the accused person has also raised the plea

that he was not there at the time of incident and he has stated during his

examination u/sec 313 of CrPC and I quote “on the day of occurrence I was

not there at home. I was on duty at the DULIAJAN GAS COMPANY. On 08/12/13

I got a call from the panitolathana from one of my friend BILUNG who works

at the PANITOLA THANA and he asked me my father’s name and I told him

that my father’s name was MILAN CHETIA. He told me that the case was

registered against me and I told him that my name is DIPEN CHETIA and my

father told me that the case has been registered and the I/C BHASKAR KALITA

told me that I will be arrested and I surrendered in court.”
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42. It appears from the statement of the accused person that he was not there

at the time of incident and he was not there at the time of occurrence at his

home. However, the plea raised couldn’t be proved by the accused person

because the accused person has failed to adduce any evidence in this regard

from his side. On the other hand, the evidence of the PW’S cannot be denied

at all. It also appears that when the accused has raised the “plea of alibi” it is

burden upon the accused person to prove it  and the accused person has

failed to prove it. On the day of occurrence he was working at the DULIAJAN

GAS COMPANY couldn’t  be proved from his side as no such evidence has

been brought to light from the defence side. 

43.Hence, it becomes quite clear that the prosecution has been able to prove

the offences u/sec 447/323 of IPC. In this case the accused has been alleged

to have committed an offence u/sec 379 of IPC but on perusal of the evidence

of PW1 it appears that the evidence of theft has been brought to light only by

PW1 and no one else. But on the other side none of the other PW’S had any

idea about it. Now, on perusal of the evidence of PW7 it appears that the I/O

during the course of investigation he didn’t get any clue as to the offence of

theft. Hence, it becomes quite clear that the prosecution has failed to prove

the ingredients of section 379 of IPC. 

44. Finally I am of the opinion that the accused person is involved in the

said crime and all the ingredients U/sec 447/323 of IPC has been proved by

the prosecution by relying upon 7 PW’s and hence the accused person is held

guilty for an offence U/sec 447/323 of IPC. However, the prosecution side has

failed to prove the offence u/sec 379 of IPC. 
45. Now let me considered whether the accused person is entitled

to get benefit of probation in this case.
46.From the perusal of the evidence on record it seems clearly that the accused

person had the intention to commit the said offence. In the light of growing

crime rate  in  society  and  social  environment  of  villages/towns/cities  such

crime should not go unpunished and the offences being grave and serious

one & the accused is not entitled to get any benefit.
47.Considering all aspects I decide that the accused person will not be released

on probation as per sec 3 and sec 4 of the Probation of Offenders Act 1960.
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HEARING OF POINT OF SENTENCE
48.Now I proposed to pass appropriate sentence after hearing the convict. Heard

the  convict  on  the  point  of  sentence.  He  has  prayed mercy  of  the  court

considering his family, job and future life. I have heard the learned defence

counsel and the learned Addl. P.P. The learned Addl. P.P has submitted that

the  accused person  should  get  adequate  amount  of  punishment  and  the

learned defence counsel had submitted that the court may be lenient on the

accused person on the point of sentence as the accused person is having his

family and future life. 

ORDER

49. As  a  result  the  accused  person  is  hereby  convicted  of  the

offences leveled against him U/sec 447/323 of IPC. Having regard to

the  nature  of  offence  submission  of  the  convict  as  well  as after

hearing the learned defence counsel and the learned Addl. P.P and

circumstances of the present case I  hereby sentence the accused

person namely DIPEN CHETIA U/sec 447/323 of IPC to pay a fine of

Rs. 1000/- (Rupees one thousand) I/d undergo simple imprisonment

of three (3) months  & u/sec  447 of IPC to pay a fine of Rs. 500/-

(Rupees five hundred) i/d undergo rigorous imprisonment of  one

month. The sentences leveled against the accused person shall run

concurrently.

50. The  fine  amount  if  realized  be  given  to  the  victim/injured

person. 

The period of detention already undergone by the accused person in

judicial custody during the investigation, the enquiry or trial of the

instant case shall be “set off” as per provisions of sec 428 of CrPC.

51.   Let a copy of the judgment be given to the convict free of

cost under Sec 363 of CrPC immediately.

52. Make necessary entry in the judgment register
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Given under my hand and seal of this court on this the 11 th day of

JANUARY, 2018 at TINSUKIA COURT

                                                                  SALEH AHAMMAD

SUB-DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE (SADAR),

                                                           TINSUKIA

APPENDIX:

WITNESSES FROM THE PROSECUTION SIDE:

PW1: NABIN PHUKAN 

PW2: BIJAY PHUKAN 

PW3: PULEN SAIKIA

PW4: BANITH KAKOTY

PW5: SMTI. NIRU PHUKAN

PW6: Dr. NIRUDH KUMAR BORAH, M/O

PW7: UTTAM DAS, I/O

WITNESSES FROM THE DEFENCE SIDE:    NIL

PROSECUTION EXHIBITS  :  

EXT 1 IS THE FIR
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EXT 1(1) IS THE SIGNATURE OF PW1

EXT 2 IS THE MEDICAL REPORT

EXT 2(1) IS THE SIGNATURE OF PW6

EXT 3 IS THE SKECTH MAP

EXT 3(1) IS THE SIGNATURE OF PW7

EXT 4 IS THE CHARGE SHEET

EXT 4(1) IS THE SIGNATURE OF S.I. BHASKAR KALITA & PW7 can recognize it. 

DEFENCE EXHIBITS:     NIL

                                                                  SALEH AHAMMAD

SUB-DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE (SADAR),

                                                           TINSUKIA
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