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IN THE COURT OF SUB-DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE (M), 

CHAPAKHOWA, SADIYA, 

 

GR No. 226 of 2018  

 

STATE OF ASSAM 

-VS- 

 

1. SMT. RITA DAS, W/O PUSEN DAS 

2. SMT. BOBY DAS, W/O SRI AJIT DAS 

3. SRI BUBUL DAS, S/O, LATE NARAYAN DAS 

4. SRI AJIT DAS, S/O, LATE MOLINDRA DAS 

5. SRI PUSEN DAS, S/O, LATE HEMUDHAR DAS 

ADDRESS: VILL. UDOIPUR KHUTIPATHAR,  

P.S. SAIKHOWAGHAT, DIST. TINSUKIA (ASSAM) 

 

Under Section 448/294/323/34 of IPC 

 

 Present: Debasish Kashyap, 

   Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate (M), Sadiya 

 

 

FOR THE STATE:  Mrs. Sulekha Kar, learned Asstt. PP 

 

FOR THE ACCUSED: Mr. Putukan Chiring, learned defence counsel  

 
OFFENCE EXPLAINED ON: 23/11/2015  
 

EVIDENCE RECORDED ON: 09/12/2015, 06/01/2016, 12/09/2018, 04/12/2018 
 

ARGUMENT HEARD ON: 24/09/2019, 23/10/2019  

 
JUDGMENT DELIVERED ON: 30/10/2019  

JUDGMENT 

 

1. The case of the prosecution is that on 22/05/2015 at about 3:30 PM, a 

verbal altercation took place between Sankar Roy and the accused Bubul Das of 
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the same village on the road. After that, Bubul Das along with other accused 

persons criminally trespassed into the house of Sankar Ray and assaulted the 

mother of Sankar Ray named Smt. Labanya Roy, her daughter in law Manisha 

Roy and her husband Sri Mukunda Ray with bamboo sticks. Because of this, Smt. 

Labanya Roy and her daughter in law got hurt. An FIR was lodged by Smt. 

Labanya Roy regarding this incident which was registered as Dholla P.S case No. 

21/15 under Section 448/427/323/34 of IPC and ASI, Ratul Kalita was entrusted 

to investigate the case by O/C, Padma Gogoi. On completion of his pre 

investigation, charge-sheet was submitted against the accused persons under 

Section 448/429/323/34 of IPC. 

 

2. All the accused persons appeared before the court of learned Additional 

Chief Judicial Magistrate, Tinsukia and they were allowed to go on bail. Copies of 

relevant documents are furnished to the accused persons. After hearing both 

sides and finding prima facie material, particulars of offences under Section 

448/294/323/34 of IPC was explained to the accused persons by learned 

Additional Chief Judicial Magistrate, Tinsukia to which they pleaded not guilty and 

claimed to be tried. Evidence of some of the witnesses was recorded in the Court 

of the learned Additional Chief Judicial Magistrate, Tinsukia. The case was later 

transferred to this court for disposal on the point of jurisdiction.  

 

3. Prosecution has adduced evidence of seven witnesses including the I/O 

and M/O. The accused persons are examined under Section 313 of Cr.P.C. and 

their plea are of total denial. Defence side declined to adduce any evidence and 

hence defence evidence is closed. I have heard the argument of both the sides. 

 

4.  POINT FOR DETERMINATION: 

1.  Whether the accused persons 22.05.2015 at about 3:30 PM in furtherance 

of their common intention committed house trespass by entering into the house 

of Smt. Labanya Rai at vill. Khutipathar, P.S. Dholla, Dist. Tinsukia, Assam with 

intent to assault Sri Shankar Rai or to intimidate, insult or annoy him and his 

family members and thereby committed an offence punishable under section 

448/34 of IPC? 

 

2. Whether the accused persons on the same date, at the same time and at 
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the same place in furtherance of common intention voluntarily caused hurt to 

Smt. Labanya Rai and Smt. Manisha Roy and thereby committed an offence 

punishable under section 323/34 of IPC? 

 

3. Whether the accused persons on the same date, at the same time and at 

the same place in furtherance of common intention verbally abused Smt. 

Labanya Rai and Smt. Manisha Roy with obscene words near a public place 

causing annoyance to others and thereby committed an offence punishable 

under section 294/34 of IPC? 

 

DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREFORE: 

 

5. P.W.1 Smt. Labanya Roy is the informant as well as one of the victims of 

this case. She deposed that the incident took place about 5/6 months back at her 

house at about 4 PM while she was at home. On the day of the incident, 

altercation took place between her son Shankar Roy and Bubul Das on the road. 

Thereafter, Babul Das along with the other accused persons chased her son to 

her house and assaulted her and her daughter Manisha Roy with hands and 

bamboo stick. She again stated that her son out of fear remained inside the 

house at that time. Babul Das along with the other accused persons went away 

after assaulting them. She sustained hurt in her right arm and her daughter in 

law sustained hurt in various part of the body. She then went to Dholla PS and 

lodged the Ejahar. Police took them to hospital for treatment. She also testified 

that there were 10/12 houses near their house but no one came out.  

 

6. In her cross, she stated that she is not aware about the contents of the 

ejahar. She again stated that she was assaulted by the accused on her hand and 

back but blood did not come out from her injury. She raised hue and cry at the 

time of incident but no one came to her rescue. She denied the suggestion that 

no incident had taken place as alleged and hence no one came to her rescue. 

She also denied the suggestion that she had not stated before police that 

altercation took place between her son Sankar Roy and Bubul Das on the road. 

She further denied the suggestion that since she was not assaulted by the 

accused, her son also did not come to her rescue.   



4 

                         G.R. Case No. 226 of 2018 

Dictated and corrected by me 

Debasish Kashyap, Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate(M), Chapakhowa, Sadiya 

 

 

7. P.W.2 Smti Manisha Roy deposed that the informant is her mother in law.  

About 3/4 months back from the recording of her deposition, the incident took 

place at about 4 pm while she was in her house. On the day of the incident, 

Bubul Das assaulted her husband Shankar Roy on the road and she went to 

rescue her husband. After that Bubul Das along with other accused persons came 

to her house and assaulted her and her mother in law. But her husband 

remained at the house at that time and did not come to her rescue. She 

sustained hurt in her left arm and left leg. She then went with her mother in law 

to lodged the Ejahar. Her father in law Mukunda Roy also went with her. Police 

took them to hospital for treatment and interrogated about the incident.  

 

8. In her cross, she stated that she sustained hurt in her left leg and left 

arm. But, blood did not come out from her injury. She admitted the suggestion 

that she did not state before police that Baby Das, Rita Das, Ajit Das, Bubul Das 

and Ujan Das assaulted them on the day of the incident. She admitted that on 

the day of the incident, village folk came to her house and damaged household 

articles. She also admitted that her husband often make nuisance in the locality. 

She however denied the suggestion that the accused did not assault them.  

 

9. P.W.3, Sri Joy Kishan Mallah and P.W.4 Smt. Bhojana Biswas have 

specifically deposed that they do not know the informant and the accused and 

they are not aware anything about the incident. Their evidence would not be of 

any help to the prosecution.     

 
10. P.W.5, Sri Mukunda Rai is the husband of the informant. He deposed that 

the incident took place 4/5 month ago from the recording of his deposition while 

he was at home. The incident took place on PWD road at a distance of about 1 

furlong from his house. His son Shankar Roy came running to his house followed 

by the accused persons with da, lathi in their hands. The accused persons 

assaulted his wife and daughter in law with bamboo lathi and also damaged his 

house. He again stated that thereafter, they went to village head men and his 

wife lodged the case at the PS. His wife and daughter in law were medically 

treated by police.  
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11. In his cross, he stated that on the day of the incident quarrel took place 

between his son Sankar Rai and Bubul Das on the road. He denied the 

suggestion that he did not state before police that the accused came to his house 

with dao, lathi in their hands and they assaulted his wife and daughter in law 

with bamboo lathi. He stated that he had shown the broken walls of his house to 

police but they did not seize it. He further stated that there are 8 to 10 residents 

near his house but he did not call them at the time of the incident. He denied the 

suggestion that the accused did not commit any offence and so he did not call 

out any nearby persons. He admitted that his son had quarreled with Bubul Das 

in drunken condition. He denied that his wife has lodged a false case against the 

accused in anticipation that Bubul Das would file a case against his son.   

 

12. P.W.6 ASI, Ratul Kalita is the investigating officer of this case. He 

deposed that on 22/05/2015 he was working as ASI, at Dholla PS, and on that 

day one Labanya Rai lodged the FIR. The O/C of Dholla PS registered this case 

and he was entrusted to pre investigate the case by O/C. He went to the place of 

occurrence, recorded the statements of the witnesses and prepared the sketch 

map. He sent the injured to the medical. The medical reports were collected by 

him. The accused persons had surrendered at the police station. As the offences 

were bailable in nature, he allowed them to go on bail. On completion of his pre 

investigation, he handed over the case diary to the O/C and the O/C, Padma 

Gogoi had filed the charged sheet under section 448/429/323/34 of IPC. Ext1 is 

the sketch map and Ext1(1) is his signature. Ext2 is the charge sheet and Ext2(1) 

is the signature of O/C, Padma Gogoi and he could recognize his signature.  

 

13. In his cross, he stated that the injured were sent to the medical for 

medical examination on the day when they lodged the FIR. He again stated that 

he did not find any independent eye witness during his investigation. 

 
14. P.W.7 Dr. Smriti Rekha Borah deposed that on 22/05/2015, she was 

working at Saikhowaghat State Dispensary. On that day, Dr. Rohan Dey had 

examined Mr Mukunda Roy, Age 60 yrs, male. On examination, he did not notice 

any external injury. The ML Reg No. 113/15 and escorted by UBC :265 Ranjan 

Ali. Dr. Rahan Dey had examined him at 10:45 pm. Ext 3 is the injury report and 

Ext. 3 (1) is her signature.  
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15. She again deposed that on the same day at 6.42 pm, Dr. Rohan Dey had 

examined Monika Roy, Age 29 yrs female, ML Reg No: 112/15 escorted and 

identified by WHG : Janu Moni Gogoi. Examination finding: - 1. Swelling over the 

right side of right forearm.  2. Tenderness over the lower aspect of right arm. 

The injury is simple injury. Ext 4 is the injury report and Ext. 4(1) is her 

signature.  

 

16. The witness further testified that on the same day at 4.40 pm, Dr. Rohan 

Dey had examined Labanya Roy aged 42 yrs, female. ML Reg No. 111/15 

escorted by WSG Tanumoni Gogoi. Examination findings: Defused swelling over 

the lateral aspect of the right arm and tenderness in the back of the right hand. 

The injury is simple injury. Ext. 5 is the injury report. Ext. 5(1) is her signature. 

In her cross, she stated that in Ext. 3, 4 and 5, police requisition number is not 

mentioned. She also stated that the age of injury is not mentioned in Ext.3, 4 & 

5.  

 

Points for determination No.2: 

 

17.   It transpires from the evidence that the informant (P.W.1) and her 

daughter in law (P.W.2) are the victims of this case and they along with the 

P.W.5 are the eye witnesses of the alleged incident. All these witnesses have 

unequivocally stated that on the day of the incident there was altercation 

between the son of the informant, Sri Shankar Rai and the accused Bubul Das on 

the road just before the alleged incident. Thereafter, Bubul Das along with all the 

other accused persons came to the house of the informant chasing Shankar Rai. 

All the accused persons thereafter, assaulted the informant Smt. Labanya Rai 

and her daughter in law Smt. Manisha Roy. There is clinching corroboration 

among all these eye witnesses as regards the evidence adduced by them. This 

evidence of these witnesses could not at all be shaken during cross examination. 

 

18. The learned counsel of the accused has argued that whatever the 

witnesses have stated in the Court, they did not exactly state the same before 

police during investigation. It is also argued that P.W.2 has admitted that she did 

not state before police that Baby Das, Rita Das, Ajit Das, Bubul Das and Ujan Das 
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assaulted them on the day of the incident. It is argued that statement of these 

witnesses before police and before the Court are different and hence not reliable. 

However, it is not possible that a statement of a person regarding a particular 

incident made at different point of time would be exactly the same. Some 

difference is bound to creep in the statement regarding the same incident made 

by the same person at different point of time and that makes the statement 

natural and believable.  

 

19. In the instant case, even if there is minor discrepancy and omission in the 

evidence of the eye witnesses, same does not go to the root of the matter and 

same would not in any way affect the credibility of the witnesses. Rather, it 

makes their evidence more natural and trustworthy.  

 

20. The learned counsel of the accused has again argued that there are 

10/12 houses near the house of the informant. But, nobody has come to the 

rescue of the victims. Moreover, there is no independent witness of the alleged 

incident. Hence, the allegation made by these witnesses cannot be believed. 

However, it appears from the cross examination of the P.W.2 that on the day of 

the incident itself, village folk came to their house and damaged their household 

articles. She has also admitted that her husband Shankar Rai make nuisance in 

the locality. The P.W.5 has also admitted in cross that Shankar Rai was drunk 

when he was engaged in altercation with accused Bubul Das. These questions 

are raised by the accused during cross examination of the prosecution witnesses. 

Hence, it is projected by the accused persons that Shankar Rai is a drunkard and 

he often makes nuisance in the locality because of which the villagers also 

damaged his house on the same day of the alleged incident. Thus, it is clear that 

villagers are not happy with Shankar Rai and they have already attacked his 

house on the day of the incident itself. If that be the case, it is but natural that 

no body from the village would be ready to rescue the victims who are the family 

members of Shankar Rai. Moreover, nobody would also be willing to adduce 

evidence in a case lodged by the mother of Shankar Rai. Hence, the contention 

of the accused that the allegation of the victims is not true simply because no 

villagers came to their rescue cannot be accepted.  

 

21. It is therefore clear from the cogent, coherent and corroborative evidence 
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of the eye witnesses (P.W.1, P.W.2 and P.W.5) that on the day of the incident, 

there was at first some altercation between the son of the informant (P.W.1), Sri 

Shankar Roy and Bubul Das on the road. Thereafter, Babul Das along with the 

other accused persons came to the house of Shankar Rai in search of him. All the 

accused persons then assaulted the mother and wife of Shankar Rai, i.e., the 

P.W.1 and P.W.2 respectively. The P.W.1 sustained hurt in her right arm while 

the P.W.2 sustained hurt in various part of the body as a result. This evidence of 

the witnesses could not at all be rebutted in cross and hence there is nothing to 

disbelieve the same. The injuries or hurt suffered by the victims (P.W.1 and 

P.W.2) is further supported by their medical examination reports (Ext.5 and Ext.4 

respectively). As per the Ext.5, the informant (P.W.1) was found with swelling 

over the lateral aspect of the right arm and tenderness in the back of the right 

hand. On the other hand, as per Ext.4, the P.W.2 was found with swelling over 

the right side of right forearm and tenderness over the lower aspect of right arm. 

It is argued from the side of the accused that the age of injury as well as          

police requisition number is not mentioned in the Ext.4 and Ext.5 and hence they 

cannot be relied upon. However, these documents are not otherwise disputed 

from the side of the accused. It appears from these documents that the P.W.1 

was examined on 22.05.2019 at 6.40 PM while the P.W.2 was examined on the 

same date at 6.42 PM, i.e., soon after the incident. It also appears that both 

P.W.1 and P.W.2 were escorted and identified by WHG, Jonuoni Gogoi. There is 

no dispute as to these facts from the side of the accused. No other explanation 

or even suggestion is given from the side of the accused to give rise to another 

possibility that these injuries of the victims are not the result of the alleged 

incident. Hence, there is nothing to disbelieve these documents either. As a 

result, the cogent and corroborative oral evidence of the above witnesses 

coupled with the medical report (Ext.4 and Ext.5) would unerringly lead to the 

conclusion that all the accused persons had assaulted the P.W.1 and P.W.2 at 

the relevant time and they suffered hurt as a result. Hence, prosecution has 

satisfactorily established the offence under section 323 of IPC against all the 

accused persons   

Points for determination No.1: 

 

22. Again, another allegation of the prosecution is that the accused persons 

had committed house trespass by entering into the house of Smt. Labanya Rai 
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which is punishable under Section 448 of IPC. This provision penalizes the 

offence of house trespass in the following words- 

Section 448: Punishment for house-trespass: Whoever commits house-

trespass shall be punished with imprisonment of wither description for a term 

which may extend to one year, or with fine which may extend to one thousand 

rupees, or with both. 

 

23. Again, “house trespass” is defined in Section 442 of IPC in the following 

words-  

Section 442. House-trespass. ------ Whoever commits criminal trespass by 

entering into or remaining in any building, tent or vessel used as a human 

dwelling or any building, used as a place for worship, or as a place for the 

custody of property, is said to commit “house-trespass.” 

  

24. “Criminal trespass” on the other hand is defined in Section 441 of IPC as 

follows:  

Section 441. Criminal trespass. ------ Whoever enters into or upon property 

in the possession of another with intent to commit an offence or to intimidate, 

insult or annoy any person in possession of such property, or having lawfully 

entered into or upon such property, unlawfully remains there with intent thereby 

to intimidate, insult or annoy any such person, or with intent to commit an 

offence, is said to commit “criminal trespass.” 

 

25. Thus, the essential ingredients of the offence under Section 448 of IPC 

are the following- 

1. The complainant was in possession of the property; 

2. Property consisted of a building, tent or vessel used as a human dwelling 

or a building used as a place of worship or for custody of property; 

3. The accused entered into or upon such building, tent or vessel; 

4. Having entered lawfully into such building, tent or vessel the accused 

remains there unlawfully; 

      5.  His intention was to commit an offence, or intimidate, insult or annoy the 

person in possession 

           

26. In the instant case, all the eye witnesses (P.W.1, P.W.2 and P.W.5) have 
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unequivocally stated that all the accused persons had come after Shankar Rai to 

his house. Shankar Rai is the son of Labanya Rai (P.W.1) and she has 

categorically stated that all the accused persons had entered her house chasing 

her son Shankar Rai. It is also clear from this evidence that Labanya Rai (P.W.1), 

her daughter in law (P.W.2), her husband (P.W.5) and her son, Shankar Rai 

reside in that house.  This evidence of the eye witnesses regarding the fact that 

the accused persons had entered into the house of Labanya Rai remained 

unrebutted and it is hence satisfactorily established.  

 

27. Again, the P.W.1 has stated that the accused persons had entered her 

house chasing her son Shankar Rai and assaulted her and her daughter in law 

and went away thereafter. Her son was inside the house but he did not come 

out. Similarly, P.W.2 has also stated that the accused Babul Das assaulted her 

husband Shankar Das on the road. Thereafter, she had gone to his rescue. Then 

the accused persons came to their house and assaulted her and her mother in 

law. The P.W.5 also stated that the accused persons came running to his house 

after his son Shankar Rai and thereafter, they assaulted his wife and daughter in 

law. It is clear from this evidence of eye witnesses that the accused persons had 

entered into the house of Labanya Rai after her son Shankar Rai. However, they 

did not meet or did anything to Shankar Rai although he was there inside the 

house. Hence, it is not clear from this evidence whether the accused persons had 

entered into that house in order to do anything to Shankar Rai. There is also no 

other evidence or material in this regard. Hence, it is not clear whether in 

entering the house, the accused had any intention to commit any offence against 

Shankar Rai or his family members. 

 

28. However, it is satisfactorily established by the prosecution that the 

accused persons having entered the house of Labanya Rai remained there and 

thereafter assaulted Labanya Rai and her daughter in law, Manisha Ray. Thus, 

even if the accused persons had entered into the house of Labanya Rai lawfully, 

their remaining inside the house no longer remained lawful as they had assaulted 

the victims (P.W.1 and P.W.2) who were in possession of that house. Prosecution 

has hence satisfactorily established that all the accused persons had criminally 

trespassed into the house of Labanya Roy and assaulted her along with Manisha 

Roy. Hence, the offence under Section 448 of IPC is satisfactorily established by 
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the prosecution against the accused persons.   

 

Points for determination No.3: 

 

29. Another allegation of the prosecution is that the accused persons had 

verbally abused Smt. Labanya Rai and Smt. Manisha Roy with obscene words 

near a public place causing annoyance to others. However, none of the 

prosecution witnesses including the above victims has supported this allegation 

of the prosecution. Hence, there is no evidence in support of this allegation and 

prosecution has absolutely failed to establish the offence under Section 294 of 

IPC against the accused persons.  

 

30. Further, the allegation of the prosecution is that all the accused persons 

had committed the above offences punishable under Section 448/323/294 of IPC 

in furtherance of their common intention and hence they are also liable under 

Section 34 of IPC as well. In order to attract the mischief under Section 34 of 

IPC, the essential ingredients are- (i) common intention to commit an offence, 

and (ii) participation of the accused persons in commission of an offence. In the 

instant case, there is satisfactory evidence of participation of all the accused in 

the commission of an offence. However, there is no satisfactory evidence to 

suggest any common intention among the accused persons for commission of 

any offence. Consequently, prosecution has failed to establish that the accused 

persons have committed any offence in furtherance of any common intention 

among them. The alleged liability of the accused persons under Section 34 of IPC 

could not be established by the prosecution as a result.     

   

31. From the above discussion, it is now clear that the prosecution has 

satisfactorily proved the offence under Section 323/448 of IPC against all the 

accused persons to the satisfaction of the Court. Hence, all the accused persons 

are convicted under Section 323/448 of IPC for committing house trespass by 

entering into the house of Smt. Labanya Rai with intent to assault Sri Shankar 

Rai or to intimidate, insult or annoy him and his family members and voluntarily 

caused hurt to Smt. Labanya Rai and Smt. Manisha Roy therein. However, 

prosecution has failed to prove the offence under Section 294 of IPC against the 

accused persons and hence they are acquitted of the charge under section 294 
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of IPC. 

 

32. I have heard the convicts on the point of sentence. They have submitted 

that they may be dealt with lightly due to their young age and the nature of the 

offence. They have also submitted that the incident had happened suddenly 

when they had actually gone to stop the family of the complainant from 

quarrelling among themselves. I have carefully considered the submission.  

 

33. The convicts are young persons including women and they do not have 

any no known previous criminal records. It transpires that the incident had 

happened at the heat of the moment without any premeditation and motive. 

Considering the same and the nature of the offence, I am of the opinion that the 

convicts should be given a chance to understand the shortcomings in their 

behavior and character and make necessary amends. Having regard to the 

circumstances of the case, nature of the offence and the young age of the 

offenders, I am inclined to extend the benefit of the Probation of Offenders Act, 

1958 to the convicts. 

  

34. Considering these aspects and the reasons discussed above, the convicts 

Smt. Baby Das, Smt. Rita Das, Sri Bubul Das, Sri Pusen Das and Sri Ajit Das are 

released on their executing bonds to keep peace and be of good behavior which 

shall extend to the next two years from today and in default of which within this 

period, the convicts shall undertake to appear and receive sentence when called 

upon during this period.   

 

35. The bail bond executed by the convicts and surety are extended for next 

six months as per the Provisions of section 437(A) Cr.P.C. 

 

36. Furnish a free copy of the judgment to the convicts as per the provisions 

of Section 363(1) of Cr.P.C.  

 

37. The convicts are informed about their right of appeal against the order 

and judgment of conviction and sentence passed as above. 

 

38. Seized articles, if any be returned to the rightful owner as per law. 
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Case is disposed of on contest. 

Judgment is pronounced in open court, in presence of both sides, and given 

under my hand and seal of this court on this 30th day of October, 2019.               

   

 

   (Debasish Kashyap) 

              Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate (M), 
                                     Chapakhowa, Sadiya 
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APPENDIX 

 

EXHIBIT OF THE PROSECUTION 

Ext.1……………….Sketch map 

Ext.1(1)…………..Signature of P.W.6 (ASI, Ratul Kalita) 

Ext.2……………….Charge sheet 

Ext.2(1)……………Signature of O/C, Padma Gogoi 

Ext.3 to 5………...Injury report 

Ext.3(1), 4(1) & 5(1)……Signature of P.W.7 (Dr.Smriti Rekha Borah) 

 

EXHIBIT OF THE DEFENCE  

NONE 

 

MATERIAL EXHIBIT OF THE PROSECUTION 

NONE 

 

MATERIAL EXHIBIT OF THE DEFENCE 

NONE  
 

PROSECUTION WITNESS 

P.W.1: Smt. Labanya Roy 

P.W.2: Smt. Manisha Roy 

P.W.3: Sri Joy Kishan Mallah 

P.W.4: Smt. Bhojana Biswas 

P.W.5: Sri Mukunda Rai 

P.W.6: ASI, Ratul Kalita 

P.W.7: Dr. Smriti Rekha Borah 

 

DEFENCE WITNESS 

NONE 

 

     (Debasish Kashyap) 

               Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate (M),  

        Chapakhowa, Sadiya   


