
1 

                          G.R. Case No. 84 of 2016 

Dictated and corrected by me 
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IN THE COURT OF SUB-DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE (M), 

CHAPAKHOWA, SADIYA, 

 

GR No. 84 of 2016   

 

STATE OF ASSAM 

-VS- 

1. SRI BIPUL SAIKIA S/O: SRI MAHENDRA SAIKIA 

  

2.  SMTI. ANJUMONI SAIKIA, W/O: SRI BIPUL SAIKIA 

     ADDRESS: VILL SIMALAGURI NATUN GAON 

     P.S.: CHENG CHUP CHARIALI, DIST: TINSUKIA, ASSAM  

 

Under Section 326/120B 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 Chirin, learned defence counsel  

 
CHARGE FRAMED ON: 29/12/16 

 
EVIDENCE RECORDED ON: 01.03.2017, 15.06.2017, 23.10.2017, 25.04.2018, 

24.09.2018,  
ARGUMENT HEARD ON:  20.02.2019, 06.03.2019 

 
JUDGMENT DELIVERED ON:  13.03.2019 

JUDGMENT 

 

1. It was about 2:30 in the afternoon of 17th day of August in the year 2016. 

The teenaged son of one Mrs. Jogen Saikia of Vill Simalguri Natun Gaon named 
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Sri Diganta Saikia was called by a fellow villager named Sri Bipul Saikia to Akashi 

basti at Arunachal Pradesh. Said Sri Bipul Saikia allegedly inflicted injuries upon 

Sri Diganta Saikia at Akashi basti with sharp weapon without any reason. With 

these allegations, the mother of the victim, Smti. Aruna Saikia logged an FIR on 

18.08.2016 at Cheng Chup Chariali Police Station. A case was registered being 

Cheng Chup Chariali PS case no. 02/2016 under section 120B/326 of IPC. Police 

immediately swung into action and arrested the accused Sri Bipul Saikia and he 

was remanded to judicial custody. The victim was treated at AMCH, Dibrugarh. 

On his release from the Hospital, the statement of the victim was recorded under 

section 164 of Cr.P.C. Police investigated the case and seized one “da” allegedly 

used as the weapon of offence. During investigation, prima facie materials were 

also found against the wife of the accused namely Smti. Anjumoni Saikia and she 

was also arrested and remanded to judicial custody. After detail investigation, 

sufficient materials were found against both the accused persons for their 

involvement in the alleged offence. Accordingly, Charge Sheet under section 

120B/326 of IPC was filed against both the accused persons for their involvement 

in the alleged offence. 

  

2. Copies of relevant documents were furnished to both the accused 

persons. After hearing both the sides, charge under section 120B/326 of IPC 

were framed against both the accused persons the particulars of which were 

explained to them to which they pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried. 

Later, both the accused persons were released on bail. 

 

3. Prosecution side adduced evidence of seven witnesses including M.O and 

I.O and they were cross examined on behalf of the accused. Thereafter, 

prosecution evidence was closed. Both the accused persons were examined 

under section 313 of Cr.P.C. where they denied the allegation against them. The 

accused persons declined to adduce any evidence in their defence and hence 

defence evidence was closed. I have heard the argument of both the sides. 
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4.  POINT FOR DETERMINATION: 

(i)  Whether the accused persons on 17.08.2016 at about 2:30 P.M. were a party 

to criminal conspiracy while physically assaulting Sri Diganta Saikia with a sharp 

weapon due to which he sustained grievous injuries and thereby committed an 

offence punishable under Section 120B of IPC? 

(ii)  Whether the accused persons on 17.08.2016 at about 2:30 P.M. assaulted 

Sri Diganta Saikia with a sharp weapon due to which he sustained grievous 

injuries and thereby committed an offence punishable under Section 326 of IPC? 

 

DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREFORE: 

Point for determination No.(ii)  

 

5. The essential ingredients of the offence under section 326 of IPC are the 

following 

I) That the accused caused hurt to the victim voluntarily, 

ii) That hurt caused is a grievous hurt, 

iii) That the grievous hurt is caused by dangerous weapons or means. 

 

6. Again, the term “grievous hurt” is defined in Section 320 of IPC as follows: 

320. Grievous hurt. ---- The following kinds of hurt only are designated as 

“grievous”: 

First.--- Emasculation. 

Secodly.------- Permanent privation of the sight of either eye. 

Thirdly.------- Permanent privation of the hearing of either ear. 

Fourthly.---- Privation of any member or joint. 

Fifthly.------- Destruction or permanent impairing of the powers of any member 

or joint. 

Sixthly.------ Permanent disfiguration of the head or face. 

Seventhly.----- Fracture or dislocation of a bone or tooth. 

Eighthly.------- Any hurt which endangers life or which causes the sufferer to be 

during the space of twenty days in severe bodily pain, or unable to follow his 

ordinary pursuits. 
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7. Now, we are to examine whether the prosecution has been able to 

establish the presence of these ingredients in the instant case. From the perusal 

of the evidence on record, it transpires that the victim (PW4) is the only eye 

witness of this case. He deposed in his evidence that on a day about 1 year back 

at about 2:30 p.m., as he was proceeding from his home to attend a function 

near his house, the accused Bipul had stopped him and told that he would also 

go with him to that function. The PW4 against stated that the accused Bipul had 

asked the victim to accompany him for cutting wood before proceeding to the 

function to a jungle about 2 kms away. But, as stated by the PW4, the accused 

Bipul had inflicted injuries on his head and neck with a “da” because of which he 

fell down on the ground. Thereafter, Bipul's wife had also hit him on his head 

with that “da”. Diganta fell unconscious and they left him there. He could not get 

up because of the injuries and kept lying there for the whole night. He somehow 

managed to proceed to his home in the morning. One person met him on the 

way and he informed at his home. Thereafter, his sister and some others persons 

took him home. This evidence of the PW4 could not be rebutted by the defence 

in any way. The PW4 stated in his cross that no one had seen that incident and 

all the other witnesses of the prosecution have supported that by saying that 

they have not seen the incident.  

 

8. The PW1 who is the mother of the victim has supported the evidence of 

the PW4. She deposed that his son, the victim had gone to attend a function to 

nearby Simaluguri village and returned home on the next day in an injured 

condition. The victim had cut injuries on his head and as stated by the PW1, the 

victim had told her that the accused Bipul had injured him with a “da”. The PW2  

also stated in her evidence that on 18/08/2016, she went to Diganta's home to 

see him and she could see cut injuries on Diganta's head. Similarly, the PW3 also 

stated in his evidence that about 6/7 months back at about 7:00 a.m., he could 

see the family members of Diganta coming out crying on the road and saw 

Diganta in an injured condition. He again deposed that Diganta had told him that 

the accused Bipul had cut and injured him. Another witness, PW5 who is a VDP 

(Village Defence Party) nayak deposed in his evidence that the incident had 

happened on 17/08/2016 at about 2:30 p.m. He again stated that on the next 
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day of the incident, some villagers named Jaan, Khageswar, Bipul etc., had 

informed him that a boy was found in an injured condition in the jungle and he 

was sent to his home. He again deposed that he had gone to see that boy at his 

home and found that the boy had injures on his head and neck. Moreover, the 

boy's teeth were broken and he was soaked in blood. He also stated that the 

injured boy had told them that the accused Bipul had cut him. The witness 

further deposed that he along with other villagers thereafter went to Bipul's 

house and asked him about the incident when Bipul had confessed about 

inflicting those injuries upon the victim on the suspicion that the victim had illicit 

relationship with Bipul's wife. As stated by the witness, Bipul's wife had also told 

them that Bipul had inflicted injures upon the victim. This evidence of these 

witnesses could not be rebutted by the defence in any way.  

 

9. From the above evidence on record, it is clear that all the witnesses of 

the prosecution have categorically stated that the victim, Sri Diganta Saikia had 

suffered injuries in the alleged incident. The victim himself as P.W.4 has deposed 

that he was treated at AMCH, Dibrugarh of his injuries suffered in the alleged 

incident. Prosecution has submitted a medical report of the victim issued from 

AMCH, Dibrugarh. The medical examiner who deposed as PW6 exhibited the said 

medical report as Ext3. As per the said medical report, the victim was admitted 

to AMCH, Dibrugarh on 18/08/2016 with multiple injuries on frontal region, 

temporal region, neck and lip and the nature of the injuries is grievous. However, 

the weapon by which such injuries were inflicted or the age of the injuries could 

not be determined as per the medical report. The medical examiner as PW6 also 

supported the contents of Ext3 in his evidence.  

 

10. However, from the perusal of the above oral evidence of the witnesses 

including the victim, it transpires that none of the injuries suffered by the victim 

falls within any of the categories of “grievous hurt” as mentioned in Section 320 

of IPC. Although the medical report (Ext.3) mentions the nature of the injuries 

suffered by the victim as “grievous”, there is no explanation either from the 

medical examiner (P.W.6) or the prosecution how the injuries suffered by the 

victim can be termed as “grievous” within the meaning of Section 320 of IPC.  
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11. In the case of Sarwan Singh vs. State reported in AIR 1978 SC 1525, the 

Hon’ble Apex Court held that the opinion of the doctor about the nature of injury 

is not binding on the Court. In another case, Mange vs. State of Haryana 

reported in AIR 1979 SC 1194, the Apex court held that medical evidence can 

hardly be relied upon to falsify the evidence of eye witnesses because medical 

evidence is guided by various factors based on guess and certain calculations.  

 

12. In the instant case as already stated, the injuries of the victim as reported 

in the medical report (Ext.3) do not seem to be qualified to be termed as 

“grievous” within the meaning of Section 320 of IPC. There is also no explanation 

from the medical examiner as regards the grievous nature of the injuries within 

the provision of Section 320 of IPC. Moreover, the oral evidence of the witnesses 

including the victim himself could not establish the nature of injuries as 

“grievous” within the meaning of Section 320 of IPC. Hence, the prosecution has 

failed to satisfactorily establish that the victim had suffered grievous injuries on 

account of the alleged incident. Nonetheless, it is undoubtedly clear from the 

above evidence that the victim has suffered injuries which is in the nature of 

“hurt” within the meaning of Section 319 of IPC. It is now to be seen whether 

the prosecution can show that the injuries of the victim are caused by the 

accused persons and whether same were caused with sharp weapon or means. 

 

13. The FIR (Ext1) lodged by the mother of the victim states that the accused 

Bipul had cut the victim with sharp weapon. Thus, the weapon of alleged offence 

is not mentioned in the FIR. The informant as PW1 deposed in her evidence that 

she could know from the victim on the following day of the incident that Bipul 

had injured her son with a “da”. She again stated that police had seized the “da” 

used in the offence and had prepared a seizure list which she proved as Ext2. 

Another witness, PW2 also stated that police had seized a “da” and she had 

signed on the seizure list. Similarly, another witness, PW5 also stated that police 

had seized the “da” used in the offence from the possession of the accused and 

he had signed as witness to the same. However, the I.O of the case as PW7 has 

not stated anything about the recovery of the “da” used in the offence from the 
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possession of the accused. Moreover, the PW1 in her cross has stated that she 

has handed over the “da” to the police. Apart from that, the “da” which is said to 

be seized in connection with this case is never produced in the court. The 

accused persons in their statement recorded under section 313 of Cr.p.C. have 

also denied the seizure of any “da” from their custody. From this evidence, there 

appears considerable doubt regarding seizure of any “da” from the possession of 

the accused. Thus, this evidence coupled with the medical report (Ext3) would 

lead to the conclusion that prosecution has failed to satisfactorily establish that 

any “da” was used for the commission of the alleged offence or that any such 

“da” was recovered from the possession of the accused persons. The nature of 

the weapon/object used in inflicting the alleged injuries upon the victim is not 

clear from the above evidence. Hence, the prosecution has failed to satisfactorily 

establish that the injuries suffered by the victim were caused by any dangerous 

weapon or means. 

 

14. The answers to the above questions being found, it is now to be seen 

whether the prosecution can link the injuries suffered by the victim to the 

accused persons.  

 

15. The perusal of this evidence as discussed above would show that the 

victim has categorically stated that the accused Bipul had inflicted the injuries 

upon him while he was proceeding to attend a function in a nearby village on the 

day of the incident at about 2:30 p.m. All the above witnesses as mentioned 

above have also deposed in their evidence that on the next morning of the day 

of the incident when the victim was brought to his home in an injured condition, 

the victim had told them that the accused Bipul had inflicted those injuries upon 

him the previous day. Their evidence remained unshaken during their cross and 

there is nothing to disbelieve their evidence. 

 

16. The victim as PW4 has further deposed that the incident had occurred at 

about a distance of 2 kms from his house. As stated by the PW4, while he was 

proceeding to attend a function in a nearby village, the accused Bipul had offered 

to accompany him to that function. But before going there, Bipul had led him to 



8 

                          G.R. Case No. 84 of 2016 

Dictated and corrected by me 

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

 

a nearby forest to cut wood and inflicted injures upon him. The I.O of the case 

who deposed as PW7 corroborated the same in his evidence. The PW7 proved 

the sketch map prepared of the place of occurrence as Ext 3 & 4. As per the 

sketch map (Ext3), the distance of the house of the accused from the house of 

the victim is five hundred meters and a forest road leads to Arunachal Pradesh 

from in between their houses. Again, as per Ext4 the distance from the house of 

the victim to the place of occurrence is about 2 kms. It is also apparent from the 

Ext.3 & 4 as well as from the evidence of PW7 that the place of occurrence is 

border area of Assam and Arunachal Pradesh and is covered by forest. From the 

above discussion, it transpires that the evidence of the victim regarding the place 

of occurrence is supported by the I.O of the case as well as by the available 

materials.  

 

17. It is undoubtedly clear from the oral evidence of the witnesses including 

the victim as well as the medical documents available on record that the victim 

had suffered injuries on the day of the incident. Soon after that incident, the 

victim had told the persons whom he had met that the accused Bipul had 

inflicted those injuries upon him. Those persons as prosecution witnesses have 

supported the same. The evidence of these witnesses remained unshaken during 

their cross and there is no reason to disbelieve their evidence.  

 

18. Although there is argument from the defense side that the accused 

persons are falsely implicated, no justification could be provided by the accused 

persons why they will be falsely implicated by the victim since there is no stated 

previous enmity between the victim and the accused. By adducing evidence of 

two witnesses, the defense side has put up a story that the accused persons 

were busy in a function at a nearby village on the day of the incident and hence 

there is no question that the accused could have committed the alleged offence. 

Both DW1 and DW2 have stated in their evidence that on a day in August, 2016 

they were present in a function in the house of one Dhan Baruah and they saw 

both the accused persons in that function till seven in the evening. However, 

they have not stated since what time they had seen the accused persons in that 

function. It is clear from the prosecution evidence that the alleged incident had 
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occurred at about 2 to 2:30 p.m. Therefore, it is very much possible that the 

accused persons had gone to attend the function after that incident and stayed 

there till 07:00 p.m. Therefore, the plea of the accused persons that they were 

not present at the place of occurrence at the relevant time is not supported by 

the above evidence. 

 

19. The prosecution has also been able to show a motive behind commission 

of the alleged offence by the accused Bipul. It appears that the victim has 

categorically stated in his statement under section 164 of Cr.P.C. that Bipul had 

inflicted the injuries upon him as he was suspicious of illicit relationship of his 

wife with the victim. Same is also corroborated by the victim in his evidence as 

PW4. Moreover, another witness PW5 also supported the same in his evidence. 

The victim as PW4 in his cross has also stated that there was no previous enmity 

between him and Bipul. This evidence remained unrebutted in cross. The 

defence side has also failed to show any inimical relationship between the victim 

and Bipul. Thus, the possible motive of the accused Bipul in commission of the 

alleged offence is also satisfactorily explained by the prosecution. 

 

20. However, there is no sufficient material against the accused Smti 

Anjumoni Saikia regarding her involvement in the alleged offence. There is no 

mention of the accused Smti Anjumoni Saikia in the FIR(Ext.1) lodged by the 

mother of the victim. None of the witnesses except the victim has named her to 

be involved in the incident. Though the victim as PW4 has deposed that Smti. 

Anjumoni Saikia had also given a blow to him with a “da”, his evidence does not 

find any support from the other witnesses. The victim has also not stated 

anything about the accused Smt. Anjumoni Saikia to anyone after the incident.  

Moreover, as per the version of the victim, Bipul had injured him on suspicion 

that he was having an illicit affair with Bipul's wife. In such case, the victim has 

failed to satisfactorily show why Bipul's wife would also hit him. Therefore, 

prosecution evidence is lacking to establish the role of the accused Smti. 

Anjumoni Saikia for the injuries suffered by the victim. 

 

21. From the above discussion, it transpires that the prosecution has failed to 
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establish that the injuries sustained by the victim are grievous in nature. The 

prosecution has also failed to show that the hurt caused to the victim was due to 

any sharp weapon or means. Moreover, the prosecution has also failed to prove 

the involvement of the accused Smt. Anjumoni Saikia in the alleged offence to 

the satisfaction of the Court. But, from the above discussion and evidence, it is 

undoubtedly clear that prosecution has satisfactorily established that the accused 

Bipul had voluntarily caused hurt to the victim Diganta on the day of the incident 

which is punishable under Section 323 of IPC.  

 

Point for Determination No.(i): 

 

22. Section 120B of IPC  prescribes the punishment for the offence of criminal 

conspiracy. The definition of “criminal conspiracy” is provided in section 120A of 

IPC. The said provision defines criminal conspiracy in the following words-  

120A. Definition of criminal conspiracy. ----- When two or more persons agree to 

do, or cause to be done,----- 

1) An illegal act, or 

2) An act which is not illegal by illegal means, such an agreement is 

designated a criminal conspiracy:  

Provided that no agreement except an agreement to commit an offence shall 

amount to a criminal conspiracy unless some act besides the agreement is done 

by one or more parties to such agreement in pursuance thereof. 

Explanation ---- It is immaterial whether the illegal act is the ultimate object of 

such agreement, or is merely incidental to that object. 

 

23. Thus, the ingredients of the offence of criminal conspiracy are that there 

should be an agreement between two or more persons who are alleged to 

conspire and said agreement should be for doing an illegal act or any act which is 

not illegal by illegal means.   

 

24. in the instant case, prosecution has failed to prove the involvement of the 

accused Smt. Anjumoni Saikia in any way in the alleged offence to the 

satisfaction of the Court. There is also no evidence from the prosecution side to 
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show that there was any kind of agreement between the two accused persons to 

commit the alleged offence. Hence, prosecution has absolutely failed to prove 

the offence under Section 120B of IPC against the accused persons.   

 

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

the offence under Section 323 of IPC against the accused Bipul to the satisfaction 

of the Court. However, the prosecution has failed to prove the offence under 

Section 120B/326 of IPC against both the accused persons.  

 

26. Accused Sri Bipul Saikia was formally charged under Section 120B/326 of 

IPC and no formal charge was framed under Section 323 of IPC. But, Section 

222(1) of the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 provides that when a person is 

charged with an offence consisting of several particulars, a combination of some 

only of which constitutes a complete minor offence, and such combination is 

proved, but the remaining particulars are not proved, he may be convicted of the 

minor offence, though he was not charged with it. Again, Section 222(2) of the 

Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 provides that when a person is charged with 

an offence and facts are proved which reduced it to a minor offence, he may be 

convicted of the minor offence, although he is not charged with it.   

 

27. Both the offences punishable under Section 323 and 326 of IPC are put in 

Chapter XVI of the IPC under the same heading of offences, i.e., “hurt”. The 

offence punishable under section 326 of IPC contains some of the ingredients of 

the offence punishable under Section 323 of IPC as well. Therefore, from the 

nature, ingredients and the prescribed punishment for these two offences, it is 

clear that offence punishable under Section 323 of IPC is a minor offence in 

comparison to offence punishable under Section 326 of IPC. Hence, the provision 

of Section 222 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 can conveniently be 

applied in this case.  

 

28. Upon perusal of the case and from the defence set up by the accused 

during cross examination of the prosecution witnesses and also from the 

statement of the accused during his examination under Section 313 of Cr.P.C., it 



12 

                          G.R. Case No. 84 of 2016 

Dictated and corrected by me 

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

 

appears that it is always the stand of the accused that he never caused any 

injury to the victim. Moreover, he also denied that any weapon was also 

recovered from him. The version of the accused is that he was not present at the 

place of occurrence when the alleged incident had happened.  Therefore, it is 

apparent that the accused was not misled or that he was not prejudiced in view 

of the fact that no separate charge was framed against him under Section 323 of 

IPC. Hence, I deem it fit to convict the accused under Section 323 of IPC 

although no separate charge was framed under the aforesaid section. 

 

29.  In view of the discussions made above and the decisions reached, it is 

held that the prosecution has failed to prove the offences under Section 

120B/326 of IPC against both the accused persons. Moreover, the prosecution 

has failed to prove any offence against the accused Smt. Anjumoni Saikia. 

Therefore, the accused Sri Bipul Saikia and Smt. Anjumoni Saikia are acquitted of 

the charge under section 120B/326 of IPC. But, the prosecution has successfully 

proved the offence under Section 323 of IPC against the accused Sri Bipul Saikia. 

Hence, the accused Sri Bipul Saikia is convicted under Section 323 of IPC for 

voluntarily causing hurt to victim Sri Diganta Saikia.  

 

30. In view of the nature of commission of the offence, I am not inclined to 

give the benefit of the Probation of Offenders Act, 1958 to the convict. 

 

31. I have heard the accused on the point of sentence and his statement is 

recorded on separate sheet and attached with the case record. He has submitted 

that he may be dealt with lightly due to his young age.  

 

32. The offence under Section 323 of IPC entails punishment of imprisonment 

up to one year or fine up to Rs.1,000/- or both. The convict Sri Bipul Saikia is of 

young age with no known previous criminal records. The convict was in judicial 

custody for about 4 months during investigation and trial. Considering all these 

facts and circumstances, I find that the ends of justice will be appropriately met, 

if the convict is sentenced to simple imprisonment for the period he has already 

undergone in custody. The above sentence is accordingly imposed upon the 
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convict.  

  

33. The period of imprisonment already undergone by the convict during 

investigation and trial shall be set off against the period of imprisonment 

imposed on him in terms of provision of Section 428 of Cr.P.C. The bail bond 

executed by the convict and surety are extended for next six months as per the 

Provisions of section 437(A) Cr.P.C. 

 

34. Furnish a free copy of the judgment to the convict as per the provisions 

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

 

35. The convict Sri Bipul Saikia is informed about his right of appeal against 

the order and judgment of conviction and sentence passed as above. 

 

36. Seized articles be returned to the rightful owner as per law.  

 

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 13th day of March, 2019.                                          

              

 

            

(Debasish Kashyap) 

      Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate (M),  

                   Chapakhowa, Sadiya 
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APPENDIX 

 

EXHIBIT OF THE PROSECUTION  

 

Ext.1…….FIR 

Ext.1(1)…..Signature of the informant (P.W.1) 

Ext.2…….Seizure List MR. No-13/16 

Ext.2(1)…… Signature of the informant (P.W.1) 

Ext.2(2)…… Signature of the P.W.2 

Ext.3…….Medical report 

Ext.3(1)…..Signature of the M/O 

Ext.4…….Sketch map 

Ext.4(1)…..Signature of the I/O 

Ext.5......Charge Sheet 

Ext.5(1)…..Signature of the I/O 

 

EXHIBIT OF THE DEFENCE  

NONE 

MATERIAL EXHIBIT OF THE PROSECUTION 

NONE 

MATERIAL EXHIBIT OF THE DEFENCE 

NONE 

  

PROSECUTION WITNESS 

 

1. Smt. Aruna Saikia, P.W.1 

2. Smt. Anima Barhoi, P.W.2 

3. Sri Hemanta Dutta, P.W.3 

4. Sri Diganta Saikia, P.W.4 

5. Sri Babul Borah, P.W.5 

6. Dr. Ishankur Saikia, P.W.6 (M/O) 

7. Sri Tankeswar Das, P.W.7 (I/O) 
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DEFENCE WITNESS 

1. Sri Lukan Baruah, D.W.1 

2. Sri Jadhav Gogoi, D.W.2 

 

       (Debasish Kashyap) 

               Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate (M),  

                           Chapakhowa, Sadiya 

 

       

 

 

 

 

 

 


