
IN  THE  COURT  OF  THE  SPECIAL  JUDICIAL  RAILWAY
MAGISTRATE,TINSUKIA

PRESENT: M. HAZARIKA, AJS

         Special Railway(Judicial) Magistrate, Tinsukia 

                                  SR/CR Case no 358/17

                 (U/S 145(b)/146/147 of The Railways Act,1989)

                                    Union of India 

                                           V.

                                  1. Rakesh Gogoi

                                  2. Pranjal Das

   Appearance

   For State: Mr.Y.K.Misra

   For Defence: Mr. S.Prasad

   Date of evidence of  prosecution :21.6.17,25.10.18,12.11.18,7.12.18

   Date of evidence of Defence:20.2.19

   Date of Examination of Accused person: 31.12.18

   Date of Argument: 5.3.19,18.3.19,6.4.19

   Date of Judgment:10.4.19



                                      J U D G M E N T 

1. The prosecution case is that on 28.3.17  complainant of the instant case

namely L.K.Pao, SSE/P-way/DBRG  lodged a complaint to the effect that

for the preparation of works of additional washing pit line at DBRG yard

for commissioning of line in the contract works some skilled P-way staff

were required for safe maintenance and safety reasons as the  contractor’s

labour were not expert to do it independently. And as such some skilled P-

way  Staff  which were  under  the  jurisdiction   of  the  complainant  were

called for as the work has been targeted urgently for running of Shatabdhi

Express train and accordingly they attended the site.  However at  about

13:00hrs  accused  persons  namely  Pranjal  Das,  trackmaintainer  under

SSE/P-way/MRG  and  Rakesh  Gogoi  trackmaintainer,  Gang  no.CKW-5

KOWN under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  complainant  came at  the  site  and

disrupted the quality and quantity of the works for about 2hrs and also

misbehaved with the complainant. And as a result of the act of the accused

persons the safety, quality and quantum of works were badly disturbed and

suffered.

        INVESTIGATION
2. On receipt of the complaint, IPF  of  RPF/POST/DBRGregistered the case

against the accused person vide RPF/POST/DBRG Case No 14/17 under

Section 145(b)/146/147 of The Railways Act,1989.The E/O  of the instant

case visited the place of occurrence, recorded the statement of witnesses as

well as  confessional statement of the accused persons.  E/O on conclusion



of the investigation submitted the prosecution report  against the aforesaid

accused persons under section 145(b)/146/147 of The Railways Act,1989 
                                                    
                                                  

3.  On receipt of the prosecution report, this Court  took cognizance of the

case  for disposal. The accused persons were served with summon and on

their  appearance before the Court they were allowed to go on bail.  The

accused persons were served with copies as per statutory provision and the

charge punishable under section 145(b)/146/147 of The Railways Act,1989

read over and explained to the accused persons  to which they pleaded not

guilty and claimed to stand the trial. 

   TRIAL

4. In  order  to  establish  its  case,  Prosecution  examined two  witnesses  i.e

informant as PW1 and Pw2 as E/O of the instant case. Prosecution side

also   exhibited the complaint petition as Ext1,confessional statement of

accused  Rakesh  Gogoi  as  Ext2  and  confessional  statement  of  accused

Pranjal Das as Ext3, Prosecution report as Ext4.   As the witness produced

by the prosecution side implicated the accused persons as a result accused

persons  were   examined  under  section  313  CrPC.  Accused  denied  the

allegation  meted  out  against  them   in  the  evidence  produced  by  the

prosecution side and adduce evidence.   It is pertinent to mention here that

accused persons adduced defence evidence as Dw1 and also exhibited  the

notice issued to accused persons as Ext A and Ext B respectively.  Defence

case is nothing but bare denial of the prosecution case.

5. I  have  heard  the  Learned  Counsel  for  the  parties  on  length  and  upon

hearing and perusal  of  records.  I  have  framed the  following points  for

determination in order to form a definite finding regards the discussion.



         POINTS FOR DETERMINATION
6.   Whether the accused persons on 28.3.17 at about 13:00hrs had  illegally

entered  at the construction site of DBRG yard,  disrupted the quality and

quantity  of  works  for  two  hours  and  later  on  misbehaved  with  the

complainant  and     thereby   committed  an  offence  punishable  under

section  145(b)/146/147 of the Railways Act,1989 

DECISION AND REASON therefore

7. I  have  gone through  the  entire  evidence  on record  and  also  heard  Ld.

Counsel  for  both  side.  In  backdrop of  these  fact  let  me appreciate  the

evidence produce by the prosecution.

8.  PW1  namely   Lakhi  kumar  Pao,SSE/P-way/DBRG  informant  of  the

instant case in his evidence stated that on 28.3.17 he was constructing a

line in the washing pit  of DBRG and at about 1:00pm accused persons

obstructed in the work. Pw1 stated that he does not know why the accused

persons obstructed the work and rebuked them but due to the act of the

accused persons the work was delayed by two hours. Pw1 stated that a hue

and cry was raised and the work was delayed and as a result he informed

the matter  to RPF and later  on lodged a complaint  against  the accused

persons. 

9.      Pw1 during cross examination made by Ld. Defence Counsel stated

that  he  is  SSE/P-way/DBRG  and  on  that  day  he  worked  on  the

construction of new washing pit at DBRG. Pw1 stated that construction of

washing  pit  was  allotted  in  the  name  of  contractor  namely  Kulendra



Hazarika.  Pw1  stated  that  he  used  to  receive  the   details   from  the

contractors doing construction works for railways but E/o of the instant

case had not seized any details regarding the construction work from him.

Pw1  stated  that  he  had  not  hand  over  any  details  regarding  the

construction of work to E/O nor he had handed over the Khatiyan to E/o

regarding the supervision of  washing pit  that  was given to  him.   Pw1

stated  that  he  had  read  the  tender  that  if  the  work  is  allotted  to  the

contractor he will only do the work. Pw1 stated that he had 6 gang/team

and one gang team consist of 14 employees who are mostly C and D grade

employees of Indian Railways and on that very day he had engaged 15

employees for  construction of  washing pit.  Pw1 stated that  he had not

received any official order for employing the 15 railway employees in the

construction work. Pw1 stated that he had not given any written intimation

or copy to any of his immediate senior i.e, ADEN/DBRT namely Hitesh

Jaiswal or to E/o for employing 15 railway  employees at the construction

site as the things were done verbally. Pw1 stated that the Indian Railways

used to take contract and some of the contract works are given to him in

order  to  supervise  them  efficiently.  Pw1  stated  that  work  allotted  to

contractor is to be done by the contractor himself by using his labor and

instrument. Pw1 stated that he had not submitted any written order to E/O

wherefrom it can be said that work done by the said contractor is to be

supervised by him. Pw1 stated that he had made 15 railway employee to

stand by and guide the labour of the contractor in order to complete the

work.Pw1 stated that he does not know accused persons disturbed which

labour  but  they  had  committed  the  said  incident.  Pw1  stated  that  the

contractor had not prayed before him  for giving 15 railway employees for

completion of the work allotted to him but for completion of the work

efficiently  they have given 15 railway employees. Pw1 stated that he had

not mention in the complaint petition that accused persons revoked him



and his staff.  Pw1 stated that he had not mention that accused persons

made hue and cry at  the place of  occurrence.  Pw1 stated that  accused

persons are railway employees but does not know if accused persons are

the President and Vice President of Simanta Railway Karmachari Sangh.

Pw1 stated that he had given the complaint on 27.3.17.

10. Pw2 namely ASI BB Deori who is the E/O of the instant  case in his

evidence stated that on 30.3.17 SI Surinder Singh had endorsed him to

investigate the case. Pw2 stated that after endorsing the case to him he had

investigated the same  and had also  visited the place of occurrence. Pw2

stated  that  accused  persons  had  surrendered  before  him  and  he  had

recorded the confessional statement of the accused persons. Pw2 stated

that on completion of investigation he had submitted prosecution report

against  the  accused  persons  under  section  145(b)/146/147  of  The

Railways Act,1989. 

                                           Pw2 in his cross examination stated that

complainant  had  lodged  the  complaint  petition  on  27.3.17  as  the

occurrence  took place  on that  very day but  he  had not  made any due

inquiry  in  order  to  ascertain  as  to  why  the  complaint  petition  was

registered on 30.3.17.Pw2 stated that he had not prepared the sketch map

of the place of occurrence and admitted that he had stated the direction of

the place of occurrence in his examination-in-chief on the basis of prior

knowledged. Pw2 stated that he had not recorded the statement of other

persons who were present at the place of occurrence on that very day. Pw2

admitted  that  there  is  a  mistake  in  the prosecution  report  it  should  be

9.4.17 but he had written 3.4.17 and also stated that he had not mentioned

in the prosecution report that accused persons had surrendered before him

but had stated that he had arrested the accused persons. Pw2 stated that he

had  issued  notice  to  accused  persons  and  on  their  appearance  he  had



arrested the latter and released them on bail. Pw2 stated that on the basis

of  the confessional  statement  of  accused persons he had submitted the

prosecution report against them. Pw2 stated that he had  not specifically

mention the sections found against the accused persons in the prosecution

report.  Pw2 stated that he does not know how the confessional statement

of the accused person is recorded. Pw2 stated that the pages of Ext3 does

not bear his signature and also that of the accused person whereas in the

page no4 of Ext3 bears only  a note and his signature. Pw2 stated that he

had not warned the accused person that the statement may be used against

him  during  trial.  Pw2  stated  that  he  had  not  taken  the  signature  of

constable Sailendra Gogoi in Ext3 nor he had recorded the statement of

the accused person.Pw2 stated that he had not mention the date, time and

place where he had recorded the confessional  statement of the accused

persons.  Pw2 stated that he had not affixed his signature nor the accused

person  had  affixed  his  signature  at  the  first  page  of  Ext2  nor  he  had

warned the accused person that the statement might be used against him

during trial. Pw2 stated that he does not know what is written in Ext3 as

he does not  know the Assamese language.  Pw2 stated that  he  had not

recorded the statement of the person who had recorded the confessional

statement of accused Pranjal Das. Pw2 stated that accused Rakesh Gogoi

had not pleaded his guilt at Ext2. Pw2 stated that he does not know the

name of the contractor who had taken the contract of washing pit. Pw2

stated that he had not recorded the statement of any contractor, manager

or employee  nor he had recorded the statement of the person who have

been misbehaved by the accused persons. Pw2 stated that accused persons

had created nuisance at the place of occurrence. Pw2 stated that he does

not know the name of ADEN and so he had not recorded the statement of

the said official. Pw2 stated that he had not seized the contract agreement

and also stated that he had investigated the case under the supervision of



IPF/DBRG namely J.Maurya and on the direction of IPF/DBRG he had

submitted the prosecution report against the accused persons. Pw2 stated

that he had recorded the statement of  complainant and later did not stated

that  accused  persons   rebuked  him.  Pw2  stated  that  in  the  complaint

petition as well as in the statement of the complainant no use of slang

language by the accused persons is mention and so he could not able to

say if accused persons had misbehaved with the complainant. 

11.   Dw1 namely Uday kumar Sarma in his evidence stated that on 28.3.17

he was working at the washing pit  line in Dibrugarh along with 50-60

labours. Dw1 stated that he know the complainant and on that very day

latter  was present at the place of occurrence till 10:30 am (approx.). Dw1

stated  that  he  knows  the  accused  persons  and  that  they  are  railway

employees and further stated that Pranjal Das is the secretary and Rakesh

Gogoi is the vice president of BRMS. Dw1 further stated that on the day

of incident accused person was not present at the place of occurrence and

as a result no  such untoward incident took place on that very day. Dw 1

stated that on that very day he went to meet the accused person at about

7:30pm in order to ascertain whether the work allotted at the washing pit

line in Dibrugrah was under contract or not and later on he came to know

that the accused persons called some person. 
                                                      Dw1 during cross examination made by

Ld. Public Prosecutor stated that  he had not produce any document  to

ascertain if he was present  on duty at washing pit on that very day. Dw1

stated that he saw the complainant present at the place of occurrence from

8am to 10am. Dw1 stated that work of washing pit line was going  at area

of 1km and on that very day no such untoward incident had occurred.



12.  Now coming to the  instant case  at hand, the most essential thing to be

discuss is that whether the accused persons on 28.3.17 at about 13:00hrs

had illegally entered at the construction site of DBRG yard and disrupted

the  work   for  about  two  hours  and  later  on  misbehaved  with  the

complainant. And to arrive at a definite conclusion it is essential to peruse

the evidence of the prosecution side thoroughly and distinctly. 

13.On  perusing  the  Exhibited  documents   as  well  as  evidence  of  the

prosecution side as a whole it transpires that on 28.3.17  for commission of

additional washing pit  line at DBRG yard  some skilled P-way labours

were  called  as  the  contractors  labours  were  not  efficient  to  do  it

independently.  And as such on that very day at  about 13:00hrs accused

persons  arrived at  the  place  of  occurrence  and  not  only  disrupted  the

complainant and the workers from performing their duties efficiently  for

about two hours but also misbehaved with the complainant. In such a case

burden  lies  on  the  prosecution  side  to  produce  the  copy  of  agreement

wherefrom it can be ascertain that  for construction  of washing pit line   at

DBRG yard contract was allotted to the contractor since complainant in the

complaint petition specifically stated that for commission of washing pit

line at DBRG yard skilled P-way staff were called for as the contractor

labours were not skilled in the said work but it is sad to mention here that

prosecution side miserably failed in this regard since Pw2 who is the E/O

of the instant case in his cross examination  specifically admitted  that he

had not seized the copy of the agreement wherefrom it can be ascertain that

work was allotted to a contractor  nor he had recorded the statement of

contractor, manager or any other laborers who were present at that time on

the place of occurrence. Pw2 in his cross examination further admitted that

he does not know the name of the contractor who had taken contract of

construction of washing pit line.  It is pertinent to mention here that Pw1 in



his cross examination admitted the fact that E/o of the instant case had not

seized the details regarding the construction  of work  nor he had handed

over the same to  the E/O of the instant case. 

                                                          Similarly,on perusing the cross examination

of Pw1 it came to light that the Railway  Authority used to take contract and

some of the work of the contract are allotted to the former in order to supervise

them efficiently.  And the work allotted to a  contractor  is  to be done by the

contractor himself by using his own material, instrument as well as labour and

the alleged work of construction of washing pit line  was done by contractor

namely Kulendra  Hazarika. It is pertinent to mention here on further  perusing

the cross examination of Pw1 as well as Ext1  that on the day of incident PW1

had employed 15 railway employees  at  construction of washing pit line  and as

a  result  the  said  incident  took  place.  In  such  a  case  burden  lies  on  the

prosecution  to  produce  the   order  copy  wherein  the  complainant  has  been

directed by the Railway authority to supervise the work of the contractor as well

as the order copy   wherefrom it can be ascertain that  complainant  was directed

to employed 15 railway employees at the construction site of washing pit line at

DBRG yard but it is sad to mention here that prosecution side miserably failed

in this regard. Since in the cross examination Pw1 had specifically admitted  the

fact  that  he  had not  receive  any order  copy of  supervision  from the  higher

authority  and  also  he  had  not  hand  over  the  khatiyan  to  E/O  regarding

supervision of construction of washing pit line. It is  pertinent to mention here

that Pw1 in his cross examination also admitted the fact that the contractor had

not prayed before him for employing 15 railway employees for completion of

work allotted to him nor he had received any official information or order from

the  higher authority for employing the 15 railway employees at the construction

site.  Pw1 also admitted the fact that he had not given any written intimation of

employing 15 railway employees at the construction site to his immediate senior



i.e, ADEN of DBRT namely Hitesh Jaiswal nor handed over a copy of the same

to  E/O.  It  is  pertinent  to  mention  here  that  Pw2  in  his  cross  examination

admitted the fact that he had not recorded the statement of ADEN/DBRT in

order to ascertain the truthfulness of the case. From the above fact a sense of

doubt arises in the prosecution case.  

14.        On perusing the evidence of  Pw2 it appears that on the basis of the

confessional  statements  of  the  accused  persons  he  had  submitted

prosecution report against the accused persons.  And as such on perusing

Section 164 CrPC coupled with Section 281 of the said Code it transpires

that  it  is  the first  and foremost duty  while recording  a   confessional

statement of a accused person to inform the latter that he is not bound to

make any confessional statement and if does so  it may  be used as an

evidence against him.  And upon questioning the person if it has  a reason

to believe that it is being made voluntarily then only the confession of the

accused  person  is  to  be  recorded.  It  is  pertinent  to  mention  here  that

confessional statement of the accused person is to be signed by the maker

with  a memorandum at  the foot  of  the said record about  the warning

given to accused person. 
                                However on perusing the confessional statements of

the accused persons which are  exhibited by the prosecution side as Ext2

and Ext3   it transpires that  the said exhibited documents does not bear the

date, time and  place of recording the said confessional statement.  And on

perusing the Ext2 carefully it came to light that the first page of the said

document does not have the signature of accused and also that of the E/O

but in the second page of the said document it bears the signatures  of both

the persons. Similarly  on perusing the first three pages of Ext3 it came to



light that the said document does not bear the signature of accused and E/o

but the last page bears the signature of accused as well as that of the E/o.

The said fact has been admitted by Pw2 who is the E/O of the instant case

in his cross examination that he had not signed the  first page of Ext2 and

also  the  signature  of  accused  Rakesh  Gogoi  is  absent  in  it.  The  said

witness also admitted the fact that the first three pages of Ext3 does not

bear his signature and also that of accused Pranjal Das and at the last page

of Ext3 it bears a note and his signature. Pw2 also admitted the fact that he

had not mention the place, date and time before recording the confessional

statement of accused person and also admitted that he had not mention in

his case diary as well as in the exhibited documents about the warning

given to accused persons that the said confessional statement will be used

against them during trail of the instant case at the Court of Law.   
                                     It is pertinent to mention here that Pw2 who is the

E/o  of  the  instant  case  admitted    one  shocking  fact    in  his  cross

examination  that  he  does  not  know  the  procedure  of  recording  the

confessional statement of accused person and also does not know what is

written in Ext3 as he does not know the Assamese language. However the

said witness had mention in  the last page of Ext3 that the said statement

of  accused Pranjal  Das  was recorded by constable  of  RPF/Post/DBRG

namely Sailendra Gogoi  as per his direction. In such a case burden lies on

the prosecution to produce the said vital witness before this Court to arrive

at a reasonable decision but prosecution failed in this regard since Pw2

admitted  the  fact  in  his  cross  examination   that  he  had  not  taken  the

signature of constable Sailendra Gogoi at the said exhibited document nor

he had recorded the statement of the said constable during investigation of

the instant case. Pw2 also admitted that accused Rakesh Gogoi had not

admitted his guilt in Ext2. From the above fact a sense of doubt arises in



the prosecution case as well as definite credibility could not be establish

on the said exhibited documents. 

15.       On perusing the Ext4 it  came to light that E/O had arrested the

accused Rakesh Gogoi on 31.3.17 and arrested the other accused on 9.4.17

and  in  the  evidence  Pw2  also   stated  that  the  accused  persons  had

surrendered before him at RPF/POST/DBRG. However Pw2 in his cross

examination  stated  that   he  knows  that  there  is  a  difference  between

summoning of  accused person and surrendered of accused person before

RPF/Post and the said witness   admitted in his cross examination that  he

had issued notice to accused persons to appear before him and on their

appearance  he  had  arrested  them  and  after  conducting  necessary

formalities, allowed them to go on bail The said fact has been supported

by the documents which has been  exhibited by the defence side as ExtA

and Ext B respectively and later on Pw2 admitted that accused persons

had not surrendered before him at the RPF/ Post/DBRG. The said witness

also admitted some shocking facts during cross examination that as per

law when a case is given for investigation, it is the duty of the enquiry

officer  to  work  independently  and   on  conclusion  of  investigation  to

submit prosecution report but in the instant case he had investigated the

case  under  the  supervision  of  then  the  IPF  of  RPF/DBRG  namely  J.

Maurya  and  on  the  direction  of  the  said  IPF  he  had  submitted  the

prosecution report against  the accused person.  The said witness further

admitted  the  fact  that  case  was  given  to  him  for  inquiry  and  it  was

completed  by  then  the  IPF  of  RPF/DBRG  as  he  was  not  illegible  to

inquiry the case independently. 
                                                     Similarly on perusing the Ext4 it came to

light that Pw2 had submitted the prosecution report no. 23/17 before this

Court on 9.4.17 but on careful scrutiny of the said piece of document it

came to light that on the top of the  said prosecution report it has been



mention by the E/O that he had submitted the prosecution report no 23/17

on  3.4.17.  The  said  fact  has  been  admitted  by  Pw2  in  his  cross

examination that there is mistake of date in the prosecution report. From

the above fact a sense of doubt arises regarding the investigation of the

instant case by the E/O i.e Pw2.

16.  On perusing the Ext1 it came to light that the occurrence took place on

28.3.17 at about 13:00hrs  and that the complainant i.e, Pw1 had lodged

the case against the accused persons  on 28.3.17 whereas  the said witness

in  his  cross  examination  stated  that  he  had  lodged  the  complaint  on

27.3.17.  The  said  fact  has  been  admitted  by  Pw2  that  the  complaint

petition was lodged by the complainant on 27.3.17 as the occurrence took

place on the said date. If it is held that occurrence took place on 27.3.17 or

28.3.17 in such a case burden lies on the prosecution to give a reasonable

explanation as to why the case was registered on 30. 3.17 at about 12:00

hrs  by  then  the  Sub  inspector  of  RPF/POST/DBRG  namely  Surendra

Singh but it is sad to mention here that prosecution side miserably failed

in this regard. It is pertinent to mention here that Pw2 admitted the fact

that  he  knows  that  occurrence  took  place  on  27.3.17  and  that  the

complaint petition was lodged  and registered on 30.3.17  but  as regard to

the said fact he had not made any due inquiry or investigation. 
                                   However on perusing the Ext1 it came to light that

accused persons misbehaved  with the complainant and as a result  the

instant case was lodged against them but on perusing the evidence of Pw1

it  came  to  light  that  he  had  not  mentioned  specifically  that  accused

persons misbehaved with him by using filthy language . The said fact has

been admitted by Pw2 in his cross examination that complainant in his

statement as well as in the complaint petition had not specifically stated

that accused persons used slang language against him  and so it is difficult

for  Pw2  to  say  whether  accused  persons  misbehaved  with  the



complainant.  If  it  is  held  that  accused  persons  misbehaved  with  the

complainant  by using filthy language in such  case burden lies  on the

prosecution to bring some witnesses wherefrom it can be ascertain that

accused persons had misbehaved with the complainant  but  it  is  sad to

mention here that prosecution side miserably failed in this regard, since

Pw2  in  his  cross  examination  stated  that  other  then  Pw1  he  had  not

recorded the statement of any other persons who were present at the place

of occurrence on that very day. 

                                            It is pertinent to mention here that defence side in

order to establish the fact that no such incident had happened on that very day

adduced the evidence of Dw1 and as such on perusing the evidence of the said

witness  as a whole it came to light that no such untoward incident had occurred

on that very day whereas it was the said Dw1  who went to meet the accused

persons  who  are  the  Secretary  and   Vice  President  of  BRMS  in  order  to

ascertain whether the work going at the washing pit line was under contract or

not and latter saw that the accused persons called some people on telephone.

                                                                                           

        Hence from the above fact a sense of doubt arises in the prosecution case

and  a  definite  credibility  could  not  be  establish  on  the  evidence  of  the

prosecution side as well as in the exhibited documents. 

17.     From the above evidence  produced by the prosecution side, it can be said

that prosecution side  has miserably failed to bring home the charge punishable

under section 145(b)/146/147 of The Railways Act,1989  against the accused

persons. Therefore, this point is decided in negative against the prosecution.



                                                   O R D E R

In view of the above discussion, I hold the accused persons are  not guilty u/s

145(b)/146/147 of The Railways Act,1989  and is acquitted from  the said  charges.

Bail bond of accused person stand cancelled after the expiry of six months from

today.

 Given under the hand and seal of this court on  this  10th   day of  April, 2019

Dated: 10.4.19                        

                                    Mrs  Merileen Hazarika

                                           Special Railway  Magistrate, Tinsukia



                                                APPENDIX    

Witness for Prosecution 

Pw1                                                     Lakhi Kumar Pao

Pw2                                                      B.B.Deori

Witness for Defence

Dw1                                Uday Kumar Sankar

Document for Prosecution

Ext1                                                       Complaint petition

Ext1(1)                                                Signature of Pw1

Ext2                             Confessional Statement of accused Rakesh Gogoi

Ext2(1)                                                  Signature of Pw2

Ext3                              Confessional Statement of accused Pranjal Das

Ext 3(1)                                            Signature of  Pw2

Ext4                                              Prosecution Report

Ext4 (1)                                      Signature of  Pw2 

Document for DefenceE

ExtA                           Notice to accused Pranjal Das

ExtB                            Notice to accused Rakesh Gogoi
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