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      IN THE COURT OF SUB-DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE (SADAR)  

      TINSUKIA 

 

Present: S. Sultana, AJS 

      SDJM(S), Tinsukia 

 

CR CASE NO. 47C/15 

U/S 14 of Child Labour Act 

 

State of Assam 

Vs 

Sri Biki Saha 

                                                        …….... ACCUSED 

 

 

Advocate for prosecution: Learned Banti Hazarika 

Advocate for defence: Learned J. Singh 

Offence explained on: 10-08-2015 

Date of Evidence:  31-08-2017, 25-01-2018, 22-05-2018, 

   09-07-2018, 25-07-2018, 02-11-2018, 

   08-07-2019 

Date of Argument: 28-08-2019, 11-09-2019 

Date of Judgment: 25-09-2019 

JUDGMENT 

 

1. The prosecution case succinctly is that complainant lodged the complaint 

(Ext.3) on 05-05-2015 alleging that the accused person is the occupier in 

relation to his establishment viz. M/s Hotel Mayura.  

Complainant has stated in the complaint petition that the 

complainant during her course of visit along with District Task Force 
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Team for tracking Child Labour, Tinsukia visited to the aforesaid 

establishment of the accused on 26-02-2015 and found that the accused 

has employed the following Child Labourers namely (1) Sri Jayis Pangeee, 

age 12-13 years, (2) Sri Tutu Doley, age 12-13 years, and (3) Sri Rahul 

Chetri, age 12-13 years. 

Complainant further stated that the child labour mentioned above 

were rescued by the team and handed over to the R.S.T.C. at Makum on 

that day and the accused was issued with Show Cause notice vide 

No.TSK/CH/27/Pt/95/278-87-261 dated 26-02-2015. 

 

Complainant has stated in the complaint petition that the Age 

determination examination of the Child Labour was done by the Medical 

Board constituted by the Joint Director of Health Services, Tinsukia and 

the age of Child Labour were declared below 14 years but the accused in 

his reply to the Show Cause notice contradicted that the Child Labour are 

above the age of 14 years by producing age certificate from certain 

doctor/ authority regarding which the complainant was not satisfied with 

the contents of reply of the accused regarding authenticity of the age 

certificate of the Child Labour issued by the inferior officer other than the 

Joint Director of Health Services, Tinsukia.  

Thus, the above facts and circumstances led to the filing of the 

instant complaint and set the prosecution case in motion. 

 

2. Based on the complaint petition, cognizance was taken and summons was 

issued to accused Biki Saha. 

 

3. Relevant copies of documents were furnished to above mentioned 

accused person as per provision of law. Particulars of offences u/s 14 of 

Child Labour (Prohibition and Rehabilitation) Act, 1986 was explained to 

accused to which accused person pleaded not guilty and claimed to be 

tried. 

 

4. In this instant case, 7 (seven) prosecution witnesses (hereinafter referred 

to as PWs) have been examined-in-chief and cross examined by defence 

except for PW4.  
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5. Statement of defence u/s 313 CrPC has been recorded in which accused 

has reiterated that he is innocent and not guilty. Defence did not tender 

any evidence in its support. I have heard argument advanced by both 

sides. I have also perused the entire case record. 

 

POINTS FOR DETERMINATION: 

 

6. The points of determinations are as follows:- 

(i) Whether accused person on 26-02-2015 employed child labours 

namely Jayis Pangee, Tutu Doley and Rahul Chetri, to work in 

contravention of provision of Section-3 of Child Labour (Prohibition 

&  Regulation) Act, 1986 and thereby committed an offence u/s 14 

of Child Labour (Prohibition &  Regulation) Act, 1986 ? 

 

REASONS, DISCUSSIONS & DECISIONS THEREOF: 

7. To arrive at a conclusion, I have gone through the evidence on record 

thoroughly one by one.  

8. CW1/Complainant - Shikha Moni Chaudhury has deposed in her 

evidence that on 26-02-15, she was working as Labour Inspector, 

Tinsukia and on that day, as per the direction of Deputy Commissioner, 

Tinsukia CW1 alongwith District Task force team conducted a special 

drive against child labour in Tinsukia. CW1 alongwith the task force team 

visited M/S Hotel Mayura situated at GNB Road, Tinsukia. The task force 

team also consisted of Smti. Nandit Roy Gohain who was the Executive 

Magistrate. CW1 further deposed that on their visit to M/S Hotel Mayura, 

she found that one Biki Saha was the employer of the said hotel and she 

also found three boys namely Jayis Pangee, Tutu Doley and Rahul Chetry 

working in the hotel and they appeared to be under the age of 12-13 yrs. 

Thereafter, the boys were handed over by CW1 to RSTC, Makum. CW1 

also deposed that one showcause letter was issued to employer Biki 

Saha, however he did not furnish any reply to the same despite direction 

to submit showcause reply within 7 days of receipt. Thereafter, the 

rescued child labourers were sent to Joint Director of Health Services, 

Tinsukia for age determination. CW1 also received reports from Tinsukia 
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Civil Hospital regarding the age of the child labourers which disclosed the 

age of Rahul Chetry to be 13-14 yrs, the age of Jayis Pangee was 12-13 

yrs and the age of Tutu Doley was 13-14 yrs. After completion of all 

procedural formalities, CW1 filed the complaint petition against accused 

person. 

In her cross examination, CW1 has deposed that on the day of 

visit, they search about 4 to 5 hotels at Tinsukia. CW1 deposed that they 

visited Hotel Mayura at 1:30 pm and the time of their visit, all the 

customers went out of the hotel. CW1 also deposed that there were other 

hotels and shops adjacent to hotel Mayura and many people were present 

there but CW1 did not meet the witnesses or any other person nor they 

had taken the signatures of any other person as witness. CW1 also 

deposed that she had not taken or seized any document regarding proof 

of ownership of hotel Mayura in the name of Biki Saha. CW1 also did not 

seize any register or record from hotel Mayura in respect of the number 

of employees, names of the employees and any other details. CW1 also 

did not seize any register which shows that the child labourers were 

employees in the said hotel. CW1 also deposed that they did not keep 

any record or report regarding enquiry made by them in respect of the 

child labourers and their visit. CW1 has further deposed that they make 

inspection report in other cases while making any special raid. The 

guardians of child labourers were contacted. CW1 also deposed that she 

issued letter to CWS for production of the child labourers but she did not 

submit the said letter in this case nor did she submit any document to 

show the present address or residence of the child labourers.  CW1 has 

deposed that she did not cite any independent person, neighbouring 

persons of the hotel, family members and relatives of the child labourers 

in this case. CW1 deposed that she did not inquire about the whereabouts 

of the parents of the child labourers nor did she try to record their 

statement. CW1 deposed that she did not issue any notice to the 

employer of Hotel Mayura to produce the register containing the detailed 

particulars of the names of the employees and other related details. CW1 

did not prepare any details regarding the number of employees at Hotel 

Mayura nor she obtained the signature of witnesses in Ext. 1 and Ext.2 

either of employees of Hotel Mayura or any other person of nearby shops 
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and establishments. CW1 also did not record the statements of the three 

child labourers. CW1 did not collect or seize any document to show that 

Biki Saha is the owner/proprietor of Hotel Mayura. CW1 has deposed that 

except the verbal admission by Biki Saha, she did not make any inquiry to 

ascertain that he is the owner of Hotel Mayura.  

 

In rest of her cross-examination, CW1 has denied the suggestions    

put by the defence. 

9. PW-2 Shyam Kumar Upadhaya has deposed in his evidence that on 

26-2-15, he alongwith Executive Magistrate and Labour Inspector whose 

names he has forgotten, National font NGO, a doctor from Health deptt. 

Whose name he has forgotten went from DC Office to Tinsukia Town. 

PW2 has further deposed that in Tinsukia Town, in Hotel Maurya they 

conducted the raid as he got to know that in Tinsukia Town child 

labourers were employed, PW2 and others went to rescue the child 

labourers. PW2 deposed that they rescued 7 child labourers from Tinsukia 

Town but how many were rescued from Hotel Maurya, he does not know. 

PW2 also deposed that Labour Inspector prepared a document which he 

signed. PW2 further deposed that after rescuing the children, they were 

medically examined, handed over to CWC who after verification handed 

over the children to their guardian.  

In his cross examination, PW2 has deposed that the establishment 

where they conducted raid, no documentary evidence was found or 

seized with regard to employment of child labourers. PW2 further 

deposed that Hotel Maurya is situated in a heavily populated area. PW2 

deposed that they did not have any independent witness in Ext. 1 & 2. 

PW2 deposed that they (the team which conducted the raid) did not 

enquire about the guardians of the child labourers, they handed them to 

CWC who enquired about the guardians. PW2 also deposed that they did 

not find any document with regard to salary paid to the child labourers. 

The owner of the hotel was one Bikash Shah. PW2 deposed that he did 

not see Labour Inspector seizing the licence of Bikash Shah for running 

the hotel. PW2 denied that the children rescued were not child labourers 

but went to eat in that hotel. There were customers found in the hotel. 

There were around 5-6 customers. PW2 deposed that they did not 
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enquire as to how many employees used to work in the hotel. PW2 

denied that no child labourers were working in the hotel, hence they did 

not find any documentary proof from the hotel and no documents were 

seized from the hotel regarding ownership of the accused. 

10. PW-3 Maheswar Murmu Majhi has deposed in his evidence that the 

incident occurred in the year 2015 and he does not remember the date 

and month. PW3 further deposed that he alongwith social worker Shyam 

Upadhaya, Executive Magistrate, Labour Inspector and a doctor went to 

some shops in Tinsukia to rescue child labourers. PW3 deposed that in 

course of their raid, they rescued total 24 child labourers from various 

establishments. PW3 deposed that he does not know accused Biki Shah. 

PW3 deposed that he remembers conducting raid in Hotel Tirupati and a 

garage in VIP road, rest of hotels’ name he does not know. PW3 further 

deposed that after rescuing the children, they handed them to CWC and 

they were sent to residential school, Makum.  

 

In his cross examination, PW3 has deposed that Ext. 1 and 2 were 

in written form. PW3 deposed that he signed Ext. 1 & 2 as child labourers 

were found on spot. How the details in Ext. 2 have been filled up, he can 

not say. PW3 also deposed that the signatures were taken on spot. All the 

signatories of Ext. 1 & 2 except accused went together on the spot. 

Despite being a populated area, they did not make or take signatures of 

any independent witness. 

 

In rest of the evidence, PW3 denied the suggestions put forward 

by defence. 

 

11. PW-4 Dr. Prasanta Borgohain has deposed in his evidence that on 

27.02.15 he was posted as Superintendent in Tinsukia Civil Hospital. PW4 

also deposed that few boys were produced before them by Labour 

Department for age determination. PW6 deposed that they formed a 

committee of 3 doctors to examine the three boys produced before them 

namely Rahul Chetry, Josh Panging, Tutu Doley. For medical examination 

done by them, Rahul Chetry was found to be between 13-14 years, Josh 
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Panging was found to be between 12-13 years, Tutu Doley was found to 

be between 13-14 years. 

 

Cross examination of PW4 has been declined by defence. 

 

12. PW-5 Nandita Roy Gohain has deposed in her evidence that she 

knows the informant and also knows Jayis Pangee, Titu Doley, Rahul 

Chetry. PW5 further deposed that on 26.02.2015, she along with Dr. Jyoti 

Bhuyan (Jt. Director of Health), Labour Inspector Choudhury, informant 

and Social Worker whose title is Upadhaya and another Social Worker 

whose name she has forgotten and police personnels formed the rescue 

operation team as per direction of D.C., Tinsukia and conducted raid in 

Tinsukia town against child labour offences. Of all the places where they 

conducted raid, Hotel Mayur was one of them situated nearby Thana 

Chariali. In Hotel Mayur, they found 3 child labourers below the age of 14 

years employed. The 3 child labours were Jayis Pangee, Tutu Doley, 

Rahul Chetry as mentioned above and they were working inside the hotel. 

PW-5 also deposed that they were rescued from the said hotel in her 

presence and they were sent to Makum RSTC for medical examination 

under the supervision of Dr. Jyoti Bhuyan. PW5 deposed that after 

medical examination, the age of the said three boys were found to be 

below 14 years. The employer whose name she had forgotten could not 

give any satisfactory reply or could not show any documents on basis of 

which he employed the said three boys. PW5 also deposed that she could 

not identify the owner, if shown to her. PW5 further deposed that the 

show cause notice was issued to the owner which had her sign as well.   

 

In her cross examination, PW-5 has deposed that on the day of 

raid, they searched in total around 5 hotels and except the above 

mentioned 3 boys, she does not remember how many boys were rescued 

on that day. PW5 also deposed that she does not remember if any 

register was seized in connection with the boys and in this case. PW5 

deposed that there were one to two customers on the hotel who were 

having their meal. PW5 also deposed that the place where the hotel is 

situated is a commercial area and there are shops nearby. There are no 
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signatures of any independent witnesses in Ext. 1 as shown to her. PW5 

also deposed that she does not know how many employees were working 

on the day of incident in Hotel Mayur but they were not made any 

witness in this case. PW5 also deposed that the guardians of the said 

three boys were not found on the day of incident in the hotel or 

thereafter. 

 

In rest of the evidence, PW5 denied the suggestions put forward 

by defence. 

 

13. PW-6 Santanu Roy has deposed in his evidence that he knows the 

accused person. PW6 also deposed that he knows the complainant. On 

26.02.15, PW6 along with Sagar Kr. Upadhaya, Nandita Roy, Moheswar 

Murmu and complainant Sikha Moni Choudhury went to Hotel Mayura 

situated at G.N.B. Road to conduct raid to curb child labour offence. On 

that day, they found 3 boys named Jayesh Pange, Tutu Doley and Rahut 

Chetry working in the said hotel. PW6 also deposed that accused Biki 

Saha was the owner of the said hotel and they asked him why he had 

employed the 3 boys in the hotel. Accused denied employing the 3 boys. 

PW6 deposed that they found the age of the 3 boys as mentioned above 

to be between 12-13 years of age. PW6 also deposed that as per 

direction of Joint Director of Health who was accompanying them, the 3 

said boys were forwarded to Tinsukia Civil Hospital for age determination 

and they were also directed that if the 3 boys were found to be below 14 

years, they would be handed over to their Children Home situated in 

Court Tiniali Road, Borguri run by their NGO.  

In his cross examination, PW6 deposed that they raided 5-6 hotels 

on 26.02.15 in Tinsukia and they reached Hotel Mayura at around 12pm – 

12:30pm. There were 4-5 customers in Hotel Mayura when they reached 

there. The place of occurrence is a highly populated area. PW6 did not 

seize any document with regard to ownership of the Hotel Mayura, PW6 

personally knows that accused is the owner. PW6 did not check the 

employee registers of the said hotel and he could not say if any of the 

persons checked the said registers. PW6 deposed that he did not inquire 
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about the details of the three boys found in Hotel Mayura, one of his 

seniors inquired the details but he does not know who inquired. 

 

In rest of his examination, PW6 has denied the suggestions put by 

the defence. 

 

14. PW-7 Smti. Jyoti Bhuyan Bora has deposed in her evidence that she 

knows accused Biki Saha. PW7 also deposed that she knows complainant. 

On 26.2.15 PW7 was posted in Tinsukia as Joint Director of Health 

Services. On that day PW7 along with ADC Nandita Roy, complainant 

Sikhamoni Choudhury, Shyam Kumar Upadhaya and 2 members of an 

NGO went to restaurants and hotels situated in Tinsukia for rescuing child 

labours. PW7 deposed that amongst all the hotels, they also raided Hotel 

Mayur situated near Thana Chariali and found its owner Biki Saha present 

in the hotel and they also found 3 child labours working inside the hotel. 

Name of the three children were Joyce Pangee, Tutu Doley and some 

Chetry. PW7 also deposed that on appearance, the three children looked 

around 12 years old. The 3 children were referred to Tinsukia Civil 

Hospital for age determination. A show cause was also given to accused 

Biki Saha. Thereafter, PW7 did not receive any feed back about the age 

of the children. 

In her cross examination, PW7 has deposed that she knows 

accused Biki Saha from the occurrence of this incident, PW7 has no 

personal acquaintance with him. PW7 deposed that on 26.2.15 they 

visited 6-7 hotels and restaurants for rescuing child labours. Besides the 3 

children rescued from the hotel of the accused, PW7 does not remember 

how many other children they had rescued on 26.2.15 during the course 

of their entire raid. There were customers in Mayur Hotel when they 

visited the same. Mayur Hotel is situated inside a market and it has shops 

nearby it. PW7 deposed that she has not seen any ownership document 

of accused, her team collected documents relating to ownership but she 

had not collected the same.  PW7 deposed that she went along with the 

team as a doctor for age determination, rest of the thing was done by 
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labour inspector who accompanied them. PW7 deposed that she has not 

seen the documents collected by the other members of the team.  

In rest of her cross examination, PW7 has denied the suggestions   

put by the defence. 

15. I have perused the evidence on record in details.  

Instant case is u/s 14 of the Child Labour (Prohibition and Regulation) 

Act, 1986. As per section 14, whoever employs any child or permits any 

child to work in contravention of the provisions of section 3 shall be 

punishable with imprisonment for a term which shall not be less than 

three months but which may extend to one year or with fine which shall 

not be less than ten thousand rupees but which may extend to twenty 

thousand rupees or with both. 

Section 3 provides that no child shall be employed or permitted to work in 

any of the occupations set forth in  Part A of the Schedule or in any 

workshop wherein any of the processes set forth in Part B of the Schedule 

is carried on. 

Provided that nothing in this section shall apply to any workshop wherein 

any process is carried on by the occupier with the aid of his family or to 

any school established by or receiving assistance or recognition from, 

Government. 

PW1 has deposed that on 26-02-15, she alongwith PW2, PW3, PW5, 

PW6, and PW7 had conducted a raid in hotel Mayura where 3 child 

labours namely Jayis Pangee, Tutu Doley and  Rahul Chetri were found 

and and they also found its owner Biki Saha. The 3 boys appeared to be 

below 14 yrs and in the age group of 12-13 yrs and they were rescued, 

forwarded for medical examination and the owner-accused was served 

with showcause. 

Evidence of PW1 in this regard has been fully corroborated by evidence of 

PW2, PW5, PW6, and PW7. 

From evidence on record it has been proved that 3 boys namely Jayis 

Pangee, Tutu Doley and  Rahul Chetri were rescued from Hotel Mayura. 

Defence has tried to shake the credibility of prosecution witnesses by 

putting many questions but the evidence of the PWs could not be shaken. 
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Now the question is whether the boys rescued were below 14 yrs of age? 

In this regard, PW-4 Dr. Prasanta Borgohain has deposed in his 

evidence that on 27.02.15 few boys were produced before him by Labour 

Department for age determination. PW6 deposed that they formed a 

committee of 3 doctors to examine the three boys produced before them 

namely Rahul Chetry, Josh Panging, Tutu Doley. For medical examination 

done by them, Rahul Chetry was found to be between 13-14 years, Josh 

Panging was found to be between 12-13 years, Tutu Doley was found to 

be between 13-14 years. 

Defence did not cross examine the said PW to rebut his claim. 

Section 16(2) of the Child Labour (Prohibition and Regulation) Act, 1986 

provides that every certificate as to age of a child which has been granted 

by a prescribed medical authority shall, for the purpose of this Act, be 

conclusive evidence as to the age of the child to whom it relates. 

Hence, I do not find anything on record to disbelief PW4 and the medical 

report submitted by them which has been exhibited as Ext.4, Ext.5 and 

Ext.6. 

Based on the materials on record, this Court holds that Children Jayis 

Pangee, Tutu Doley and Rahul Chetri were below 14 years of age when 

they were rescued in this case. 

Now another question to be determined is whether accused Biki Saha is 

the owner of Hotel Mayura from where the children were rescued? 

In this regard, though the PWs have deposed that accused Biki Saha was 

found in the hotel as the employer when they conducted the raid, but 

defence tried to cast a shadow on the evidence of PWs by questioning 

them that did they seize any document to proof the same. However, on 

perusal of case record, I find that accused Biki Saha has signed Ext. 2 as 

the employer and nowhere defence has tried to rebut that neither the 

signatures are of accused nor that it was taken forcefully.  

Moreover, PW6-Santanu Roy has deposed in his cross examination that 

he personally knows that accused is the owner. 

I donot find anything to disbelieve PW6. 

All the PWs inspire confidence and there is nothing on record to disbelieve 

them. 
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Also, absence of any independent witness does not wipe out the entire 

evidence on record. 

The Hon’ble Apex Court has held in Kripal Singh Vs. The State of 

Rajasthan  (Criminal Appeal no.(s) 2100 of 2008) that there is no 

legal proposition to say that evidence produced by official witnesses is 

unworthy of acceptance without the support of an independent witness. 

 

Also, it is found on overall perusal of case record that there exists some 

discrepancies in prosecution evidence. But it has been held in Appabhai 

Vs. State of Gujarath (AIR 1988 SC 694) by the Hon’ble Apex Court 

that the court while appreciating the evidence must not attach undue 

importance to minor discrepancies. The discrepancies which do not shake 

the basic version of the prosecution case may be discarded. 

 

Also, in Arjun and Others Vs. State of Rajasthan, AIR 1994 SC 

2507, the Hon’ble Court has held that a little bit of discrepancies or 

improvement do not necessarily demolish the testimony. Trivial 

discrepancy, as is well known, should be ignored. Under circumstantial 

variety the usual character of human testimony is substantially true. 

 

The conclusion that I have arrived at after going through the entire case 

record is that prosecution has been able to prove the case against the 

accused beyond all reasonable doubts and accused Biki Saha deserves 

conviction in this case. 

 

16. It has been held in Rang Bahadur Singh Vs. State of UP, AIR 2000 

SC 1209 that the time-tested rule is that acquittal of a guilty should be 

preferred to conviction of an innocent person. Unless the prosecution 

establishes the guilt of the accused beyond reasonable doubt, a 

conviction cannot be passed on the accused. 

17. In light of the discussions made above, the inevitable conclusion, 

therefore is that prosecution has succeeded to bring home the charges 

levelled against the accused beyond the pale of reasonable doubt and 

accordingly, accused person is convicted. 
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18. In the result, accused Biki Saha is convicted u/s 14 of Child Labour 

(Prohibition and Regulation) Act, 1986 levelled against him. 

19. I have heard the accused on quantum of sentence. Accused person has 

stated that he is the sole bread earning member of his family. 

20. I do not deem it fit to give the accused person any benefit under the 

Probation of Offenders Act, 1958 considering the fact that children are 

our future. It is our duty to safeguard the rights of children and protect 

them from evils of society such as engaging them in child labour at an 

age when they should be holding books and pen. 

21. Hence, accused Biki Saha is sentenced to undergo simple imprisonment 

for 6 months and he is also sentenced to pay fine of Rs. 10,000/- in 

default he shall undergo simple imprisonment for 2 months. 

22. Bail bonds furnished on his behalf shall remain in force for a period of six 

months. 

23. Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this 25th day of 

September, 2019. 

24. Case is disposed off hereby on contest.  

25. Furnish a free copy of this judgment to accused person. 

 

Dictated and corrected by me: 
 
 
 
(Salma Sultana)                                             (Salma Sultana) 
Sub-Divisional Judicial         Sub-Divisional Judicial 
Magistrate (S),Tinsukia    Magistrate (S), Tinsukia 

                                                         
 

Transcribed by  

 

Diganta Dutta (Stenographer) 
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ORDER 

 

Accused Biki Saha is present. 

 

Judgment is ready and has been delivered and pronounced in open Court. 

Accused Biki Saha is convicted u/s 14 of Child Labour (Prohibition and 

Regulation) Act, 1986 levelled against him.                         

Accused Biki Saha is sentenced to undergo simple imprisonment for 6 months 

and he is also sentenced to pay fine of Rs.10,000/- in default he shall undergo 

simple imprisonment for 2 months. 

Bail bonds furnished on his behalf shall remain in force for a period of six 

months. 

Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this 25th day of September, 2019. 

Case is disposed off hereby on contest.  

Furnish a free copy of this judgment to accused person. 

                                                                                

 

                                                                   (Salma Sultana) 
 Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate (S),  

                                                     Tinsukia, Assam 
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APPENDIX 

 PROSECUTION EXHIBIT: 

      Ext.1- Showcause notice 

      Ext.2- Form A notice 

      Ext.3- Complaint petition 

      Ext.4- Age Determination report. 

      Ext.5- Age Determination report. 

      Ext.6- Age Determination report. 

 

 DEFENCE EXHIBITS:  

None 

 

 PROSECUTION WITNESS: 

PW1- Shikha Moni Chaudhury (Complainant) 

PW2 – Shyam Kumar Upadhaya 

PW3 – Moheswar Murmu Majhi 

PW4- Dr. Prasanta Borgohain 

PW5 – Nandita Roy Gohain 

PW6 –Shantanu Roy 

PW7-Smti. Jyoti Bhuyan Bora 

 

 DEFENCE WITNESS:  

None  

             (Salma Sultana) 
 Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate (S),  

                                                     Tinsukia, Assam 
 


