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

     TINSUKIA 

 

Present: S. Sultana, AJS 

     SDJM(S), Tinsukia 

 

GR CASE NO. 333/2014 

U/S 279/338/427/304(A) IPC 

 

State of Assam 

Vs 

Tutan Saha 

         …………….. Accused 

 

 

Advocate for prosecution: Learned Banti Hazarika 

Advocate for defence: Learned Arati Sarmah 

Offence explained on: 30-11-2017 

Date of Evidence: 06-04-2018, 25-04-2018, 16-11-2018, 

    18-01-2019, 28-05-2019, 

Date of Argument: 28-5-19, 11-06-2019, 26-8-19 

Date of Judgment: 09-09-2019 

JUDGMENT 

 

1. The prosecution case succinctly is that informant on 22.02.14 lodged an 

ejahar alleging that on 21.02.14 at around 6:00 pm, when his 

father/victim Subhash Nayak along with  fellow villager Santosh Barsaikia 

@ Chintu were returning home after marketing from Talap Bali Bazar in a 

motor cycle bearing Registration No. AS-23-F-9665 and reached Talap 

Simaluguri National High Way,suddenly a blue coloured APE vehicle which 

was coming from opposite direction,  driven in rash and negligent manner 
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hit the victims Subash Nayak and Santosh  Barsaikia @ Chintu and as a 

result, they sustained grievous injuries for which they were admitted in 

Assam Medical College, Dibrugarh for treatment. Informant also stated 

that later on he came to know that the vehicle belong to accused Tutan 

Saha.  

 

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 ejahar, Doomdooma P.S. Case No. 100/2014 u/s 

279/338/427 IPC was registered. However, after victim Santosh Barsaikia 

succumbed to his injuries on 24.2.14, section 304(A) IPC was added. 

After completion of investigation, Investigating Officer submitted charge-

sheet against accused person namely Tutan Saha u/s 

279/338/427/304(A) IPC for his prosecution under the aforesaid sections 

of law. 

 

3. Relevant copies of documents were furnished to accused Tutan Saha as 

per provision of law. Offences u/s 279/338/427/304(A) IPC were 

explained to accused person to which he pleaded not guilty and claimed 

to be tried. 

 

4. In this instant case, 5 (five) prosecution witnesses (hereinafter referred to 

as PWs) were summoned, examined-in-chief, cross examined by defence. 

 

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 determination are as follows:- 

(i) Whether accused person on 21.02.2014 at around 6:00 pm being 

driver of the offending vehicle drove it in a rash and negligent way 
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and caused injury to victims and thereby committed an offence 

u/s 279 of IPC? 

 

(ii) Whether accused person on 21.02.2014 at around 6:00 pm being 

driver of the offending vehicle caused grievous hurt to the victims 

by driving the offending vehicle rashly and negligently and thereby 

committed an offence u/s 338 of IPC? 

 

(iii) Whether accused person on 21.02.2014 at around 6:00 pm being 

driver of the offending committed mischief by causing damage to 

the property of victims above the amount of Rs.50/- and thereby 

committed an offence u/s 427 of IPC? 

 

(iv) Whether accused person on 21.02.2014 being driver of the 

offending vehicle caused death of Santosh Barsaikia @ Chintu  by 

doing rash or negligent act not amounting to culpable homicide 

and thereby committed an offence u/s 304(A) IPC? 

 

REASONS, DISCUSSIONS & DECISIONS THEREOF: 

7. I have gone through the evidence of all the PWs one by one to arrive at a 

conclusion. 

 

8. PW-1/Informant Rajib Nayak has deposed in his evidence that he 

knows accused Tutan Saha. PW1 deposed that he does not remember 

when the accident occurred. PW1 deposed that around 2 years ago (from 

the date of recording his evidence) the accident occurred. PW1 also 

deposed that he was informed at night by his sister Putli Nayak that his 

father met with an accident and was in Dibrugarh. Accordingly PW1 went 

to Dibrugarh. When PW1 returned home, he got to know from his sister 

that his father was on a bike with Chintu Barsaikia and they met with the 

accident in Talap, Simaluguri. PW1 did not see the accident. PW1 further 

deposed that his father's leg got broken and the other victim died after 

sustaining injuries. PW1 lodged the ejahar one day after the incident after 

returning from Dibrugarh. 
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  In his cross examination, PW-1 deposed that he does not 

 remember where he signed the ejahar. PW1 deposed that he did not 

write Ext-1 and he does not remember who wrote it. PW1 deposed that 

he did not read Ext-1 before signing it. PW1 does not remember when 

incident occurred. PW1 deposed that police did not examine him. PW1 

deposed that as he was not examined, hence he did not state anything 

before police nor did he state before police whatever he has deposed in 

his examination in chief. PW1 deposed that he does not know accused 

Tutan Saha. 

  

9. PW-2 Inamul Hussain has deposed in his evidence that he knows 

victim Subhash Nayak and deceased Chintu Barsaikia. PW2 deposed that 

he does not know accused Tutan Saha and he saw him only after this 

case was lodged. PW2 also deposed that he did not see how the accident 

occurred but while he was going by road on his bicycle, he found the 

bodies of Subhash Nayak and Chintu Barsaikia lying on the road. The 

bodies were lying in Talap, Simaluguri but he does not remember when it 

occurred. PW2 deposed that the bodies were lying on left side if they 

come from Talap to Doomdooma direction. PW2 deposed that later he 

got to know that the vehicle was of Talap though he did not see the 

accident. 

 

In his cross examination, PW2 deposed that he knows the 

informant. PW2 also deposed that he did not know that the case was 

lodged. PW2 deposed that the spot where the accident occurred, Talap 

Outpost is at a distance of 15 minutes away. PW2 has mobile phone. PW2 

deposed that the road where accident occurred is a Sadar road, vehicles 

frequently pass by. PW2 also deposed that there is no shop on the place 

of occurrence (P.O.). PW2 deposed that his house at 1kilometer distance 

from P.O. Neither PW2 nor anyone else clicked photos of P.O. or the 

bodies. Police did not examine PW2 and right after accident he went to 

Masjid. PW2 deposed that he did not see accident or nor does he know 

the date or year of accident. 
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   In rest of his evidence, PW2 has denied the suggestions put 

forward by defence. 

 

10. PW3 Subhash Nayak has deposed in his evidence that informant is his 

son. PW3 also deposed that deceased is known to him. PW3 deposed that 

he knows the accused who was present in Court. PW3 deposed that on 

21.02.2014 the accident occurred at 6:00pm in the evening. PW3 

deposed that he went to market that day and while returning, he 

returned in bike of deceased Santosh Barsaikia who was riding the bike. 

PW3 deposed that when they reached near Khubang Factory Gate, 

vehicle of Tutan Saha coming from Doomdooma to Talap side took a 

sudden turning and their bike coming from Talap to Doomdooma side, 

got hit by the car driven by accused Tutan Saha. Police arrived, ATSA 

boys, public gathered, 108 Ambulance arrived and they were taken to 

Doomdooma Hospital and then referred them to Dibrugarh. Santosh's leg 

got fractured, leg and  right hand of PW3 got fractured. PW3 deposed 

that he stayed from February till 1st April in Hospital. PW3 also deposed 

that the other victim Santosh was admitted for one day in hospital and 

then he expired. PW3 deposed that accused was driving a mini truck 

'APEY' truck, but he does not remember its number. 

 

In his cross examination, PW3 deposed that he does not know 

who lodged the case as he was in Dibrugarh. PW3 does not know who 

wrote ejahar and after how many days it was lodged. Police examined 

PW3 in the month of April after he came home. Though police examined 

PW3 and recorded his statement but did not read it over to him. PW3 

deposed that they bought groceries but what happened to them after 

accident he does not know. PW3 deposed that Santosh and his house are 

nearby. The place where accident occurred had tea garden on both sides, 

there were no houses nearby. PW3 deposed that on one side was Talap 

tea garden and on other side is Khobang tea garden.PW3 did not tell 

police the registration no. of the  motor cycle or its registered owner. 

After accident, PW3 deposed that he heard that Santosh was in a bad 

condition but PW3 was semi conscious. PW3 deposed that he did not see 

any documents whether the offending vehicle belongs to accused nor 
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enquired about accused after coming from hospital. PW3 has deposed 

that it was winter season when the incident occurred and evening arrives 

quicker than other seasons. PW3 also deposed that it was foggy as well. 

 

   In rest of his evidence, PW3 has denied the suggestions put 

forward by defence. 

 

11. PW4/M.O. Dr. Jishnu Prakash Boruah has deposed in his evidence 

that he was the Medical Officer in this case. PW4 deposed that on 

21.02.2014, he was working as Assistant Professor, Orthopaedic 

Department, Assam Medical College. PW4 deposed that on that day he 

had examined victim Subhash Nayak at 9:15pm. Subhash Nayak was 

accompanied by his son-in-law named Raj Kumar Gorh. Victim was not 

escorted by any police. On examining the victim, PW4 found his injuires 

to be grievous in nature. History of injury was stated to be alleged road 

traffic accident.  

 

In his cross examination, PW4 deposed that he did not examine 

victim on police verification. PW4 could not say if the victim had followed 

his advice as stated in Ext-2. Victim was admitted to the hospital at 

9:15pm on 21.02.14. PW4 has deposed that Ext-2 has been filled by Dr. 

Ratul Shyam. There was no note in Ext-2 with regard to the fact that Dr. 

Ratul Shyam has filled up Ext-2. The information in Ext-2 has been filled 

up as per information provided in bedded ticket. Bedded ticket is entire 

summary of the case. There was no mention of bedded ticket no. or ward 

no. in Ext-2. There was no notice in Ext-2 as to whether the victim was 

admitted in casualty, general  ward, paid cabin or OPD. PW4 deposed that 

the handwriting in Ext-3 was not his. The final report as mentioned in Ext-

3 is Ext-2. There was no specific mention in Ext-3 that whether the victim 

was admitted in casualty, general ward, paid cabin or OPD. As Ext.3 was 

not prepared by PW4, he could not say with regard to it. There was no 

note with regard to discharge in Ext-2. 

 

  In rest of his evidence, PW4 has denied the suggestions put 

forward by defence. 
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12. PW5/I.O. ASI Anup Dutta has deposed in his evidence that on 

21.02.14  he was posted in Talap Outpost. PW5 also deposed that on that 

day, at about 6pm-10pm in-charge of Talap outpost was informed that an 

accident had occurred at Himultol on National Highway. It was also 

informed that an APE Auto knocked down a motorcycle and two persons 

were found lying on the highway in injured condition and the APE fled 

away after the incident. PW5 deposed that therefter GD Entry No. 379 

dated 21.02.14 was made, he was directed to proceed towards the place 

of occurrence (P.O.) and on his arrival at the P.O. he found two persons 

were lying on the National Highway in injured condition. PW5 deposed 

that he called 108 Ambulance and both the injured persons were 

forwarded to Doomdooma Civil Hospital. PW5 deposed that he thereafter 

prepared sketch map and also examined the witnesses at the P.O. PW5 

deposed that he brought the damaged Hero Honda motorcycle bearing 

No.AS-23-F-9665 to Talap outpost. As per statement of the witnesses 

found in the P.O., one blue colour APE Auto had hit the motorcycle as 

mentioned above and therefore PW5 proceeded in search of blue colour 

APE Auto and its driver. PW5 deposed that he finally found blue colour 

APE Auto without any number plate in Talap Rail para and the people 

from the locality told him that one Tutan Saha is the driver of the  blue 

colour APE Auto without number plate. PW5 went to the house of Tutan 

Saha, but he was not at home. PW5 informed his father and brought the 

APE Auto to Talap outpost. On 22.02.14 an ejahar was lodged by one 

Rajib Nayak. PW5 deposed that the case was registered and he was given 

the responsibility of investigation. PW5 examined the informant in Talap 

outpost itself and he seized the damaged motorcycle bearing number AS-

23-F-9665 from one Dayalou Kangari. PW5 got to know from informant 

that the injured persons namely Subhash Nayak and Santosh Borsaikia 

were undergoing treatment in Dibrugarh AMCH. On 24.02.14 PW5 came 

to know from complainant that Santosh Borsaikia expired in Dibrugarh 

AMCH. PW5 deposed that on 25.02.14 accused Tutan Saha being driver 

of blue colour APE Auto without number plate appeared before him in 

Talap outpost and he interrogated accused. Accused admitted before 

PW5 that he had committed the accident. PW5 deposed that thereafter 
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he arrested accused and seized the APE Auto and its documents and 

accused was forwarded to Court. PW5 deposed that the APE Auto was 

sent for inspection and he collected the MVI report, medical report and 

post-mortem report. PW5 examined the victim, completed majority part 

of investigation and after him Investigation Officer Thagish Doley 

submitted the chargesheet against accused Tutan Saha u/s 

279/338/304(A) of IPC. 
 

 

In his cross examination, PW5 deposed that the ejahar was lodged 

by Rajib Nayak on 22.2.14. PW5 also deposed that he was entrusted with 

the investigation and he visited the place of occurrence (P.O.) of 21.2.14. 

PW5 could not say who had written the ejahar and he did not try to find 

out that the ejahar was written by whom. As per the sketch map, on the 

eastern side of the P.O. exists the road leading towards 14 no.Khobang 

Tea Garden, on the western exists 14 no. branch tea garden, on southern 

exists 12 no. branch tea garden, on western side exists 13 no. branch tea 

garden. PW5 did not visit Khobang Tea Garden for enquiry about the 

incident. PW5 prepared sketch map at the P.O.  PW5 has not mentioned 

the distance between the P.O. and the index as described in the  sketch 

map.  The seizure list which is Ext-5 has been prepared in police station. 

PW5 has not seen the seized articles in Court. Seizure witness Diroja 

Mahali was present in the police station and therefore he was made a 

witness to the seizure list. Ext-6 has been prepared in Talap Outpost. 

PW5 deposed that he did not record the statement of Dayalush Kongari 

as mentioned in Ext-5 and he has not seen the seized articles seized as 

per Ext-5 and Ext-6 in Court. PW5 deposed that he has examined and 

recorded statement of seizure witness Kiran Saha and Dilip Saha in Talap 

Outpost and he has not recorded the statement of ASI Pandit Moran and 

Smti. Baby Sonowal. PW5 deposed that he has collected the MVI report. 

PW5 did not examine Ramesh Sah as mentioned in Ext-8. PW5 has not 

submitted the chargesheet. PW5 has recorded the statement of Rajib 

Nayak. PW5 has seized the motorcycle as mentioned by Rajib Nayak in 

his statement. PW5 deposed that the GD entry No.379 dated 21.2.14 has 

not been exhibited by him. PW5 deposed that as he found the informant 

and witnesses in the P.O. hence he did not visit their house to investigate 
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about the incident. PW5 could not name the people who informed him 

from the locality about the incident as he does not know them. PW5 

examined informant at Talap Outpost and therefore he did not visit his 

house for investigation. PW5 visited the victim after he was released from 

hospital and arrived home to examine him. PW5 did not examine Putuli 

Nayak. There exists no houses or shops near the place of occurrence. 

PW5 did not click any photographs of the place of occurrence. PW5 has 

recorded the statement of Inamul Hussain. Rajib Nayak is son of Subhash 

Nayak. The incident occurred in February and it was slightly dark at the 

time of incident. When PW5 reached the P.O. he found two persons.  

PW5 did not inspect the injuries of the victim as he immediately called the 

ambulance and sent him to hospital.  PW5 did not find any grocery items 

of Subhash Nayak at the P.O.  

 

   In rest of his evidence, PW5 has denied the suggestions put 

forward by defence. 
 

 

13. To bring a case under section 30A IPC, the following conditions must 

exists: 

(i) There must be death of the person in question, 

(ii) The accused must have caused such death, and  

(iii) That such act of accused was rash or negligent and that it did not 

amount to culpable homicide. 

This section applies where there is a direct nexus between the death 

of a person and the rash or negligent act. 

 

A rash act is primarily an overhasty act and is opposed to a deliberate 

act; even if it is partly deliberate, it is done without due thought and 

action. An illegal ‘omission’ if negligent, may come under this section. 

Negligence, on the other hand, is a breach of duty imposed by law. 

 

To define in simple words as to what constitutes a rash and negligent 

act, the Hon’ble Apex Court has held in Jagdish Chander Vs. State 

(1974) 1 SCR 204 that the appellant suddenly turned his auto 
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scooter rickshaw to the right without paying proper heed to the truck 

coming from opposite and stuck it. He then lost control of his scooter 

rickshaw and crashed into a tree under which a woman was standing 

with her baby in her arms. As a result, she received simple injuries 

and the child received fatal injuries. The trial Court and the High Court 

found the appellant guilty under section 304A IPC. In appeal, the 

Hon’ble Supreme Court held that as the appellant suddenly turned to 

the right without paying proper heed to the truck coming from the 

opposite direction, in doing so he was rash and negligent. 

14. On perusal of case record, it is found that the sole eye witness in the 

incident alleged is the victim himself who has been examined as PW3. 

The other victim died after the incident. 

PW3 has deposed in his evidence that PW3 deposed that on 21.02.2014 

the accident occurred at 6:00pm in the evening. PW3 deposed that he 

went to market that day and while returning, he returned in bike of 

deceased Santosh Barsaikia who was riding the bike. PW3 deposed that 

when they reached near Khubang Factory Gate, vehicle of Tutan Saha 

coming from Doomdooma to Talap side took a sudden turning and their 

bike coming from Talap to Doomdooma side, got hit by the car driven by 

accused Tutan Saha. PW3 further deposed that Santosh's leg got 

fractured, leg and right hand of PW3 got fractured. PW3 deposed that he 

stayed from February till 1st April in Hospital. PW3 also deposed that the 

other victim Santosh was admitted for one day in hospital and then he 

expired. PW3 deposed that accused was driving a mini truck 'APEY' truck, 

but he does not remember its number. 

The evidence of I/O who has been examined as PW5 discloses that the 

accident was committed by an APE Auto which did not have any number 

plate. 

Evidence of PW3 is further supported by evidence of PW2 Inamul Hussain 

who deposed that PW2 also deposed that he did not see how the accident 

occurred but while he was going by road on his bicycle, he found the 

bodies of Subhash Nayak and Chintu Barsaikia lying on the road, which 

indicates that an accident had occurred as stated in ejahar and deposed 

in evidence by informant and also as deposed by PW3. 
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Hence, from evidence as discussed above, it is clear that accused had 

driven the offending vehicle in a rash and negligent manner for which 

the victim sustained grievous injuries and deceased Santosh Barsaikia 

after being injured grievously succumbed to mhis injuries and 

breathed his last on 24-2-14. 

Although defence has tried to bring contradiction in many ways, 

but on thorough scrutiny of the evidence of the most vital 

witness i.e., PW3  I find that he has deposed very clearly that it 

was accused who committed the accident. 

Rest of the PWs such as PW1/informant and PW2 have not seen 

who had committed the accident but that does not wipe out the 

entire evidence of PW3. 

Though PW3 has deposed in his cross-examination that that it 

was winter season when the incident occurred and evening 

arrives quicker than other seasons and it was foggy as well but 

nowhere he has deposed that he had not seen the accused 

committing the accident. Infact, PW3 has clearly deposed that 

not only the accused was driving the offending vehicle and took 

a sudden turn, he was driving an Apey vehicle. 

Defence side tried to bring contradictions in the manner as to 

what happened to the groceries of PW3 or if AATSA boys were 

present on the spot when I/O reached the PO, but in my 

considered opinion these cannot shake the credibility of PW3’s 

evidence. 

I find that evidence of PW3 inspires confidence and is reliable 

and trust worthy. 

Defence side has tried to cast a shadow of doubt with regard to 

evidence of PW4-MO Jishnu Prakash Barua. However, I find that 

the injuries found on victim were opined as grievous by PW4 

and though defence has put various questions to PW4 to shake 

the credibility of his evidence, but I still find evidence of PW4 to 

be strong and realible. Whether victim was admitted in general 
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ward or casualty is not the matter of dispute, the fact that 

victim sustained grievous hurt could not be shaken by defence.  

It is also found on perusal of case record that the bike on which 

the victim was riding with deceased has been considerably 

damaged which is evident from perusal of MVI report.Though 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. 

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. 

15. 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. 

16.  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. 

17.  In the result, accused Tutan Saha is convicted u/s  

279/338/427/304(A) IPC levelled against him. 

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

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

I do not deem it fit to give the accused person any benefit under 
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the Probation of Offenders Act, 1958  considering the fact that it is 

duty of all the members of a civilized society to drive carefully. We 

already have day to day occurrences of death caused by rash and 

negligent driving and setting the accused at liberty after giving him 

any benefit of Probation of Offenders Act, 1958 will set a bad 

example in society. Hence, accused Tutan Saha is sentenced to 

undergo simple imprisonment for 6 months each u/s 

279/338/304(A) IPC and he is also sentenced to pay fine of 

Rs.10,000/- u/s 427 IPC in default he shall undergo simple 

imprisonment for 2 months. The sentences shall run concurrently. 

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

six months. 

20.Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this 9th  day of 

September, 2019. 

21.Case is disposed off hereby on contest.  

22.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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O R D E R 

Accused Tutan Saha is present. 

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

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

each u/s 279/338/304(A) IPC and he is also sentenced to pay fine of Rs.10,000/- 

u/s 427 IPC in default he shall undergo simple imprisonment for 2 months. The 

sentences shall run concurrently. 

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 9th  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 

1. PROSECUTION EXHIBIT: 

Ext. 1 – Ejahar 

Ext. 2 – Medical Report 

Ext. 3 – Medical Report 

Ext. 4 – Sketch map of P.O. 

Ext. 5 – Seizure list 

Ext. 6 – Seizure list 

Ext. 7 – MVI Report 

Ext. 8 – MVI Report 

Ext. 9 – Post Mortem Report 

Ext.10– Chargesheet 

 

2. DEFENCE EXHIBITS:  

None 

 

3. PROSECUTION WITNESS: 

PW1 – Rajib Nayak 

PW2 – Inamul Hussain 

PW3 – Subhash Nayak 

PW4 – Dr. Jishnu Prakash Boruah (Medical Officer) 

PW5 – ASI Anup Dutta (Investigating Officer) 

4. DEFENCE WITNESS:  

       None  

 

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

Tinsukia, Assam 
 

 


