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G.R. Case No. 42 of 2016

IN THE COURT OF ADDL. CHIEF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE,

TINSUKIA

GR No. 42 of 2016

STATE OF ASSAM

-VS-

1. Sri Robin Gohain, S/o Sri Nareswar Gohain

R/o Jaygukhowagaon, P.S- Barekuri, Dist-Tinsukia.

2. Sri Dibyojoti Phukan, S/o Bijoy Phukan

R/o- Kokoratoli gaon, P.S. & Dist-Tinsukia

3. Sri Anil Bhattacharjee, S/o Gonesh Bhattacharjee

R/o- Barekuri village, P.S & Dist-Tinsukia.

Under Section 448/294/506/34 of IPC

Present: Debasish Kashyap,

Addl. Chief Judicial Magistrate, Tinsukia

FOR THE STATE:  Mrs. Jugamaya Phukan, learned Asstt. PP

FOR THE ACCUSED: Sri P.K. Borah, learned defence counsel 

OFFENCE EXPLAINED ON: 30/08/2017

EVIDENCE RECORDED ON: 12.10.2018, 04.12.2018, 05.02.2019,   
                                        29.03.2019, 19.02.2020.
                           

ARGUMENT HEARD ON: 26/02/2020 

JUDGMENT DELIVERED ON: 26/02/2020 
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JUDGMENT
PROSECUTION CASE:

1. Smt. Ashiya Khan (P.W.1 and the informant herein) was residing

at Bordoloi Nagar, Tinsukia along with her old parents, younger sister

and brother.  On 04.01.2016, Sri  Robin Gohain, Sri  Dibyajyoti Phukan

and Sri Anil Bhattacharjee who are the accused herein along with two

unknown persons came to the house of Smt. Ashiya Khan and started

knocking on the door of the house. When she opened the door, Sri Anil

Bhattacharjee all of them criminally and forcefully trespassed into her

house and started abusing her and her old aged parents with slang

language and unsocial words. 

2. Sri  Anil  Bhattacharjee took out a dao and knife and upon the

strength of these deadly weapons took all the family members except

her into one room and locked the room from outside with the help of

unknown persons. Sri Robin Gohain hold her both hands from back side

and Sri Dibyajyoti Phukan took off her dupatta and closed her mouth

with the same. Sri Anil Bhattacharjee and Sri Robin Gohain further tried

to smash out her kurti and upon her resistance and in order to save

herself, the kurti was half torn by them. All of them started uttering

slang words  and abused her  with  words  to  hurt  her  modesty.  They

further threatened her to rape her and kill her and her parents. They

also  threatened to make her  obscene photos  and videos  and make

them viral over social networking sites if she does not evict the house

within  two  days.  Thereafter,  Sri  Anil  Bhattacharjee,  Sri  Dibyajyoti

Phukan and Sri  Robin  Gohain  along  with  one  earth  mover  machine

(J.C.B) and some labours filled earth with mud to stop their ingress and

outgress from the house.  

INVESTIGATION:

3. With  these  allegations,  Smt.  Ashiya  Khan  lodged  one  FIR  at

Tinsukia P.S. on 05/01/2016 which was registered as Tinsukia P.S Case

No.21/2016 under Section 448/294/354A/506/34 of IPC and S.I., Pradip

Kr. Banik was entrusted to investigate the case by O/C, Tinsukia P.S. On
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completion of investigation,  charge-sheet was submitted against the

accused  Sri  Robin  Gohain,  Sri  Dibyojoti  Phukan  and  Sri  Anil

Bhattacharjee U/S 448/294/506/34 of IPC.

FRAMING OF CHARGE:

4. Accused  were  called  for  appearance.  On  appearance  of  the

accused  persons,  copies  of  relevant  documents  were  furnished  to

them.  Considering  the  relevant  documents  and  hearing  both  the

parties and having found a prima-facie case against the accused under

Section  448/294/506/34  of  IPC,  particulars  of  offence  under  those

sections are duly explained to the accused to which they plead not

guilty and claimed to be tried.   

TRIAL:

5. During trial, the prosecution examined five witnesses including

I/O  and  exhibited  three  documents.  Accused  persons  are  examined

under Section 313 of Cr.P.C. and their plea is of total denial. Defence

side  has  adduced  evidence  of  only  one  witness.  I  have  heard  the

argument of both the sides.

6. POINT FOR DETERMINATION:

(1)  Whether  the  accused  persons  in  furtherance  of  their  common

intention  on  04/01/2016  at  7  P.M.  committed  house  trespass  by

entering  in  the  house  of  Smt.  Ashiya  Khan  at  Bordoloi  Nagar,  P.S.

Tinsukia, Dist. Tinsukia, Assam which is used for human dwelling and

thereby committed an offence punishable under section 448/34 of IPC?

(2)  Whether  the  accused  persons  in  furtherance  of  their  common

intention on the same day, same time and at the same place verbally

abused Smt. Ashiya Khan with slang words to the annoyance of others

and thereby committed an offence punishable under Section 294/34 of

IPC?

(3)  Whether  the  accused  persons  in  furtherance  of  their  common

intention  on  the  same  date,  same  time  and  at  the  same  place

committed criminal intimidation by threatening Smt. Ashiya Khan and
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her parents with injury to their person with intent to cause alarm to

them  and  thereby  committed  an  offence  punishable  under  Section

506/34 of IPC?

ARGUMENT FOR AND AGAINST THE PROSECUTION CASE:

7. The learned APP has submitted that the prosecution case is well

established  by  all  the  witnesses  of  the  prosecution  and  hence  the

accused are liable for punishment. 

8. On  the  other  hand,  the  learned  counsel  of  the  accused  has

argued that the informant has already lodged three other criminal case

and  one  civil  case  against  the  accused  persons.  There  is  previous

enmity between the parties. Hence, this false case is lodged against

the accused only to harass them. It is also submitted that the main

witnesses are all interested witness and hence their evidence cannot

be relied. In support, he has relied on the decision of the Hon’ble Apex

Court  in  Sudhakar  alias  Sudharasan  vs.  State  Rep.  by  Inspector  of

Police,  Srirangam Police  Station,  Trichy,  Tamil  Nadu reported  in  AIR

2018 SC 1372. I have gone through that decision.      

DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF:

9. PW1-Smt. Asiya Khan is the informant of this case. She deposed

that the incident took place one day about 2 years ago at 9:30 AM in

her house. On the day of the incident, the accused came to her house

and abused her family members and also assaulted her with bamboo

and fist and blows. The accused Dipjyoti kicked her with his shoe on

her stomach. When her mother came to rescue her, the accused had

also assaulted her  mother.  When her  father came out,  the accused

Dipjyoti and Robin pushed her father on the ground. As a result, blood

oozed out from her head and she became senseless. She lodged the

FIR after few days of the incident as she was not keeping well due to

the injuries caused. Ext-1 is the FIR and Ext-1(1) is her signature.

10. During  her  cross-examination,  she  deposed  that  the  FIR  was
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drafted by her sister and the same was written on the same day of the

incident. The incident took place on 23.12.2015 and the FIR was filed

on 05.01.2016. She affirmed that she knows the contents of the FIR.

She stated that she was residing at the rented house of accused Anil

Bhattacharjee @ 700 per month from the year 2004 to 2007 and paid

Rs. 40,000/- to Anil for purchasing land from him. She replied that she

and her mother did not take treatment for the injuries caused in the

incident. She affirmed that police recorded her statement.  She also

affirmed that she filed a civil suit against the accused in the year 2016

and have filed total 3 criminal cases against the accused and deposed

twice in the other two cases.

11. PW2-Smt.  Nurjahan  Begum  is  the  mother  of  the  informant

(P.W.1). She deposed that on the day of the incident, the accused Robin

Gohain  and Dibyajyoti  had  assaulted  the  informant  with  a  piece  of

bamboo and kicked her.  As a result she sustained injury on her head

and blood oozed out.  After the assault, when they wanted to go to the

hospital, the accused restrained them on the road.  After sometime, the

accused left their place and then they went to the hospital and to the

PS.  The witness stated that the incident took place as they restrained

the accused from the dumping earth on the land where they reside.

12. During her cross-examination, she deposed that police recorded

her statement.  She affirmed that she did not state before police that

the  accused  had  assaulted  her  and  her  daughter;  her  daughter

sustained  injury  on  her  head;  the  incident  took  place  when  they

restrained the accused from the dumping earth on the land where they

reside.  She stated that they had shown the blood stained clothes to

police.  She also affirmed that they are residing at the house of the

accused Anil as his tenant on rent of Rs.700/- per month.  She however

stated that they had not filed any case against the accused in civil

court.

13. PW3-Smt.  Moina  Khan  is  the  younger  sister  of  the  informant

(P.W.1). She deposed that the accused came to their house with dao,

knife in their hands.  The accused Robin and Debajit had abused the
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informant  with  obscene  words  such  as  ''randy''  ''sutmarni''  etc,

assaulted  her  and  snatched  away  her  dupatta.   The  accused  also

threatened to kill them if they do not vacate their house.

14. During her cross-examination, she deposed that police recorded

her statement.  She stated that Ext.1 was not written by her.   She

further  stated  that  earlier  they  were  tenant  of  the  accused  Anil

Bhattacharjee on yearly rent and now they purchased the house in the

year 2008.  But the sale deed was not registered. As stated by the

witness, one suit for specific performance was filed by them against

the accused Anil Bhattacharjee which is pending in the court of Munsiff,

Tinsukia.  She admitted that they filed total 3 numbers of criminal case

against the accused.

15. PW4-  Sri  Athish  Phukan  deposed  that  he  does  not  know  the

informant and the accused.  He is also not aware about the incident.

16. PW5-Sri Pradip Kumar Bonik is the I/O of this case. He deposed

that on 05.01.2016, he was working as Attached Officer at Tinsukia PS.

On that day, at 9.50 am one Smt. Asiya Khan had filed the FIR before

O/C Tinsukia PS.  On that day, O/C Hiranya Kumar Borah of Tinsukia PS

registered the same as Tinsukia P.S Case No.21/2016, u/s 448/294/354

A/506/34 of IPC and he was entrusted to investigate the case.  Ext.1 is

the  said  FIR.  Ext.1(2)  is  the  signature  of  Hiranya  Kumar  Borah  of

Tinsukia PS which he knows.  

17. The witness deposed that after taking up the investigation, he

recorded the statement of the informant at the PS.  On the same day,

he went to the place of occurrence at Bordoloi Nagar and drew the

sketch map of the PO.  Ext.2 is the sketch map of the PO and Ext.2(1) is

his signature.  He also recorded the statement of the witnesses at the

PO.   On  the  same  day,  the  accused  appeared  at  the  PS.  After

interrogation,  they  were  arrested  and  allowed  to  go  on  bail.   On

completion  of  investigation  on  30.05.2016,  he  had  submitted  the

charge  sheet  against  the  accused  Sri  Robin  Gohain,  Sri  Dibyajyoti

Phukan and Sri Anil Bhattacharjee u/s 448/294/506/34 of IPC. Ext.3 is
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the charge sheet and Ext.3(1) is his signature.

18. During his cross examination, he deposed that he received the

FIR on 05.01.2016.  On the same day, he went to the PO.  As per the

FIR, the incident took place on 23.12.2015.  The informant did not tell

him about any assault upon her by the accused.  She did not tell him

that  she  sustained  injury and blood  oozed out  from her  injury.  The

witness stated that the accused told the informant, PW2 and PW3 to

vacate the house. He did not find any neighbours of the P.O when he

visited the PO. He visited the PO only once. The I/O affirmed that PW2

did not tell him that she had sustained any injury. He also affirmed that

PW3 did not tell him that the accused torn her clothes and assaulted

her.

19. DW1- Sri Robin Gohain is one of the accused. He deposed that

PW1 of this case, Smt. Ashiya Khan had lodged another case against

him and the  other  accused on 23.12.2015 which  was  registered  as

Tinsukia PS case No.1501/15 corresponding to GR Case No.2890/15.

They were acquitted of the charge in that case on 12.07.2018.  Ext.A is

the certified copy of ejahar dtd.23.12.2015. Ext.B is the certified copy

of  judgment  dated  12.07.2018 in  GR case  No.2890/15.   He  further

deposed that the PW1 of this case has lodged three false cases against

them including the present one and they are already acquitted of two

of those cases.

20. During  his  cross-examination,  D.W.1  deposed  that  the

complainant is living in the house of accused Sri Anil Bhattacharjee as

tenant.

21. It is clear from the evidence of the informant (P.W.1) that the FIR

(Ext.1) is not written by her.  She has only put her signature on the

Ext.1. The writer of the Ext.1 is not produced as a witness. 

22. It is also admitted by the informant (P.W.1) that while the alleged

incident had occurred on 23/12/2015, the FIR was also written on the

same date. However, it is admitted later that same (Ext.1) was lodged
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only on 05/01/2016, i.e., after 12 days of the alleged incident. There is

no explanation in the Ext.1 for the delay in lodging the same at the

police station. The P.W.1 has stated in her evidence that the delay was

caused as she was unwell  due to the injuries caused in the alleged

incident.  However,  there  is  neither  any  medical  document  nor  any

supporting  evidence  to  substantiate  that  fact.  Clearly,  there  is  no

satisfactory explanation from the prosecution regarding the long delay

in lodging the FIR.

23. The  Ext.1  mentions  that  at  7.00  PM  of  04/01/2016,  all  the

accused  persons  along  with  two  unknown  persons  criminally

trespassed into the house of the informant and started abusing her and

her old aged parents in slang words. It is also mentioned that accused

Anil Bhattacherjee by showing a dao and a knife locked all the family

members of the informant except her in one room. Then accused Robin

Gohain hold the hands of the informant from backside and took off her

“dupatta”  with  which  they  closed  her  mouth.  Accused  Anil

Bhattacherjee and Robin Gohain then tried to smash out her “kurti”

and  in  the  commotion,  it  got  torn.  They  used  words  to  hurt  her

modesty  and also  threatened to  rape  and kill  her  and  her  parents.

Moreover,  they also  allegedly  threatened to make obscene obscene

photos and videos and make them viral over social networking sites if

she does not vacate their house. Thereafter, the accused persons filled

earth with mud and tried to close the way to her house with earth

mover machine (JCB). 

24. However,  it  is  clear  from  the  evidence  that  none  of  the

prosecution  witnesses  including  the  informant  and  her  mother  has

supported  these  specific  allegations  mentioned  in  the  FIR  (Ext.1).

Owing to the unexplained long delay in lodging the FIR coupled with

the  fact  that  the  prosecution  witnesses  have  failed  to  specifically

support the allegations mentioned in the FIR, it transpires that the FIR

(Ext.1) is full of exaggerations and after thoughts. 

DISCUSSION  AND  DECISION  ON  POINT  FOR  DETERMINATION

NO.2: 
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25. The prosecution version of the case is that the accused persons

had verbally abused the informant and her parents with slang words. In

support  of  this,  the  informant  (P.W.1)  and  her  mother  (P.W.2)  have

adduced  their  evidence.  However,  none  of  these  witnesses  has

supported this allegation of the prosecution. Not a single word could be

extracted from these witnesses in support of this alleged fact. On the

other hand, the younger sister of the informant has deposed as P.W.3

that the accused Robin and Debojit have abused the informant (P.W.1)

with obscene words such as “randy”, “sutmarni”. But when the victim

(P.W.1) has not stated anything in this regard, this evidence of the P.W.3

is not at all believable. There is also no satisfactory evidence from the

prosecution that the accused persons had any common intention to

commit the alleged offence at the time of the alleged incident. Hence,

prosecution has absolutely failed to establish the offence under Section

294/34 of  IPC  against  the  accused persons.  Point  for  determination

No.1 is hence decided in the negative.  

DISCUSSION  AND  DECISION  ON  POINT  FOR  DETERMINATION

NO.3: 

26. As mentioned in the FIR (Ext.1), the accused Anil Bhattacharjee

by showing a dao and knife took all the family members except the

informant into one room and locked the room from outside with the

help  of  unknown  persons.  All  the  accused  persons  threatened  the

informant that they would rape her and kill her and her parents. They

also  threatened to make her  obscene photos  and videos  and make

them viral over social networking sites if she does not evict the house

within two days. 

27. However, neither the informant (P.W.1) nor her mother (P.W.2)

who  are  the  victims  of  the  alleged  incident  has  even  remotely

supported these facts narrated in the Ext.1. Both these witnesses are

absolutely  silent  about  this  alleged  fact  of  threat  by  the  accused

persons. On the other hand, the P.W.3 has deposed that the accused

had  threatened  to  kill  them  all  if  they  do  not  vacate  the  house.

Dictated and corrected by me
Debasish Kashyap, Addl. Chief Judicial Magistrate, Tinsukia



10
G.R. Case No. 42 of 2016

However, this fact of threat to the P.W.3 is neither mentioned in the FIR

(Ext.1) nor stated by any of the other witnesses including the elder

sister (P.W.1) and mother (P.W.2) of the P.W.3 all  of whom were also

present at the place of occurrence. Hence, this evidence of the P.W.3

transpires to be full of improvement, exaggeration and after thought

and same does not inspire the confidence of the Court. There is also no

satisfactory evidence from the prosecution that the accused persons

had any common intention to commit the alleged offence at the time of

the  alleged  incident.  Consequently,  prosecution  has  failed  to

satisfactorily establish the offence under Section 506/34 of IPC against

the accused persons. Point for determination No.3 is hence decided in

the negative.      

DISCUSSION  AND  DECISION  ON  POINT  FOR  DETERMINATION

NO.1:

28. Section 448 of IPC provides punishment for the offence of house

trespass in the following words-

Section 448: Punishment for house-trespass: Whoever commits

house-trespass  shall  be  punished  with  imprisonment  of  wither

description for a term which may extend to one year, or with fine which

may extend to one thousand rupees, or with both.

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

following words- 

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

trespass by entering into or remaining in any building, tent or vessel

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

or as a place for the custody of property, is said to commit “house-

trespass.”

 

30. “Criminal trespass” on the other hand is defined in Section 441

of IPC as follows: 

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

property in the possession of another with intent to commit an offence

or  to  intimidate,  insult  or  annoy  any  person  in  possession  of  such
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property,  or  having  lawfully  entered  into  or  upon  such  property,

unlawfully  remains there with  intent  thereby to intimidate,  insult  or

annoy any such person, or with intent to commit an offence, is said to

commit “criminal trespass.”

31. Thus, the essential ingredients of the offence under Section 448

of IPC are the following-

1. The complainant was in possession of the property;

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

dwelling or a building used as a place of worship or for custody

of property;

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

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

accused remains there unlawfully;

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

annoy the person in possession.

32. In  the  instant  case,  there  is  no  denial  of  the  fact  that  the

informant and her family members were in possession of the property

in question for residential purpose. Among the prosecution witnesses,

P.W.1,  P.W.2  and  P.W.3  appears  to  be  residing  in  the  property  in

question and same could not be rebutted by the defence side. Among

them, the P.W.1 and P.W.3 have deposed that the accused came to their

house. On the other hand, the P.W.2 has not supported this fact. She is

silent regarding the place of occurrence. 

33. Again, P.W.1 has deposed that after coming to her house, the

accused persons assaulted her and her mother as well as father. On

the other hand, the P.W.2 and the P.W.3 have testified that the accused

persons had assaulted only the P.W.1. Both the P.W.1 and P.W.2 have

also deposed that the P.W.1 had suffered bleeding injury as a result of

the assault  which is  again  not  supported by the P.W.2.  This  fact  of

injury is also not mentioned in the FIR (Ext.1). There is also no medical

evidence in support of this fact. Hence, this evidence of injury of the

P.W.1 is marred by improvement and after-thought. 
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34. Again, P.W.1 has deposed that she was assaulted by the accused

persons with bamboo, fist and blows. She has also testified that she

has not got any treatment for the same. On the other hand, P.W.2 has

deposed that P.W.1 was assaulted only by accused Robin and Dibyajyoti

with bamboo and kicks. The P.W.2 has also deposed that P.W.1 was

taken to hospital for treatment. Adding further twist to this, P.W.3 has

deposed  that  accused  came  with  dao  and  knife  and  assaulted  the

P.W.1. No bamboo, dao or knife is seized by police in this case. There is

absolute  chaos  and  contradictions  among  these  witnesses  in  their

evidence regarding the same incident. Same therefore, fails to inspire

the confidence of the Court. 

34. Further, the P.W.1 has deposed that the incident had happened

on 23.12.2015 at 9.30 AM in her house. P.W.2 on the other hand, has

testified that the incident had occurred on 23.12.2016 at 9.00 AM. She

is however silent as to the place of occurrence. On the other hand,

P.W.3 has deposed that the incident took place on 05.01.2016 at about

7-7.30 PM. in their house. The FIR (Ext.1) on the other hand mentions

the date and time of the incident as the previous date of 05.01.2016,

i.e.,  04.01.2016 at  7.00  PM.  Clearly,  there  is  absolute  contradiction

among the prosecution witnesses and the document relied upon by the

prosecution regarding the date and time of the alleged incident. 

35. Admittedly, there are three other criminal  cases and one civil

case filed by the informant against the accused. It appears that there is

utter confusion among these witnesses of the prosecution regarding

the particular allegations made against the accused in this case. It is

already discussed that  FIR (Ext.1)  is  full  of  exaggerations and after

thoughts.  It  also  transpires  that  the  evidence  of  the  three  family

members (P.W.1, P.W.2 and P.W.3) regarding the same alleged incident

in this case are materially different. Same therefore, gives rise to doubt

as to the veracity of the prosecution witnesses (P.W.1, P.W.2 and P.W.3)

regarding the allegations made against the accused persons. The other

witness (P.W.4) is not at  all  aware about any incident.  On the other

hand, in the light of such contradictory evidence of the victims of the

incident,  the evidence of  the remaining formal  witness,  i.e.,  the I/O
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(P.W.5) would hardly be of any help to the prosecution.    

36. On account of the above, prosecution evidence is doubtful as to

the fact that the accused persons had entered into the house of the

informant  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  incident.  There  is  also  no

satisfactory  evidence  from  the  prosecution  to  establish  that  the

accused  persons  had  in  any  way  committed  any  offence,  or

intimidated,  insulted  or  annoyed  the  persons  in  possession  of  the

property  in question or  had any intention to do the same.  Besides,

there is  also no satisfactory evidence from the prosecution that the

accused persons  had any  common intention  to  commit  the  alleged

offence at  the time of  the alleged incident.  Hence,  prosecution has

failed to establish the offence under Section 448/34 of IPC against the

accused  persons  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court.  Point  for

determination No.1 is hence decided in the negative.   

ORDER

37. In result, prosecution has failed to prove its case under Section

294/448/506/34 of I.P.C. against the accused persons. Accordingly, the

accused  Sri  Robin  Gohain,  Sri  Dibyajyoti  Phukan  and  Sri  Anil

Bhattacharjee are found not guilty and acquitted of the charge under

Section 294/448/506/34 of I.P.C. and they are set at liberty forthwith. 

38. The bail bond executed by the accused and surety are extended

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

39. Seized articles, if any 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 26th day of February,

2020. 

              (Debasish Kashyap)

              Addl. Chief Judicial Magistrate,
                      Tinsukia

Dictated and corrected by me
Debasish Kashyap, Addl. Chief Judicial Magistrate, Tinsukia



14
G.R. Case No. 42 of 2016

APPENDIX

EXHIBIT OF THE PROSECUTION

Ext.1…………..FIR

Ext.1(1)………Signature of the P.W.1

Ext.2…………..sketch map

Ext.2(1)……….Signature of the P.W.5

Ext.3…………..Charge Sheet

Ext.3(1)……….Signature of the P.W.5

EXHIBIT OF THE DEFENCE

Ext.A-certified copy of ejahar dtd.23.12.2015.

Ext.B-certified copy of judgment dated 12.07.2018

MATERIAL EXHIBIT OF THE PROSECUTION

NONE

MATERIAL EXHIBIT OF THE DEFENCE

NONE 

PROSECUTION WITNESS

P.W. 1: Smt. Ashiya Khan, the informant.

P.W. 2: Smt. Nurjahan Begum

P.W. 3:  Smt. Moina Khan

P.W. 4: Sri Athish Phukan

P.W. 5: Sri Prodip Kr. Bonik, I/O

DEFENCE WITNESS

D.W.1-Sri Robin Gohain

        

      (Debasish Kashyap)

                   Addl. Chief Judicial Magistrate,
                           Tinsukia

Dictated and corrected by me
Debasish Kashyap, Addl. Chief Judicial Magistrate, Tinsukia


