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J  U  D  G  M  E  N  T

 This is an appeal u/s 374 of CrPC, preferred against the judgment 
and  order  of  conviction,  dated  10-05-2012,  passed,  by  the  learned  Judicial 
Magistrate, 1st Class, Biswanath Chariali, Sonitpur, in GR Case No. 175/2008. 

PROSECUTION CASE : 

Briefly stated, the prosecution case is that Sri Chandan Baruah, son 
of Sri Keshab Baruah of village- Padum Pukhuri, under Behali Police Station, 
had lodged an FIR on 17-03-2008, before the Officer-in-charge of the said Police 
Station alleging that on 16-03-2008, at about 8-30 p.m., while he and his friend 
Sri  Ranjit  Baruah  were  coming  from  Bedetiguri  towards  home,  by  holding 
bicycles,  the  accused-appellant  Sri  Thula  Kataki,  taking  advantage  of  the 
darkness of the night, assaulted him, by means of a cycle chain causing grievous 
hurt on his person, near the gateway to the house of Sri Rakheswar Borah, on 
road. When Sri Ranjit Baruah tried to save him, the accused-appellant caused 
grievous hurt above the left eye and on the left leg knee by means of a cycle 
chain. 
 
INVESTIGATION : 

Based on the above ejahar, Behali P.S. Case No. 61/2008, under 
Sections 341/325 of IPC was registered, on 17-03-2008. SI Promod Borah, the 
then Officer-in-charge of the said Police Station, entrusted ASI Maheswar Sarma 
to  take  preliminary  steps  into  the  case.  Thereafter,  SI  Cheniram  Saikia,  on 
completion  of  investigation,  submitted  the  charge  sheet  u/s  341/323/325 IPC 
against the accused-appellant. 

TRIAL AND CONVICTION : 

During trial, the charges u/s 341/323/325 IPC were framed against 
the accused-appellant,  vide order,  dated 20-03-2009, to which he pleaded not 
guilty.  As  many  as  8  (  eight)  witnesses  were  examined  on  behalf  of  the 
prosecution side to bring home the alleged charges against the accused-appellant, 
while  the  defence  side  cross-examined  them.  After  conclusion  of  trial,  the 
learned  Judicial  Magistrate,  1st Class,  Biswanath  Chariali,  held  the  accused-
appellant  Sri  Thula  Kataki  guilty  of  the  charges  u/s  341/323/325  IPC  and 
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sentenced to undergo rigorous imprisonment for 3 (three) months each for the 
offences  u/s  341/323  IPC  and  further,  sentenced  to  undergo  rigorous 
imprisonment  for  2  (two)  years  and  to  pay  a  fine  of  Rs.500/-  (  rupees  five 
hundred),  in  default,  to  undergo  rigorous  imprisonment  for  another  1  (one) 
month, for the offence u/s 325 IPC, with further direction that all the sentences, 
aforementioned, shall run concurrently. 

GROUNDS OF APPEAL : 

The  aforesaid  order  of  conviction  and  sentence  of  the  accused-
appellant Sri Thula Kataki has now been challenged in this appeal primarily on 
the  grounds that,  the  learned trial  Court  failed  to  appreciate  the  evidence on 
record in their proper perspective ; the learned trial Court has not applied the 
cardinal  principle  of  criminal  jurisprudence  that  the  burden is  always  on  the 
prosecution  and  it  never  shifts  and  also  that  the  accused  is  presumed to  be 
innocent unless proved guilty by the prosecution and that the accused is entitled 
to the benefit of every reasonable doubt ; that the learned trial Court has failed to 
appreciate that there is contradiction in regard to the nature of weapon mentioned 
in the FIR to the evidence of PW-1 and PW-2 ; that no weapon of offence was 
either  seized  by  the  investigating  officer  or  produced  in  Court  to  prove  the 
prosecution  case  ;  that  there  are  contradictions  in  material  particulars  in  the 
evidence of PWs ; that no independent eye witness has been examined ;  that 
there is contradiction between ocular and medical evidence ; that the prosecution 
has withheld the material witnesses whose names have come up on evidence. 
Hence,  it  is  prayed  to  set  aside  the  judgment  and  order,  dated  10-05-2012, 
passed,  by  the  learned  trial  Court  in  GR Case  No.  175/2008  and  acquit  the 
accused- appellant. 
 

I  have  heard  submission  of  Sri  D.  C.  Borah,  learned  Public 
Prosecutor  and Sri  J.  K.  Baishya,  learned counsel  appearing for  the accused-
appellant. Also perused the impugned judgment and the record of GR Case No. 
175/2008.  

POINT TO BE DECIDED : 

Now, the point  to be decided in this  proceeding is,  whether the 
impugned order of conviction and sentence, dated 10-05-2012, passed, in GR 
Case  No.  175/2008,  by  the  learned  Judicial  Magistrate,  1st Class,  Biswanath 

3



Chariali, Sonitpur, is liable to be set aside in view of the grounds mentioned in 
the Memorandum of Appeal ? 
THE DECISION AND THE REASONS THEREFOR
Legal position 

In order to sustain a charge under Section 341 IPC, the prosecution 
must prove (i) that the accused obstructed a person ( here PWs 1 & 2), (ii) that  
such obstruction prevented the person ( here PWs 1 & 2) from proceeding in a 
direction in which he had a right to proceed and that the accused caused such 
obstruction voluntarily. In order to hold a person guilty of voluntarily causing 
hurt u/s 323 IPC, there must either be bodily pain, disease or infirmity caused to 
the injured. Section 319 defines the term ‘hurt’. On the other hand, under Section 
325 IPC, the prosecution is  required to prove (i)  that  the accused has caused 
bodily  pain,  disease  or  infirmity  to  the  victim,  (ii)  the  hurt  has  been caused 
voluntarily (iii) that the hurt has been caused without being provoked by anyone, 
and (iv) the hurt has been caused answers any of the hurts described in Section 
320 IPC. 
 

In the context of the above requirements, under law, let us look at 
the evidence, on record. 

EVIDENCE :

PW-1  Sri  Chandan  Baurah  is  the  informant  and  injured.  His 
evidence is that the occurrence took place on 16-03-2008, at about 7 p.m., in 
front of the house of the accused-appellant Thula Kataki. On that day, at about 3 
p.m., he and Sri Ranjit Baruah (PW-2) went to Borajuli Gaon, in search of casual 
labour, but finding no such worker, they were returning. When they reached the 
front of  the house of the accused-appellant,  the driver of a  truck,  which was 
parked on the road side, abruptly got down and that gave rise to an altercation 
between  the  driver  and  PW-2  Sri  Ranjit  Baruah.  Thereafter,  when  they  just 
proceeded on their direction, the accused-appellant assaulted them by means of 
stick like weapon. As a result, he sustained injuries on head, back and right leg. 
He  fell  down sustaining  head injury.  Sri  Ranjit  Baruah shouted the  name of 
Thula  Kataki  and  thereupon,  the  accused-appellant  assaulted  Ranjit.  Ranjit 
sustained injury over the eye. Thereafter, Ranjit helped him to go home and then 
they submitted FIR and obtained treatment. Ext.1 is the said FIR.
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In cross-examination, he has, inter-alia, deposed that he does not 
know the name of  the  labour who was in  the  truck and whether  he  saw the 
occurrence. Mohora Bonomali Rajkhowa stays at the residence of the accused-
appellant  and  he  did  not  come  out.  The  occurrence  took  place  on  Bedeti-
Rangchali  road.  He denied the  defence  suggestion that  they  were  coming,  at 
about 11 p.m., and that they, in intoxicated condition, assaulted the driver of the 
truck for not properly driving the truck. The night of the occurrence was dark. 
They had no relation with Thula Kataki. They lodged the ejahar immediately, 
after the occurrence and the police arranged for their medical treatment. 

PW-2 Sri Ranjit Baruah is the other injured. According to him, on 
last 16th March, at about 3 / 4 p.m., PW-1 Sri Chandan Baruah and he went to 
Borajuli Gaon, in search of labour. At about 8 p.m., while they were returning, 
they found one truck parked on the road and due to abrupt getting down of the 
driver,  from  the  truck,  some  altercations  broke  out  between  him  and  them. 
Thereafter, they left the place, but the accused-appellant Thula Kataki assaulted 
Chandan Baruah from behind by a ‘lathi’. When he tried to dissuade the accused-
appellant, he was also assaulted. The leg of Chandan Baruah was fractured. He 
sustained injuries on back and head. He was injured over his eye. Thereafter, 
they entered the house of the Gaonburah Sri Muhin Bora and left his bicycle 
there. On the following day, he found his bicycle being kept in the house of the 
accused-appellant. Thereafter, on the advice of the Gaonburah, they filed ejahar 
and obtained treatment for the injuries. In cross-examination, he has inter-alia,  
deposed that when they reached near the truck, there was no person on the road. 
At  that  time,  they  consumed  some  amount  of  alcohol.  Mohora  Bonomali 
Rajkhowa  stays  in  the  house  of  Thula  Kataki.  The  accused-appellant  Thula 
Kataki is an aged person. They were assaulted in front of the house of Thangani 
Lahan. The truck driver did not go near them as they were raising hue and cry. 
After the incident, they went to the house of the Gaonburah Sri Muhin Bora and 
informed him about the occurrence. 

PW-3  Sri  Putukan  Baruah  is  the  relative  brother  of  Chandan 
Baruah (PW-1).  His  evidence  is  that  about  one  year  back,  he  heard  that  his 
relative  brother  Chandan  Baurah  was  assaulted.  He  (PW-1)  sustained  severe 
injury on his leg. He took him (PW-1) to a doctor at Behali. Ranjit Baruah (PW-
2)  was  also  assaulted  and  he  sustained  injuries  near  his  eye.  He  tried  to 
compromise the incident, but the accused-appellant did not agree. 
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PW-4 Sri Keshab Baruah. His evidence is that the informant (PW-
1) is his son. The occurrence took place on the night of a day, at about 9 p.m., in 
the year, 2008. The accused-appellant assaulted his son (PW-1). He sustained 
injury on his right leg. Later on, his injured son took treatment at Behali hospital. 
In  cross-examination,  he has,  inter-alia,  deposed that  both his  son and Ranjit 
Baruah (PW-2) were assaulted while they were coming, on foot, pushing bicycle, 
the  accused-appellant  assaulted  them in  front  of  his  gateway.  His  son  often 
consumes  alcohol.  The  accused-appellant  had  no  case  earlier  and  he  has  no 
enmity with him.  He denied the defence suggestion that the occurrence took 
place at about 10 / 10-30 p.m. in the darkness of the night. 

PW-5 Sri Dilip Borah. He has, inter-alia, deposed that he did not 
witness the  occurrence.  On the  following day,  he shifted Chandan Baruah to 
hospital. He heard that Thula Kataki called Chandan Baruah from the road and 
assaulted him. Chandan Baruah bore the signs of canning on his back. He heard 
about the incident from the companion of Chandan, Ranjit. Immediately after the 
occurrence, Ranjit informed him about the incident. His house is situated about 
half a Km away from the place of occurrence. Ranjit did not sustain any serious 
injury. He does not know why Chandan and Ranjit were assaulted. 

PW-6 Sri Boloram Bhumiz. According to him, the occurrence took 
place on the night of a day, about three years ago, near the house of the accused-
appellant. At that time, he was sleeping in the truck of his Contractor Kamal 
Saikia.  Two persons called him and enquired as to  who was in the truck.  In 
response to their call, when he opened the door, the said two persons dragged 
him down, slapped and kicked on him. Both the persons said that his contractor 
constructed the road badly. When the said two persons left him free, he ran to the 
house of the accused-appellant. The two persons, who assaulted him, scolded by 
the wife of the accused-appellant. Thereafter, they called the owner and in the 
meantime,  the  said  two  persons  left  the  place.  In  cross-examination,  he  has 
deposed that the accused-appellant did not assault him and that the persons who 
assaulted him are not known to him. 

PW-7 Dr. J. C. Dey is the doctor. His evidence is that on 17-03-
2008,  at  1-30 a.m.,  he  examined Sri  Chandan Baruah (PW-1)  and Sri  Ranjit 
Baruah (PW-2), on police requisition. On examination, he found as follows : 

“On examination of Sri Chandan Boruah, I find following injuries : 
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1. Lanier bruise over the back three in number of direction 3” 
 X 1/2” in size, red in colour

2.  Swelling  with  tenderness  on  the  right  ankle  joint.  The 
patient  was referred to BNC civil Hospital for X-ray and X-
ray report shows intra-orticular break is seen at the lower end 
of tibia without displacement. 
Opinion :  Fresh injury caused by blunt object and grievous in 

 nature. 
 
On  examination  of  Sri  Ranjit  Boruah,  I  find  following  

 injuries:
1. Abrasion of the right knee 1” x 1” in size and left  

 cheek  
 ½” x ½” in size, bright red in colour 

Opinion :   Fresh  injury  simple  in  nature  caused by blunt  
 object.”

 Ext.2 is the injury report, where Ext. 2(1) is the signature of doctor 
 (PW-7). 

In cross-examination, PW-7 has, inter-alia, stated that he gave his 
report on the basis of X-ray, but X-ray plate is not submitted with his report. He 
has admitted that such type of injury may be caused due to falling over hard 
substance.  

PW-8 ASI Maheswar Sarmah is the IO. He has, inter-alia, deposed 
that on 17-03-2008, while he was working as Asstt. Sub-Inspector of Police at 
Behali Police Station, the Officer-in-charge of the said Police Station endorsed 
him to conduct preliminary investigation into the ejahar lodged by Sri Chandan 
Baruah  (PW-1).  In  course  of  preliminary  investigation,  he  sent  the  injured 
Chandan and Ranjit Baruah for treatment and recorded their statements. On 18-
03-2008, he prepared the rough sketch map of the place of occurrence, Ext.3. He 
examined  witnesses  and  when  the  accused-appellant  appeared  at  the  Police 
Station,  he  released  him  on  bail.  The  Officer-in-charge  Cheniram  Saikia 
submitted the charge-sheet, Ext.4. 
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ANALYSIS OF EVIDENCE : 

(i) The impugned judgment :

On scrutiny of the impugned judgment, it appears that the learned 
trial Court has found that PW-1 Sri Chandan Boruah, the informant and injured, 
has supported the contentions made in the FIR, Ext.1 and his evidence has been 
corroborated by PW-2 Sri Ranjit Baruah, who also sustained injury, except his 
further evidence that in the relevant night, both of them consumed alcohol. While 
appreciating  the  evidence  of  PW-3  Sri  Putukan  Boruah,  PW-4  Sri  Keshab 
Boruah and PW-5 Sri Dilip Bora, the learned trial Court has found them to have 
supported the prosecution case to the effect that the accused-appellant Sri Thula 
Kataki  assaulted  PW-1,  aforementioned.  Further,  the  learned  trial  Court  has 
found that though PW-6 Sri Baloram Bhumiz has not supported the prosecution 
case, his evidence shows that two persons, whom he could not identify, assaulted 
him and on the other hand, PW-7 Dr. J.C. Dey, the doctor, who examined PW-1, 
aforementioned, found grievous injury, on his person. From the evidence of PW-
8 ASI Maheswar Sarmah, the learned trial Court has not found any contradiction. 
Considered thus, the learned trial Court has noted that the depositions of each 
witness of the prosecution, except PW-6, is corroborative and trustworthy about 
the  whole  incident  and accordingly,  held  the  accused appellant  guilty  of  the 
charges, beyond all reasonable doubt. 

(ii)  FIR & EVIDENCE OF INFORMANT : 

Though an FIR is not a substantive piece of evidence, every detail 
of the incident narrated therein is of great use, where the informant himself is 
cognizant of the crime or claims to have seen the occurrence or any part of it. In 
the instant case, PW-1 Sri Chandan Baruah, the injured, himself lodged the FIR, 
Ext.1, on the following day of the incident. 

On scrutiny of  the  contentions  made in  the  FIR,  Ext.1,  and the 
evidence  of  PW-1,  the  injured-informant,  it  transpires  that  though  he  has 
supported the occurrence that took place, on road, in the darkness of the night, 
but  contradicted  the  location  of  the  place  of  occurrence  and  the  weapon  of 
offence, allegedly used by the accused-appellant. In the FIR, he has stated that 
the occurrence took place, on road, in front of the gateway to the house of one Sri 
Rakheswar Bora, whereas in evidence, stated that the occurrence took place on 
road, crossing the house of one Sri Moni Bora, near the house of one Sri Pintu 
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Bora. On the other hand, in the FIR, the informant (PW-1) has alleged that the 
accused-appellant  used  cycle  chain  in  assaulting  him  and  PW-2  Sri  Ranjit 
Boruah, but in evidence, PW-1 has deposed that some hard stick like weapon 
was used. 

However, it is crystal clear from evidence, on record that it is the 
consistent case of the prosecution that the occurrence took place on village road, 
in the darkness of the night,  and as such, the aforesaid contradictions are not 
significant enough to discredit the prosecution case inasmuch as no weapon of 
offence  was  seized  by  PW-8,  ASI  Maheswar  Sarmah,  the  IO,  during 
investigation. 

(iii)  INCEPTION OF OCCURRENCE :

From the evidence of PW-1, Sri  Chandan Baruah and PW-2 Sri 
Ranjit Baruah, the injured persons, it transpires that on 16-03-2008, at about 7/8 
p.m.,  while they were returning from Borajuli  Gaon,  they got involved in  an 
altercation with a truck driver (PW-6) for abruptly getting down of it and when 
they left  the  place and moved some distance,  the  accused-appellant  assaulted 
them by a stick. The cross-examination of PW-1 reveals that the occurrence took 
place in the darkness of the night on Bediti-Rangchali path. Though PW-1 Sri 
Chandan Baruah has deposed that the altercation took place between PW-2 Sri 
Ranjit Baurah and the truck driver / labour, who was in the road side truck, PW-
2, aforementioned, in his cross-examination contradicted it deposing that he was 
PW-1 who got involved with the said truck driver, when he (PW-1) asked him as 
to  why the  road was  constructed  badly.  Thus,  it  appears  that  PW-1,  in  fact, 
initiated the quarrel with the truck driver / labour (PW-6) for no wrong of him 
and  further,  according  to  PW-2,  as  he  stated  in  cross-examination,  as  at  the 
relevant time, both of them were in intoxicated condition. 

Turning to the evidence of PW-6 Sri Baloram Bhumiz, the labour 
of the truck, who at the relevant time of the incident was sleeping therein, it 
appears that two persons dragged him out of the truck and assaulted him and 
thereafter,  he rushed to the house of the accused-appellant.  According to him 
(PW-6), both the said two assailants scolded by the accused-appellant’s wife and 
left  the  place.  Thus,  PW-6,  the  eye  witness  to  the  alleged  occurrence,  has 
implicated two unidentified persons imputing on them of provocative acts. On 
careful scrutiny of the evidence of PW-6, the labour, in the truck vis-a- vis the 
evidence of PWs 1 and 2, the injured persons, no doubt remains that they ( PWs 
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1 & 2), were the persons who, in intoxicated condition, quarreled with him (PW-
6), though claimed to have been assaulted, for no fault of him (PW-6). Since the 
prosecution  has  relied  on  his  evidence,  without  declaring  him  as  a  hostile 
witness,  his  evidence,  as  an eye witness  to  the  alleged occurrence cannot  be 
brushed aside, more particularly when PW-2 has admitted that at the relevant 
time  of  the  night,  he  (PW-2)  and  PW-1  were  in  intoxicated  condition  and 
initiated quarrel with him (PW-6), over a matter, with which he had not even any 
remote  connection.  This  Court,  therefore,  finds  no  reason  to  disbelieve  the 
veracity of testimony of PW-6, who is a poor labour working in a private truck. 

Apart from the evidence analysed above, the remaining PW-3 Sri 
Putukan Baruah, a relative brother of PW-1, PW-4 Sri Keshab Baruah, the father 
of PW-1, PW-5 Sri Dilip Borah, a witness from the locality, appear to be not eye 
witnesses  to  the  alleged  occurrence  and  deposed  that  they  heard  about  the 
occurrence  or  were  informed by  others.  Therefore,  their  evidence,  so  far  the 
actual facts of the occurrence is concerned, remained hearsay and as such, this 
part of their evidence is inadmissible in evidence. The cross-examination of PW-
2  reveals  that  at  the  relevant  time  of  their  arrival  near  the  parked  truck, 
aforementioned, the road was desolated. 

Thus, on consideration of the evidence, on record, this Court finds 
that at the relevant time of the occurrence,  during night time, both PW-1 Sri 
Chandan Baruah and his companion PW-2 Sri Ranjit Baruah were in intoxicated 
condition and they admittedly got involved in an unwarranted quarrel with PW-6 
Sri Baloram Bhumiz, a labour, who was sleeping in a truck parked on the side of 
Bediti-Rangchali path, over a matter, with which he had no connection at all and 
which  they  voluntarily  raised  to  him  without  any  justifiable  reason,  beyond 
doubt. 

(iv)  NATURE OF INJURY :

On  scrutiny  of  the  evidence  of  PW-1  Sri  Chandan  Baruah,  it 
appears that he sustained injuries over head, back and right leg caused by blunt  
weapon  like  stick,  while  PW-2  Sri  Ranjit  Baruah  over  his  eye.  PW-2, 
aforementioned, has deposed that leg of PW-1 was fractured and sustained hurt 
on back and head, while he sustained injury over the eye. Thus, both PWs 1 and 
2 have corroborated each other, as a whole, in regard to the nature of injuries, 
they sustained in the occurrence. PW-3 Sri Putukan Baruah, PW-4 Sri Keshab 
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Baruah and PW-5 Sri Dilip Borah, as they observed later on, corroborated the 
fact, as a whole, indicating that PWs 1 and 2 sustained injuries. 

On scrutiny of the evidence of PW-7 Dr. J.C. Dey, the doctor, who 
examined PWs 1 and 2, on 17-03-2008 at 1-30 a.m., opined that PW-1 sustained 
grievous fresh injuries caused by blunt object, while PW-2 received fresh simple 
injury caused by blunt object. Though PW 8 ASI Moheswar Sarmah, the IO, has 
not seized the weapon of offence, based on evidence of PWs, aforementioned, 
including the  doctor,  this  Court  finds  no reason to disbelieve the  findings  in 
regard  to  the  nature  of  injuries  sustained by PWs 1 and 2 and the  nature  of 
weapon used in causing those injuries, beyond doubt. Accordingly, it is held that 
the injury sustained by PW-1 Sri Chandan Baruah was grievous in nature, while 
the injury of PW-2 Sri Ranjit Baruah was simple in nature and their injuries were 
caused by blunt object, beyond reasonable doubt. 

(v)  ACCUSED APPELLANT’S COMPLICITY :

According to PW-1 Sri  Chandan Baruah and PW-2 Sri  Ranjit  Baruah, 
when they just left the place where the truck was parked, the accused-appellant, 
stated to be aged about 65 years, assaulted them by stick like object, on the road 
itself. From their ( PWs 1 & 2) evidence and the evidence of PW-4 Sri Keshab 
Baruah, the accused-appellant has no criminal background and with him, they 
had no relation. 

If one goes through the evidence of PW-6, the labour in the truck, it 
would  certainly  be  found that  after  receiving  injury  at  the  hands  of  the  two 
persons,  he  rushed  to  the  house  of  the  accused-appellant  and  the  said  two 
assailants  scolded  uttering  words  by  the  name  of  the  wife  of  the  accused-
appellant,  whereupon,  he  (PW-6)  informed  him  over  phone.  The  accused-
appellant in his statement, recorded u/s 313 CrPC, pleaded innocent and on the 
other hand, neither the prosecution nor the defence, for the ends of fair justice, 
elicited from PW-6, aforementioned, any fact implicating the accused-appellant’s 
involvement in the occurrence, which admittedly took place in the darkness of 
the night, on village road, Bedeti-Rangchali path. The remaining PWs 3,4 and 5, 
as stated earlier, did not witness the occurrence. Therefore, this Court is of the 
humble opinion that it cannot conclusively be said that he was only the accused-
appellant, who, in fact, assaulted PWs 1 and 2,  in the darkness of the relevant 
night, beyond reasonable doubt. 

11



For the reasons set forth above, this Court finds that the accused-
appellant is entitled to acquittal. 

CONCLUSION     : 

In  the  result,  the  appeal  is  allowed  on  contest.  The  impugned 
judgment  and  order,  dated,  10-05-2012,  passed  by  the  learned  Judicial 
Magistrate,  1st Class,  Biswanath Chariali,  Sonitpur,  in  connection  with  G.  R. 
Case No. 175 of 2008, , holding the accused-appellant Sri Thula Kataki guilty of 
the offences, under sections 341/323/325 of IPC,  is set aside and accordingly, set 
him at liberty forthwith. 

Send back the record of GR Case No. 175 of 2008 to the learned 
trial Court along with a copy of this judgment. 

Given under my Hand and Seal of this Court, on this the 4th day of 
March, 2013.

             ( A. BORTHAKUR )
                                                   SESSIONS JUDGE 

    SONITPUR : TEZPUR
Typed to my dictation and 
corrected by me, bearing 
my signatures on each page  :

(A. BORTHAKUR)  
SESSIONS JUDGE,
SONITPUR :: TEZPUR

         

           * * * * * *
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