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JUDGMENT 

1.  Being highly aggrieved by the Judgment and order, dated 

31/07/2014, passed by Smt. P. Shyam, Judicial Magistrate, 1st Class, Tezpur 

in Misc. Case No. 33 of 2008, under section 125 of the Code of Criminal 

Procedure, directing the present Revision Petitioner to pay maintenance 

allowance towards each of the Opposite Parties i.e. his wife and two 

daughters @ Rs.4001/- per mensem, i.e. Rs. 12,003/- per month in total 
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with effect from the date of the petition. Sri Bharat Ch. Bordoloi, who was 

the opposite party in M.R. Case No. 33 of 2008, has preferred the instant 

Criminal Revision, impugning the said judgment and order dated 

31/07/2014.   

2.  Before entering into the merit of the instant Revision Petition, let me 

briefly state the facts relevant for consideration of this Revision Petition, 

which are as follows:-  

 (a) The Revision Petitioner married the Opposite Party No.1 on 

26-08-1985 and their marriage was registered on the same day. The 

Opposite Party No. 2 and 3, who are the daughters of the petitioner were 

born, out of this wedlock, on 17-09-1987 and 15-03-1999 respectively. The 

Revision Petitioner was doing service of Sub-Inspector in the Department of 

Food and Civil Supplies and his job was transferrable. The petitioner and 

Opposite Party travelled together to different stations, wherever the 

petitioner was posted, till 1999 when they decided to settle down at Tezpur. 

In the year, 2003, the petitioner was transferred to Tinisukia, and thereafter, 

in the year 2007, he was transferred to Morigaon. Thereafter, as it appears 

from the petition u/s 125 Cr.P.C, filed by the Opposite Party (which resulted 

in to present the Revision Petition) there was allegation that the Criminal 

Revision Petitioner had an extra marital affair with one Smt. Rupjyoti Gohain 

with whom he started living with, in tenanted premises, in Morigaon. 

Thereafter, there was quarrel and litigations between the parties and 

Criminal cases erupted between them. Thereafter, the petitioner, as alleged 

in the petition u/s 125 Cr.P.C, started neglecting his wife and his daughters 

and as a result of which, a case (Misc. Case No. 33/08) u/s 125 Cr.P.C. was 

instituted, on 03/03/2008, by the Opposite Parties (who were the 

petitioners in the proceeding under section 125 Cr.P.C) against the present 

Criminal Revision Petitioner.    

 (b) The above mentioned Misc. Case No. 33/08 u/s 125 Cr.P.C. was 

contested by the present Criminal Revision petitioner. The present Opposite 

Parties themselves adduced evidence as PW 1, PW 2 and PW 3 respectively 

whereas, the present Criminal Revision Petitioner adduced evidence of six 
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witnesses including himself, namely, Jyotimoni Bordoloi as DW 1, Sri Kumud 

Ch. Bora as DW 2, Smt. EB Nandi as DW 3, Sri Abinash Brahma as DW 4, Sri 

Rantu Hazarika as DW 5 and Sri Bharat Ch. Bordoloi as DW 6.  The afore-

said case was ultimately disposed of, after 7 years of its institution, by 

Judgment and order dated 31-07-2014 wherein the present Criminal 

Revision Petitioner was directed to pay monthly maintenance allowance of 

RS. 4001/- to each of the Opposite Parties (in total Rs. 12,003/-) from the 

date of filing of the petition u/s 125 of Cr.P.C.    

This judgment and order dated 31/07/2014 is impugned in this 

instant Criminal Revision Petition. 

3. The Revision Petitioner, inter-alia, took following grounds for 

impugning the Judgment and order dated 31/07/2014:-  

 (i) That learned Judicial Magistrate, 1st class, Tezpur has erred in law 

as well as in fact while passing the impugned judgment and order and as 

such the same is liable to be set aside; it has been stated that the learned 

Judicial Magistrate, 1st class, Tezpur, in passing the ex parte impugned 

order, failed to determine the proper issues on the basis of the respective 

pleadings of the parties as to whether the opposite parties were able to 

maintain themselves from their own income or not, instead, learned trial 

Court determined one negative issue as to whether the petitioner No.1 is 

unable to maintain herself and her daughters, brushing aside the clear 

pleadings of the written statement and erroneously passed the impugned 

order causing miscarriage of Justice for which the impugned order is bad in 

law and is liable to be revised. 

 (ii) That in determining the issues, the learned trial court failed to 

determine one important aspect of Section 125 Clause (b) and proviso 

thereof of Cr.P.C i.e. only minor child under the provision of Indian Majority 

Act unable to maintain itself can be ordered to make allowance until she 

attains majority (the age of 18 years) in as much as that in their application 

dated 03-03-2008 for maintenance it is specifically pleaded by them that the 

date of birth of petitioner No.2 (Angela) is 17-09-1987 and petitioner No. 3 
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(Alvina) is 15-03-1999 meaning thereby is that on the date of application 

Angela was a major and Alvina attains majority during the pendency of the 

proceeding. As such the learned trial court has exceeded her statutory 

jurisdiction and passed the order dated 31-07-2014 directing the revision 

petitioner to pay monthly allowance to „major‟ Angela and „major‟ Alvina to 

which they are not entitled to under law. As such, the impugned order is bad 

in law and liable to be set aside.  

 (iii) That in spite of clear documentary evidence led by DW 1 

Joytimoni Bordoloi, vide Exhibit A and DW 2 Kumud Ch. Borah vide Exhibit 

B,C,E and F regarding owning Hyundai Getz Car by Luna Bordoloi and filing 

tas return by her vide permanent Income Tax No. AGNPB 1351 J showing 

annual income of Rs. 1,73,100/- and Rs. 1,31,480/- respectively and paying 

annual income tax in as much the clear evidence of Kumud Ch. Borah that 

Luna Bardoloi paid an amount of Rs. 13,25,000/- (Out of 15 lakhs) to one 

Amiya Gogoi wife of Late D. Gogoi, Hatigaon Banphool path in cash being 

the price of one Flat at Guwahati, the learned trial court instead of holding 

that Luna Bordoloi has got sufficient income to maintain herself brushed 

aside the said clear evidence on preposterous reasoning that in cross-

examination it is said that the vehicle was purchased on bank loan and that 

DW-2, Kumud Ch. Sarmah, did not know if any verification was conducted 

on earlier returns filed by Luna Bordoloi in as much as that the petitioner 

(OP in Misc. case) has not pleaded that all the properties of Luna Bordoloi 

were her self acquired properties and as such there was wrong finding of the 

case not based on evidence but by the whims of the learned Trial Judge 

causing miscarriage of justice and as such the impugned order is liable to be 

set aside.  

 (iv) that the holding of another matter not in conformity of the 

pleadings of the case by the learned trial Judge more particularly the 

following : “ it is seen that the opposite party(OP for short) has not pleaded 

that all the properties in the name of the petitioner No.1 were self acquired 

by her. The OP has shown income tax returns in her name and bank 

accounts and a house in her name but has not shown clearly where the 
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petitioner No.1 actually derived all the money for the said accounts or 

property” as well as petitioner No.1 has big residential houses and bank 

balance and vehicles, all in her name and in the name of the daughter, 

“apparently acquired from her income from sewing, stitching, private tuitions 

and agricultural income. It is known as to what kind of agricultural income is 

being earned by the petitioner No.1 i.e. whether such agricultural income is 

from paddy cultivation or vegetable cultivation or tea plantation. The OP. 

who has such details of income and wealth of the petitioners, is silent on this 

aspect” are preposterous and beyond all cannons of burden of proof. It is 

strange that upon proof of the matter relating to income tax, vehicle, 

building etc. in the name of the petitioner No.1 (OP No.1 in this revision 

petition) by the official witnesses summoned by the Hon‟ble Court the 

holding in the impugned order that the OP (petitioner in this revision 

petition) “is silent on this aspect” is not based on sound principle of law and 

whimsical on the part of the learned Trial Judge and liable to be set aside.  

 (v) That in determining the Issue No.3 by the learned trial Judge in 

affirmative by relying heavily on the case decision of the Hon‟ble Apex Court 

reported in AIR SC 1377 cannot be said to be applicable in the case in hand 

in as much as that facts of the case of Minakshi Gaur Vs. Chitraranjan Gaur 

and another are quite different in respect of income and ability to maintain 

and as such the decision of Issue No. 3 in affirmative and direction to your 

petitioner pay allowances by the impugned order has caused miscarriage of 

justice.  

 (vi)  That in determining the Issue No.3 by the learned trial Judge 

failed to consider the subsequent events of petitioner during the pendency 

of the trial of maintenance case and should not have passed the order of 

payment of allowances by the impugned order, because it is evident from 

the subsequent events that the Opposite Party (petitioner in the Misc Case 

No. 33/08) are interested in vendetta only and not otherwise.     

 (vii) That the amount of maintenance granted @ Rs. 4001/- per 

month to each of the petitioner i.e. Rs. 12,003/- per month in total with 

effect from the date of the petition are too high and not justified. 
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4. I have gone through the aforementioned grounds of set forth by the 

Revision Petitioner, the deposition of witnesses recorded in Misc. Case No-33 

of 2008 and all the available materials on record including the Judgment & 

Order, passed on 31/07/2014 by the trial Court, thoroughly. I have also 

heard Ld. Sr. Counsel for both the parties, at length. 

5. Now, let me first take up the first contention raised by the Revision 

Petitioner that the learned trial Court, while passing the ex parte order, 

failed to determine the proper issues. However, on perusal of the record it 

appears that the impugned order is not at all an ex parte order. The record 

of proceedings in Misc. Case No-33 of 2008 clearly shows that the said 

proceeding was very much contested by the present Revision Petitioner and 

that the order, dated 31/07/2014, of the trial Court was not an ex parte 

order, both the parties were heard before passing the impugned order. As 

regards not deciding the proper issues, It appears that the Revision 

Petitioner has stated that the trial Court decided one negative issue as to 

“whether the petitioner No.1 is unable to maintain herself and her 

daughters”, instead of the issue as to “whether the opposite parties were 

able to maintain themselves from their own income or not”. On a plain 

reading of both the supposed issues, suggested by the Petitioner, I am of 

the considered opinion that there is not much difference between both the 

issues and the result or the finding on both the purported issues could have 

been same. Moreover, framing of issues, in one way or other way may not 

be a ground for intervening by the Revisional Court as the Revision 

Petitioner certainly had the opportunity of pointing it to the trial Court, 

however, on perusal of the record of Misc. Case No 33 of 2008, it appears 

that at no point of time there was any objection, on the part of the present 

petitioners, as regards any kind of erroneous framing of issues. That apart, 

this Court is of considered opinion that there is no error in framing of issues 

by the learned Judicial Magistrate 1st Class, Sonitpur. 

6.   Now, let me discuss the second contention, taken by the present 

Revision Petitioner, that both the daughters of Revision Petitioner are major 

and therefore, not entitled to any maintenance u/s 125 Cr.P.C. On perusal of 



Page 7 of 14 

 

Criminal Revision NO. 65(S-4) of 2014 Page 7 

 

records, it appears that the elder daughter of the Petitioner, Miss Anjela 

Bordoloi, was major on the date of filing of the application u/s 125 Cr.P.C., 

as her date of birth was 17-09-1987, and the younger daughter Alvina, 

whose date of birth  is 15-03-1999, became major during the pendency of 

the 125 Cr.P.C Proceeding.  

7.  Learned counsel for the Opposite Parties, in this case, has cited a 

ruling of Hon‟ble Supreme Court of India in Jagdish Jugtawat vs. Manju 

Lata and others reported in (2001) SCC (Cri) 1147 wherein a Full Bench 

of Hon‟ble Supreme Court of India observed after relying on another 

Judgment passed by the Apex Court in Noor Saba Khatoon Vs. Md. 

Quasin (reported in 1997 SCC 233) that –  

“it is manifest that right of a minor girl for 

maintenance from parents after attaining majority 

till her marriage is recognized in section 23(3) of the 

Hindu Adoption and Maintenance Act, therefore, no 

exception can be taken to the Judgment/Order 

passed by learned Single  Judge for maintaining the 

order passed by the Family Court which is based on 

combined reading of Section 125 Cr.P.C. and section 

20 (3) of the Hindu Adoption and Maintenance Act.”   

 Learned counsel for the Opposite Parties has also cited a ruling of 

Patna High Court in Subhas Roy Choudhury Vs. State of Bihar reported 

in 2004 Crl.L.J 573 wherein, basing on the aforesaid Judgment of Hon‟ble 

Supreme Court of India, the Patna High Court held that –  

“Thus, the Principle and the precedent recognize the 

right of a major unmarried daughter to get 

maintenance and the same cannot be denied only on 

the ground that the daughter became majority. This 

Hence, I answer the question who is at the outset in 

affirmative and hold that the major unmarried 

daughter in entitled to get maintenance.”     
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 Though not cited by any of the parties, however, Hon‟ble Gauhati 

High Court also in Satya Das @ Satya Batra Das Vs. Sujata Das 

reported in 2008 (4) GLT  986 has held that  where the parties to the 

proceedings are Hindus and are governed by the Hindu Adoption and 

Maintenance Act, 1956, as per Section 20(3) of the said Act, there is an 

obligation to maintain a daughter till she gets married so long as she is 

unable to maintain herself, even if she has attained majority. And though, in 

that case such maintenance was allowed in a proceeding under section 125 

Cr.P.C, Hon‟ble Gauhati High Court refused to interfere with the order of 

grant of maintenance to the major daughter relying on the judgment of the 

Apex Court in Jagdish Jugtawat vs. Manju Lata and others mentioned 

above. 

8.      In the instant case also, it appears that both the parties are Hindu 

and are also governed by, the Hindu Adoption and Maintenance Act, 1956. 

There is nothing on record to show that the daughters of present Criminal 

Revision Petitioner, who was the Opposite party in the maintenance 

proceeding, are able to maintain themselves. Though, there is an embargo 

on grant of maintenance to major children under section 125 Cr.P.C, 

however, in view of the above discussed rulings of Hon‟ble Supreme Court of 

India as well as Gauhati High Court, I am of the considered opinion that the 

law relating to grant of maintenance to major children, in cases where they 

are unable to maintain themselves, and in those cases where there is some 

alternative statute/law providing for such maintenance, has been developed 

by judicial pronouncements and accordingly grant of maintenance u/s 125 

Cr.P.C to such major children is not held to be illegal. In the instant case 

also, though learned Judicial Magistrate 1st class has not mentioned 

anything about section 20(3) of Hindu Adoption and Maintenance Act, 1956, 

however, under the facts and circumstances of this case and in view of the 

rulings discussed above the order of granting maintenance to the children of 

Revision Petitioner cannot be regarded as illegal as it has only helped in 

avoiding multiplicity of cases. In view of what has been discussed above, the 

contention raised by the Criminal Revision Petitioner that he is not under any 

obligation to maintain his major unmarried daughters do not have much 
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force and accordingly this Court refuses to interfere with the said order, of 

grant of maintenance, in exercise of its revisional jurisdiction. 

9.  As regards the contention of the Criminal Revision Petitioner that his 

wife Smt. Luna Bordoloi had sufficient income to maintain herself and that 

Ld. Judicial Magistrate 1st class has on the basis of preposterous reasoning 

brushed aside the evidence adduced by the D.Ws to show the earnings of 

Smt. Luna Bordoloi, let me look into the analysis of the testimony of D.Ws by 

Ld. Judicial Magistrate 1st class in her Judgment. Let me quote the                              

relevant paragraphs from the impugned judgment herein below:- 

“ 19. From evidence adduced, it is seen that the 

Opposite Party (OP for short) has not pleaded that 

all the properties in the name of the petitioner No. 

1 were self acquired by her. The OP has shown 

income tax returns in her name and bank accounts 

and a house in her name but has not shown clearly 

where the petitioner No. 1 actually derived   all the 

money for the said accounts or property.  The bank 

accounts were opened in the year 2004, just about 

three years prior to that big debacle in which the 

Opposite party was allegedly caught red-handed in 

an illicit relationship with another woman by the 

petitioner Nos. 1 and 2. From the evidence adduced 

by the Opposite party, it appears that the petitioner 

No.1 has big residential houses and bank balance 

and vehicles, all in her name and in the name of her 

daughter, apparently acquired from her income 

from sewing, stitching, private tuitions and 

agricultural income. It is not known as to what kind 

of agricultural income is being earned by the 

petitioner No. 1, i.e. whether such agricultural 

income is from paddy cultivation or vegetable 

cultivation or tea plantation. The Opposite party, 

who has such details of income and wealth of the 

petitioners, is silent on this aspect.  

20. The OP has tried to establish that the 

petitioner No.1 has sufficient income from her 

sewing, stitching, private tuitions and agricultural 

income, which could enable her to have the 

properties and the bank accounts and also led her 

to pay income tax. It is noticed that most of these 

accounts were opened in the year 2004-05 and so 

was the purchase of the Getz vehicle. For that 
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matter, the income tax return are also from the 

year 2004-05 and that too for a period of three 

years only, i.e. from 2004-05 till 006-07. There is no 

income tax return from the year 2007 onwards and 

it is not a coincidence that the relationship between 

the parties turned bitter in the year 2007 itself. It is 

striking to note that purchase of a vehicle, opening 

of bank accounts, etc. in the name of the petitioner 

No. 1 all took place like a windfall profit from the 

year 2004 and there is no account from where so 

much income was generated. This is the time when 

both parties were together as family. It is made to 

believe that the source of income of the petitioner 

No.1 for all this wealth exhibited by the OP came 

from her sewing, stitching, private tuitions and 

agricultural income. DW 2 has already stated that 

he does not know if the returns were verified and 

the OP has not led any evidence to show that the 

petitioner No. 1 actually had these sources of 

income. It appears strange, for the OP has got all 

details of the petitioners’ wealth, to the extent of 

her Pan Card number and its photocopy, but could 

not provide the name of any one set of parents 

whose child avails private tuitions from her. The OP 

has not mentioned any name or style of the 

sewing/stitching business set up of the petitioner 

No.1 and it is presumed, therefore, that the OP has 

implied that the petitioner No.1 conducted such 

business from home. The OP has tried to show that 

the petitioner NO. 1 gathered so much wealth, as 

stated above, simply by sewing and stitching from 

home, without any helping hand, which can be 

understood from the fact that he has neither 

mentioned that she has any employee nor that 

anyone works under her. All by herself, the 

petitioner No. 1 did  so much of stitching that she 

could afford a Getz vehicle, open few bank 

accounts, and even LIC accounts, IDBI bonds and 

have houses, just in a matter of three years. This is 

a little difficult to believe. And right after their clash 

in the year 2007, the income tax returns also 

vanish. The OP has all details of the petitioners but 

he did not adduce any evidence of any person, 

whether an employee or a purchaser, to show that 

the petitioner No. 1 has the business of sewing and 

stitching. The period which the OP is talking about 

here is the time when relationship between the 

couple was not strained and he was together with 
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the petitioners. At that time, if he could have such 

detailed knowledge of property and wealth of the 

petitioners, he would have very well had the 

knowledge of any employee of the petitioner No. 1 

and atleast one customer also, since her business 

was apparently conducted from home. But he has 

failed to adduce any evidence in this regard. The OP 

has also not given any details of land from where 

the petitioner derives agricultural income. Simply 

stating that she had land in Gohpur is not sufficient 

when he has produced so much of documentary 

evidence regarding the wealth of the petitioners. 

The sources of income, as mentioned in the income 

tax returns, have simply remained mere statements 

without proof of verification of the same.  

21.  The LIC Policies, the IDBI bonds, etc., are all 

only in the name of the petitioners. The OP has not 

shown who paid the money for investing in those. 

His silence on this point clearly makes it 

understandable that all this money was definitely 

not invested by the petitioners. Else, the OP would 

not have stopped short to state that it is the 

petitioner No.1 who has invested in all these. 

Hence, the source of income agains comes into 

question. It has also struck notice that his two 

daughters go by two different names and that there 

is investment of money in IDBI bonds and UTI 

under all these names separately. Petitioner No. 2 

is Angela @ Santamoni and petitioner No. 3 is 

Alvina @ Sikhamani. Dividends are earned when the 

company makes a profit and it is not stated here 

about how much dividends are being earned by the 

petitioner Nos 2 and 3 and more importantly, 

whether such dividend is being received and 

operated by these petitioners or by their father, the 

OP. This assumes importance, for the petitioner No. 

3 happened to be a minor.                

22.  The investments in bonds and LIC are not 

sources of income with which one lives by. These 

are only investments in the name of a person and 

these investments do not aid in procuring the 

necessities required in daily life. These are 

investments which are made from same source of 

income, which needs to be shown. The OP has 

sought to show that the petitioners have sources of 

income of their own as there are these 
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documents/investments/bank accounts in their 

name. It is well known that having an investment in 

ones name is not a conclusive proof that such 

person has a source of income and that the 

investment was made from such income. One may 

buy a Getz vehicle in the name of the petitioner 

No.1 but having a car in her name neither proves 

that she purchased it herself nor that she has the 

fuel to run it. Investments in bonds and LIC would 

not provide her with fuel on a daily basis to use that 

vehicle. This is a case for maintenance allowance 

and the OP has to show source of income/income of 

the petitioner and not simply some investments in 

their names without showing who made those 

investments or how did those investments/bank 

accounts come about. The OP has failed to show the 

corresponding source of income from where such 

money was generated for the investment in LIC, 

Bonds, UTI or for deposit in bank accounts. As he 

has not made it clear, it cannot be held that it was 

his wife, the petitioner No. 1 and his two daughters 

(one a minor at that time) who earned all that 

money for investment.”    

10.  A careful reading of above paragraphs would show that learned 

Judicial Magistrate 1st Class has dealt with every piece of evidence adduced 

by the witnesses or deposed in support of present Revision Petitioner 

(opposite Party) in the proceeding under Section 125 Cr.P.C.  The Crux of 

the finding of learned Judicial Magistrate 1st Class is that the evidence 

adduced by D.W is with the regard to the period prior to the year 2007, 

when both the parties were living together. The court cannot be oblivious to 

the common practice, prevalent in High & middle income group families, of 

investing in the name of wife and children by the earning member of the 

family. I agree with the reasoning and observation of learned Judicial 

Magistrate 1st Class that merely having investment in one‟s name may not be 

necessarily indicative of his or her earning capacity. 

11.  It would not be out of context to mention here the observations of 

Hon‟ble Supreme Court of India in “Charturbhuj Vs. Sita Bai” reported in 

(2008) 2 SCC  316, which are as follows -  
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“The object of the maintenance proceedings is not 

to punish a person for his past neglect, but to 

prevent vagrancy by compelling those who can 

provide support to those who are unable to support 

themselves and who have a moral claim to support. 

The phrase "unable to maintain herself" in the 

instant case would mean that means available to 

the deserted wife while she was living with her 

husband and would not take within itself the efforts 

made by the wife after desertion to survive 

somehow. Section 125 Cr.P.C. is a measure of social 

justice and is specially enacted to protect women 

and children and as noted by this Court in Captain 

Ramesh Chander Kaushal v. Mrs. Veena Kaushal and 

Ors. (MANU/SC/0067/1978:1979CriLJ3) falls within 

constitutional sweep of Article 15(3) reinforced by 

Article 39 of the Constitution of India, 1950 (in 

short the 'Constitution'). It is meant to achieve a 

social purpose. The object is to prevent vagrancy 

and destitution. It provides a speedy remedy for the 

supply of food, clothing and shelter to the deserted 

wife. It gives effect to fundamental rights and 

natural duties of a man to maintain his wife, 

children and parents when they are unable to 

maintain themselves.”   

As observed by the Hon‟ble Supreme Court of India in the aforesaid 

Judgment, a wife and children are entitled to same means which were 

available them when they were residing along with their husband/father but 

for the neglect by him.    

12.    For the sake of argument , even if I presume that this Court, after 

going through the evidence adduced in the proceeding U/s 125 Cr.P.C, may 

come to a different conclusion from that of learned Judicial Magistrate 1st 

Class, however, I am of the considered opinion that in exercise of revisional 

jurisdiction, unless there is an manifest illegality or impropriety or irregularity 

in the impugned order, the revisional Court cannot interfere with the 
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impugned order by substituting the views arrived  at by the trial Court with 

its own views. The analysis of the evidence on record and the conclusion 

arrived at by the learned Judicial Magistrate 1st Class, Sonitpur, ex-facie, do 

not appear to be either illegal or improper. This Court, therefore, refuses to 

interfere with the impugned order. 

13. Send back the LCR to the Ld. Trial Court, along with a copy of this 

judgment. 

14. Given under my hand and seal of this court on this the 22nd day of 

June, 2015. 

 

 

  

(M. K. Kalita) 
SESSIONS JUDGE 

SONITPUR: TEZPUR 
   

Dictated and corrected by me 

 

 

 

 

(M. K. Kalita) 
SESSIONS JUDGE, 
SONITPUR :: TEZPUR 
 

 

Dictation taken and transcribed by me:  

 
R. Hazarika, 

Steno   


