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IN THE COURT OF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE FIRST CLASS, 

JORHAT 

PRESENT: JINTI PANGING, AJS 

GR 854/17 

                       U/S 447/294/336/323/34 IPC 

State of Assam……………Prosecution 

vs 

Sri Sanjib Das @ Moloka Das & one………………..Accused 

 

Ld. Advocates:  

For the Prosecution:Sri AngshumanBaruah 

For the Accused     : Sri Niranjan Kr. Borah, Syed Rajibur Hassan 

Zalani 

Date of Evidence   : 8/12/2017, 15/02/2018, 23/04/2018 

Date of statement u/s 313 Cr.P.C: 27/04/2018 

Date of Argument   :02/05/2018 

Date of Judgment   : 14/05/2018 

 

JUDGMENT 

 

Brief facts of the case 

1. The informant, SrimatiAmala Das has filed a FIR on 23/03/2017 

stating that some days ago, the accused persons Sri Ton Das @ 

Ratul Das (hereinafter referred to as accused no.2) and Sri 
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Moloka Das @ Sanjib Das (hereinafter referred to as accused 

no.1)borrowed bricks, stones, sand and a bicycle from their 

house. She also stated that on the previous day, i.e., on 

22/03/2017, when they asked for those items in return, the 

accused persons at about 10 P.M. pelted bricks and stones 

towards their house for which she, her husband Sri Surajit Das 

and her sister, SrimatiSabitri Das received injuries on their nose, 

head, back and chest. Moreover, her sister was taken to Jorhat 

Medical College for treatment. Hence this case.  

2. On receiving the information, I/C, Bhogdai Police Outpost 

received and entered the ejahar vide Bhogdai O.P. G.D.E 

No.431 dated 23/03/2017 and forwarded the said G.D. Entry to 

O/C, Jorhat P.S. for registering a case and on the basis of that 

G.D. Entry, O/C, Jorhat Police Station registered FIR vide Jorhat 

P.S. Case No. 622/2017 under sections 336/323/34 of IPC. 

Upon taking cognizance of the case the police conducted 

investigation, arrested the accused persons and as the offences 

were bailable, they were allowed to go on police bail on finding 

sufficient bailor. Thereafter, after finding sufficient evidence, 

police filed charge-sheet against the accused persons under 

sections 447/294/336/323/34 of IPC. 

3. On receiving the case record on being made over to this Court 

for trial and disposal this Court took cognizance. On his 

appearance after receiving summons from this Court, the 

accused persons were furnished with the copies of relevant 

documents as required under section 207 Cr.P.C. Upon perusal 

of the materials available in record and upon hearing the 

learned Counsel for the accused persons and the Learned 

Assistant Public Prosecutor, I found ground for presuming that 

the accused persons have committed offences under sections 

447/294/336/323/34 IPC and accordingly, offences under 

sections 447/294/336/323/34 IPC have been explained to the 
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accused persons to which they pleaded not guilty and claimed 

to be tried. 

4. To bring home the charge against the accused persons, the 

Prosecution has examined seven witnesses including the 

Investigating Officer. After the evidence from the prosecution 

examination, the accused persons were examined under section 

313 Cr.P.C. The accused persons denied the entire allegation and 

refused to adduce evidence in defence. 

5. On closure of evidence of both sides, arguments advanced by Sri 

AngshumanBaruah, the learned A.P.P. for the prosecution and Sri 

Niranjan Kr. Dutta and Syed Rajibur Hassan Zalani, the Learned 

defence Counsel was heard. 

  

 

Points for determination  

I) Whether the accused persons Sri Sanjib Das @ Moloka Das 

and Sri Ratul Das @ Ton Das in furtherance of their 

common intention entered into the house of the informant 

without her permission with an intent to commit an offence 

and thereby committing the offence of criminal trespass 

punishable under section 447 of the Indian Penal Code? 

II) Whether the accused persons Sri Sanjib Das @ Moloka Das 

and Sri Ratul Das @ Ton Das in furtherance of their 

common intention to the annoyance of others abused the 

informant and her family members using obscene words 

towards them in a public place and thereby committing the 

offence of obscene acts and songs in a public place 

punishable under section 294 of the Indian Penal Code? 

III) Whether the accused persons Sri Sanjib Das @ Moloka Das 

and Sri Ratul Das @ Ton Das in furtherance of their 

common intention have done an act so rashly or 
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negligently as to endanger human life or the personal 

safety of the informant and her family members and 

thereby committing the offence of act endangering life or 

personal safety of otherspunishable under section 336 of 

the Indian Penal Code? 

IV) Whether the accused persons Sri Sanjib Das @ Moloka Das 

and Sri Ratul Das @ Ton Das in furtherance of their 

common intentionassaulted the informant and her family 

members with the intention of thereby causing hurt to 

them, or with the knowledge that such act would cause 

hurt to them and thereby committing the offence of 

voluntarily causing hurt punishable under section 323 of 

the Indian Penal Code? 

 

Discussion, decision and reasons thereof 

6. PW1, Surojit Das, in his examination-in-chief deposed that the 

informant is his relative sister and the accused person is his 

neighbour. He also deposed that the incident occurred in the 

English calendar date „22‟ in the Assamese calendar month of 

„Chat‟ in the year 2017 at about 10 P.M. He also deposed that 

before the incident, he gave some bricks, stones, sand and a 

bicycle to the accused no.1, as the accused persons were in 

need of those items in the construction of their house. He also 

deposed that they had not entered into any agreement with the 

accused persons as they gave those articles in trust. He also 

deposed that on the day of the incident, he and his wife asked 

for those items from the accused persons in return but the 

accused persons denied. He also deposed that the accused 

persons on the same night came to their house and threw 

bricks towards their house and came chasing them to beat 

them up and also started to abuse them. He also deposed that 
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he, his wife Sabitri Das and the informant were standing in 

front of their compound. He also deposed that due to the 

pelting of bricks and stones, the roof of his house was damaged 

and also he got injuries on his head. He also deposed that his 

wife received grievous injuries inside her stomach and the 

informant got injuries on her nose. He also deposed that just 

after that incident, 108 was called and they went to JMCH for 

treatment. He also deposed that his wife was kept in ICU for 

treatment for 5 days but due to shortage of money, she was 

shifted to General Ward.He also deposed that later the 

informant filed the ejahar as he was busy in the Hospital.   

              During cross-examination, he deposed that his house 

is situated on one side of the road and the house of the 

accused persons are situated on the other side of the road. He 

also deposed that he has stated before police that the accused 

persons pelted bricks towards them and the roof of their house 

broke due to the pelting of bricks.  

7. PW2, Amala Das, the informant in her examination-in-chief 

deposed that the incident occurred in the English calendar date 

22, in the Assamese calendar month of “Chat” in the year 2017. 

He also deposed that her house is attached to the house of 

Surojit Das. She also deposed that the accused persons 

borrowed stones, bricks, sand and a bicycle from their house as 

they were in need of those items and on the day of the 

incident, Surojit Das asked those items in return. She also 

deposed that the accused persons in the night of the incident 

came to their house in drunken condition and abused them 

using obscene words towards them and also pelted stones 

towards their house. She also deposed that when she came out, 

she got injuries on her nose by the stones. She also deposed 

that in the said incident, Surojit Das received injuries on his 

head and Sabitri Das received injuries on her stomach for which 
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she fell down. She also deposed after the incident, the accused 

persons went to Bhogdai Police Station and lodged a case 

against them. She also deposed that after the incident, Sabitri 

Das was taken to JMCH and was kept in ICU for treatment and 

they also underwent treatment at JMCH. She also deposed that 

she lodged an ejahar at Bhogdai Police Outpost regarding the 

incident. Exhibit-1 is the said ejahar and Exhibit-1(1) is her 

signature. 

                  During her cross-examination, she deposed that 

Surajit Das is her husband. She also deposed that she was 

present at her home at the time of the incident. She also 

deposed that her house is situated behind the house of Surojit 

Das at a distance of 10 metres. She also deposed that she came 

out on hearing hulla and received injuries on her nose. She also 

deposed that she has not submitted any documents in relation 

to the treatment undergone at ICU by Sabitri Das.  

8. PW3, Sabitri Das, deposed in her examination-in-chief that the 

informant is the second wife of her husband, Surojit Das. She 

also deposed that the incident occurred in the month of “Chat” 

in the year 2017 at about 10 P.M. She also deposed that the 

accused persons borrowed bricks, stones, sand and a bicycle 

from their house and they gave those articles to the accused 

persons as they were neighbours. She also deposed that her 

husband asked his bicycle back from the accused persons as 

since the Assamese calendar month of “Magh” the accused 

persons had not returned the same. She also deposed that they 

asked for the items back fromthe accused persons on the day 

of the incident, and thereafter on the same day at about 10 

P.M., the accused no.2 abused her using obscene words 

towards her. She also deposed that the accused persons pelted 

stones towards them. She further deposed that then they were 

standing outside their house. She also further deposed that due 
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to the pelting of stones by the accused persons, the tin roof of 

their house broke and she received injuries on her stomach 

after which she fell down. She also further deposed that her 

husband received injuries on his nose and the informant 

received injuries on her nose. She also further deposed that 

after the incident, she was taken to JMCH for treatment by a 

108 vehicle. Exhibit-2 is the discharge certificate of JMCH in 

original. Exhibit-3 and Exhibit-4 are advice-slips of JMCH and 

money-receipt respectively. Exhibit-5 is the ultrasonography 

report dated 24/03/2017. She also further deposed that she 

had to stay at JMCH for treatment for 27 days out of which she 

stayed in ICU for 5 days. 

                 During her cross-examination, she deposed thatshe 

received injuries on her stomach.  

9. PW4, Amiya Das deposed in her examination-in-chief that she 

knew the informant and the accused persons. She deposed that 

she was cooking inside her house at the time of the incident. 

She also deposed that she had not witnessed the incident and 

her house is situated near the house of the informant and the 

accused persons. 

              During her cross-examination, she deposed that she 

knew nothing about the incident.  

10. PW5, Pratima Das deposed in her examination-in-chief that she 

knew the informant and the accused persons. She also deposed 

that the informant and the accused persons are her neighbours. 

She further deposed that she was not present in her house at 

the time of the incident but after her return, she heard about 

the incident. 

11. PW6, Dr.PritamKurmi, the M/O in this case deposed in his 

examination-in-chief that on 23/03/2017, he was working as 

Casualty Officer at JMCH. He also deposed that on the same 

day, he examined three patients in reference to Jorhat P.S. 
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Case No. 622/17. One of the patients was Surajit Das, 28 years 

male, C/O. P. Das at 2.45 P.M. It was a case of alleged history 

of physical assault on 22/03/2017 at around 10 P.M. and on 

examination, he found --------- 

i)   Abrasion over the scalp (2 x 3 cm) 

                    He also deposed that type of weapon is blunt and 

the nature of injury is simple. Exhibit-7 is the said medico-legal 

report and Exhibit-7(1) is his signature. 

Another patient examined was Sabitri Das, 35 years old, C/O. 

Surajit Das. It was an alleged assault of physical assault on 

22/03/2017 at around 10 P.M. The findings were-------- 

i) Tenderness over the back and chest, below the left 

scapula. 

        He also deposed that the type of weapon is blunt 

and the nature of injury is simple. 

        Another patient examined is Amala Das, 26 years 

old, C/O. Surajit Das. It was an alleged history of 

physical assault on 22/03/207 at 10 P.M. The findings 

were------ 

i) Abrasion over the nose 

ii) Pain and tenderness over the back and chest 

He also deposed that the type of weapon is blunt and 

the nature of injury is simple. Exhibit-8 is the said 

medical report and Exhibit-8(1) is his signature. 

During cross-examination (Surajit Das), he deposed that the 

injury can be caused also by hitting on a hard substance. Injury 

is simple and not grievous. Clinical examination was done. 

           During cross-examination (Sabitri Das), he deposed that 

the nature of injury is simple and that can be caused also by 

falling on a hard substance. The said patient was not admitted 

in the ICU and was also not recommended. 
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           During cross-examination (Amala Das), the nature of 

injury is simple and this can be caused due to the falling on a 

hard substance. She was not admitted in the hospital and no X-

ray was recommended to her. 

12. PW7, A.S.I. Ganesh Dihingia, the I/O in this case has deposed 

in his examination-in-chief that on 23/03/2017, he was working 

as ASI at Bhogdai Police Outpost. He also deposed that on 

23/03/2017, the informant, SrimatiAmala Daslodged an ejahar 

at Bhogdai Police Outpost and on the basis of that ejahar, the 

then I/C, Bhogdai Police Outpost, SI Gaurav JyotiChutia 

received and entered G.D. Entry No.431 dated 23/03/2017 and 

handed over the charge to him for investigation. Exhibit-3(1) is 

the signature of SI, Gaurav JyotiChutia and also forwarded the 

said G.D. Entry to Jorhat Police Station for registering a case 

and the then O/C, Jorhat P.S., JatinDihingia registered Jorhat 

P.S. Case No. 622/17 u/s 336/323/341 IPC and again handed 

over the charge of preliminary investigation to him. Exhibit-1(4) 

is the signature of O/C, Jorhat P.S., JatinDihingia, which he 

knew. He also deposed that on taking the charge, hevisited the 

place of occurrence and drew a rough sketch-map of the place 

of occurrence and also took the statement of the witnesses. 

Exhibit-9 is the sketch-map and Exhibit-9(1) is his signature. He 

also deposed that he took the victims to Hospital for medical 

examination just after the incident before the filing of the 

ejahar. He also deposed that he interrogated the accused 

persons at the Police Station. He also deposed that he arrested 

the accused persons and as the offences were bailable, on 

finding sufficient bailor, they were allowed to go on bail. He also 

deposed that he collected the medical report and thereafter, on 

completing the preliminary investigation, he handed over all the 

documents to the Chief Investigating Officer, Gaurav 

JyotiChutia. He also deposed that on finding sufficient evidence, 
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Gaurav JyotiChutia submitted charge-sheet u/s 

447/294/336/323/34 IPC against the accused persons. Exhibit-

10 is the charge-sheet and Exhibit-10(1) is the signature of 

Gaurav JyotiChutia, which he knew. 

                During cross-examination, he deposed that if there is 

another case relating to the same incident, he is not aware of 

it. He also deposed that he has not visited the place of 

occurrence on the day of the incident. He also deposed that 

Surajit Das has not stated in his 161 statement that his wife 

was admitted in ICU. He also deposed that Surajit Das has not 

stated in his 161 statement as well as it is not stated in the FIR 

that his tin roof was broken in the incident. He also deposed 

that he has not seized tin and bricksfrom the house of Surajit 

Das. He also deposed that Amala Das has not stated in her 161 

statement that the accused persons came to their house in 

drunken state. He also deposed that Amala Das has not stated 

in her 161 statement that the accused persons pelted stones 

on all her family members. He also deposed that he recorded 

the statement of Sabitri Das on 23/03/2017 after she was 

released from the hospital. He also deposed that Sabitri Das 

has not stated in her statement that she was admitted in ICU 

and she has not submitted any such documents to him. He also 

deposed that he had not heard from any other person 

regarding the items which were alleged to have borrowed by 

the accused persons from the house of the informant.  

13. The accused no.1 stated in his examination under section 313 

Cr.P.C. that he had not borrowed any such items as alleged by 

the informant and her family members. He stated that on the 

day of the incident, his younger brother got hurt due to the 

pelting of stones and bricks towards their house by Surajit Das.  

14. The accused no.2 also stated in his examination under section 

313 Cr.P.C. that he is innocent. 
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15. Let us now appreciate the evidence to arrive at a decision. The 

first allegation against the accused person is that the accused 

persons committed criminal trespass by entering into the house 

of the informant.  

PW2 in her FIR has stated that the accused persons pelted 

stones and bricks towards their house on the day of the 

incident, when she and her family members asked the stones, 

bricks, sand and the bicycle back from the accused persons 

which were alleged to have borrowed by the accused persons 

from them. In her evidence too, she stated that the accused 

persons borrowed stones, bricks, sand and a bicyclefrom them 

some days ago and when they asked for those items on the day 

of the incident, the accused persons instead of returning those 

items came to the gate of their house in drunken state and 

pelted stones towards their house. PW1 has also stated that on 

the day of the incident, the accused persons pelted bricks 

towards their house from outside. PW3 has also stated that the 

accused persons pelted stones towards their house.Though the 

informant, PW1 and PW3 have stated in their evidence that the 

accused persons pelted stones and bricks towards their house, 

they had not stated specifically that the accused persons 

entered their house. From the depositions of the informant and 

PW1, it is not clear that the accused persons had entered into 

the house of the informant, which creates a shadow of doubt 

on the depositions of the witnesses.The other prosecution 

witnesses also could not state anything that the accused 

persons entered into the house or into the compound of the 

house of the informant. 

                   According to section 447 IPC, a person is said to 

commit criminal trespass if that person enters into the property 

in the possession of another with intent to commit an offence or 
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to intimidate, insult or annoy that person in possession of such 

property. 

Under the facts and circumstances of the case, it is evident that 

the accused persons had not committed any such offence. 

Hence the point no. (I) is decided in negative, in favour of the 

accused persons. 

                   Another allegation against the accused persons is 

that the accused persons abused the informant using obscene 

words in a public place. 

                  PW2, the informant in her evidence has stated that 

on the day of the incident, the accused persons came to the 

gate of her house in drunken state and abused her using 

obscene words towards them. But PW2 has not stated in the 

FIR that the accused persons abused her using obscene words. 

She has not even stated in her FIR that the accused persons 

abused them. Moreover, the other prosecution witnesses also 

failed to state anything clearly regarding the use of obscene 

words towards the informant. It is evident from the depositions 

of witnesses that the place of occurrence is not a public place 

and also the use of any obscene words towards the informant 

could not be proved by the informant as well as the 

prosecution witnesses. Under the facts and circumstances of 

the case in hand, it is evident that the accused persons have 

not committed any such offence. Hence the Point No. (II) is 

decided in negative, in favour of the accused persons. 

              Another allegation against the accused persons is that 

the accused persons have done an act endangering life or 

personal safety of others. 

               PW2 in her FIR has stated that the accused persons 

pelted stones and bricks towards their house. In her evidence, 

she stated that the accused persons came to the gate of their 

house and pelted stones towards their house. PW1 also stated 
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that the accused persons pelted bricks towards their house 

from outside. PW3 also stated that the accused persons pelted 

stones towards their house. From all the evidence adduced, it 

is not clear whether the accused persons pelted stones or 

bricks towards their house. The other prosecution witnesses 

also could not state anything clearly regarding any act 

endangering the life of the informant by the accused persons. 

If the accused persons would have come to the gate of their 

house and abused them, it is obvious that the neighbours 

would have heard the same. But the prosecution failed to 

examine the neighbours of the informant, who could have 

known about the incident. PW4, who is also a neighbour of the 

informant and the accused persons could not state anything 

regarding the incident. 

               Theinformant also failed to produce any document 

regarding the articles as alleged to have given in rent to the 

accused persons by the informant. PW1 has specifically stated 

in his evidence that there was no written agreement between 

the informant and the accused persons while renting the said 

items as alleged in the FIR. The other prosecution witnesses 

also could not state anything regarding the borrowing of those 

items by the accused persons as alleged. The I/O also 

categorically stated in his evidence that no person other than 

the informant, PW1 and PW3 could state anything regarding 

the items as alleged to have borrowed by the accused persons. 

It is already clear that the prosecution could not prove that the 

informant entered into the house of the informant and abused 

the informant. The presence of the accused persons at the 

place of occurrence as allegedcould not be proved by the 

prosecution. And also any act endangering the life or personal 

safety of the informant could not be proved. Hence, the point 
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No. (III) is decided in negative, in favour of the accused 

persons. 

               Another allegation against the accused persons is that 

the accused persons caused hurt to her, PW1 and PW3, which 

is yet to be decided in the light of the evidence of the 

witnesses to the alleged occurrence.  

Though the informant in her evidence stated that the accused 

persons pelted bricks and caused hurt to them, for which she 

received injuries on her nose, PW1 received injuries on his 

head and also PW3 received injuries inside her stomach, the 

informant could not state anything clearly in the FIR about the 

injuries received by them due to the pelting of bricks. 

Moreover, in the FIR, the informant stated that the accused 

persons pelted bricks as well as stones towards their house. 

PW1 stated that the accused persons pelted bricks towardstheir 

house and PW3 stated that the accused persons pelted stones 

towards their house, which also creates a doubt on the 

depositions of the witnesses that whether the accused persons 

actually pelted stones or bricks towards their house. Merely 

stating that the accused persons pelted stones or bricks 

towards them does not disclose the commission of hurt to the 

informant and the other victims by the accused persons. 

                 The prosecution witnesses also could not state 

anything clearly regarding the occurrence of such incident. 

PW4, who is a neighbour of the accused persons and the 

informant, also specifically stated in her evidence that she had 

not witnessed any such incident. 

                  Merely stating by PW5 that she had heard about an 

incident cannot clarify that the accused persons caused hurt to 

the informant and the other victims. 

                  Though medical evidence makes it clear that the 

informant received injuries on her nose, back and chest, PW1 
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received injuries on his scalp and PW3 received injuries on her 

back and chest but it could not be proved that the injuries 

were caused to them by the accused persons. Moreover, it has 

been stated in the evidence adduced by PW1, PW2 and PW3 

that the victim, PW2 received injuries inside her stomach and 

was admitted in the ICU but the medical evidence could not 

clarify that the said victim received injuries inside her stomach. 

The informant as well as the other witnesses also could not 

submit any document regarding the injuries received by the 

victim, PW1 in her stomach and her stay in the ICU. The I/O 

also categorically stated in his evidence that PW1 has not 

stated in his 161 statement that his wife, PW1 was admitted in 

the ICU. The I/O has also stated in his evidence that the 

informant has not stated in her 161 statement that the accused 

persons came to their house in drunken state. 

                   It is already evident that the presence of the 

accused persons in the place of occurrence is doubtful, and 

when the presence of the accused persons at the spot of 

occurrence itself is doubtful, in these circumstances, hurt 

caused to them by the accused persons as alleged is a 

complete nullity in facts of law. 

Moreover, in his examination under section 313 Cr.P.C., the 

accused no.1 stated that the victim, Surajit Das pelted stones 

towards their house on the day of the incident, due to which 

his younger brother received injuries, which the prosecution 

failed to negate completely. 

In the light of all the evidence adduced, it could not be proved 

beyond reasonable doubt that the accused persons committed 

any such offence as alleged. Hence, the Point No. (IV) is 

decided in negative, in favour of the accused persons. 
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ORDER      

  

In view of all the prosecution witnesses, I am of the opinion that 

the prosecution could not establish the commission of offences 

beyond reasonable doubt. There appears not a single iota of 

proof that the accused persons have committed any such 

offence. The informant herself could not clearly depose 

anything to prove the accusation of the offences alleged 

against the accused persons.  

Accordingly, the accused persons are acquitted from all the 

allegations levelled against them. 

               The bail bonds are extended for another period of 6 

months as per section 437-A, Cr.P.C. 

  

      Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this the 14th day 

of May, 2018. 

 

 

 

 

 

Jinti Panging         

Judicial Magistrate First Class 

Jorhat 



GR Case No: 854/17 
           State 
              Vs 
Sanjib Das and one 
 

17 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 

1. Prosecution Witnesses: 

a) PW1: Surajit Das 

b) PW2: Amala Das 

c) PW3: Sabitri Das 

d) PW4: Amiya Das 

e) PW5: Pratima Das 

f) PW6: Dr.PritamKurmi 

g) PW7: ASI, Ganesh Dihingia 

2. Prosecution Exhibits: 

a) Exhibit-1: FIR 

b) Exhibit-1(1): Signature of the informant 

c) Exhibit-1(3): Signature of I/C,Bhogdai O.P., Gaurav 

JyotiChutia 

d) Exhibit-1(4): Signature of O/C, Jorhat P.S., JatinDihingia 

e) Exhibit-2: Discharge certificate of Sabitri Das, JMCH 

f) Exhibit-3: Advice slip of Sabitri Das, JMCH 

g) Exhibit-4: Money receipt of Sabitri Das, JMCH 
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h) Exhibit-5: Ultrasonography report of Sabitri Das, JMCH 

i)     Exhibit-7: Medicolegal report of Surajit Das, JMCH 

j) Exhibit-7(1): Signature of M/O, PritamKurmi 

k) Exhibit-8: Medicolegal report of Amala Das and Sabitri Das, 

JMCH 

l)     Exhibit-8(1): Signature of M/O, PritamKurmi 

m) Exhibit-9: Sketch-map 

n) Exhibit-9(1): Signature of I/O, Ganesh Dihingia 

o) Exhibit-10 : Charge-sheet 

p) Exhibit-10(1): Signature of I/O, Ganesh Dihingia 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Jinti Panging 

 Judicial Magistrate First Class 

Jorhat 
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