
                                                                                            

IN THE COURT OF THE JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE, FIRST CLASS, HOJAI.

G.R.Case No- 456/2010.

                                                         

U/s. 353/506/34 I.P.C.

STATE

   Vs.

SUSHILA DEVI.

BALKESHI DEVI.

HAZARIKA CHAUHAN.

BINOD CHAUHAN.

..........Accused persons.

PRESENT: SHARIFUDDIN AHMED PATHAN, A.J.S.

Judicial Magistrate, First Class,

Hojai.

For the Prosecution : Learned A.P.P.

For the Defence : B.B. Sarkar. Ld. Advocate.

Charge Explained On : 14/10/2011.

Evidence recorded on : 20/04/12, 24/10/13, 09/12/13.

Argument heard on : 13/08/15, 27/08/15.

Judgment delivered on : 08/09/2015.

JUDGMENT.

1. This  is  a  case  u/s  353/506/34  IPC  wherein  the  informant- 

Naren Basumatary has alleged assault and use of criminal force 

and intimidation by the accused persons in pursuance of common 

intention to deter them from performing their official duties. 

2. The prosecution story in brief is that on 21/05/2010, at about 

03:00  P.M,  when  the  Circle  Officer  &  Executive  Magistrate 

alongwith the Lat Mandal and staff had gone for demarcation of 

the land belonging to Ruplal Satnami located at Uttar Matikhola 

as  per  order  passed  in  Misc.  No-  11/09-10  dtd.  05/03/10,  the 

accused persons who were armed with dao, spear, lathi and other 

dangerous weapons attacked them and assaulted them and even 

tried to murder some persons at the site of demarcation of the 

land and thus they intimidated and obstructed the Circle Officer 

as well as the Police officials in discharge of their lawful duties. 

3. The  informant  lodged  an  Ejahar  at  Hojai  P.S  which  was 

registered as Hojai  P.S  Case No-  121/2010 u/s  353/506/34 and 

investigation was conducted by the I/O.  
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4. On the basis of the ‘Ejahar’ police started investigation and 

after  completion  of  investigation  the  police  found  sufficient 

materials  and  submitted  charge-sheet  against  all  the  four 

accused  persons  –  U/s  353/506/34  I.P.C  vide  Charge-Sheet  No. 

115/2010 dated 31/07/2010.

5. On submission  of  the  charge-sheet,  cognizance  of  offence 

U/s. 353/506/34 I.P.C was taken against the accused persons and 

process was issued against the accused persons. During trial copy 

was  furnished  to  the  accused  persons.  Finding  Prima-facie 

materials to presume that the accused persons have committed 

offences punishable U/s-353/506/34 I.P.C, the particulars of the 

aforesaid  offences  on  being  read  over  and  explained  to  the 

accused persons, they pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried. 

6. In  the  course  of  hearing  the  prosecution  examined  six 

witnesses. Owing to the inordinate delay by the prosecution to 

procure the attendance of  the Informant and the investigating 

officer,  inspite  of  repeated  opportunities,  which  had  caused  a 

long delay in the disposal of the case, the prosecution evidence 

was closed.  The accused persons have been examined u/s  313 

Cr.P.C. The defence case is of complete denial and moreover, the 

defence side has declined to adduce any evidence.

7. Points for determination:-  

i. Whether  the  accused  persons  acting  in 

pursuance  of  their  common  intention  had 

attacked  the  Circle  Officer-  Naren  Chandra 

Basumatary and his staff with dao, lathi, spears 

etc on 21/05/2010, at about 03:00 P.M, at Uttar 

Matikhola,  when  they  had  visited  the  area  to 

demarcate the land of Ruplal Satnami and thus 

deterred  them  from  performing  their  official 

duties  and  thereby  committed  offences 

punishable u/s 353/34 I.P.C? 

ii. Whether  the  accused  persons  acting  in 

pursuance  of  their  common  intention  had 

threatened  the  Circle  Officer-  Naren  Chandra 

Basumatary  and  his  staff  on  21/05/2010,  at 

about 03:00 P.M, at Uttar Matikhola, when they 

had visited the area to demarcate the land of 

Ruplal Satnami and thereby committed offences 

punishable u/s 506/34 I.P.C?

8. Discussion, Decision and Reasons thereof:-   
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I  have  heard  arguments  from  both  sides  at  length  and 

perused the Case Record in  its  entirety.  For  the  sake of 

convenience,  all  the  points  for  determination  have  been 

taken together  for  discussion.  Let  me first  put  forth  the 

evidence on record to arrive at  a definite  finding on the 

points for determination framed by me. 

9. Santanu Rai Choudhury has been examined as P.W.1. The 

P.W.1  has  deposed  that  the  incident  happened  on 

21/05/2010 at about 03:00 P.M at Uttar Matikhola. He has 

stated that on that day, he alongwith the Circle Officer- 

Naren Basumatary; staff- Narendra Nath Bora, Nishikanta 

Shill and Police personnel had gone to Uttar Matikhola to 

demarcate the land but the demarcation couldnot be done 

after the hearing, as people who were armed with lathi, 

jeng etc  chased them.  He has stated that  the  situation 

deteriorated and then they came back and their  officer 

filed the case. He has stated that he couldnot identify the 

assailants  at that  time and came to know later on that 

they  were-  Balkeshi,  Hazarika,  Sushila  and  Binod.  The 

P.W.1 has stated further that the offices were open on the 

day when the incident happened.

10. During his cross-examination, the P.W.1 has stated that he 

was the Lat Mandal of Milikbasti and that Naren Bora was 

in-charge of the Lat Mandal of Uttar Matikhola and further 

that though he had no duty there, he had visited the spot, 

as he was asked to visit by the officer verbally. He has 

stated  that  as  soon  as  they  reached,  10  –  15  persons 

surrounded  them  and  they  spoke  to  the  circle  Officer, 

though, he cannot specify what talks took place between 

them, as he was in the field and the circle officer was on 

the road at about a distance of 500 feet. . The P.W.1 has 

stated further that the people started to tell  “get out”, 

“get  out”.  He  has  also  stated  that  the  land  was  a 

government land and due notice had been given prior to 

the  demarcation  by  the  Jarikarak.  He  has  stated  that 

Thapa was entrusted with the duty of service of notice and 

he cannot say if the notice was duly served or not. He has 

stated further that a case had been filed with regard to 

the land of which the demarcation was to be done, though 

he doesnot know the parties to it and has also admitted 

that  he hadn’t  seen the order passed. He has admitted 
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that he doesnot know if any notice was served on Balkeshi 

and  Sushila.  He  has  admitted  further  that  he  doesnot 

know in whose hands he had seen the lathi, jeng etc as 

there were a  lot  of  people and has also stated that  he 

doesnot know from whom he had heard about the names 

of the accused.

11.  Narendra Nath Bora has been examined as P.W.2.  The 

P.W.2  has  deposed  that  the  incident  happened  on 

21/05/2010, at about 03:00 P.M, wherein, the Circle Officer 

alongwith  him,  Nishi  Singh,  Shantanu  Choudhury  and 

Police  personnel  had  gone  to  Uttar  Matikhola  to 

demarcate the land of Ruplal Satnami in connection with a 

Misc.  Case  that  had  been  filed  and  on  reaching  there, 

Sushila Devi, Balkeshi Devi  abused the officer and chased 

at  them with dao,  jathi  etc threatening to kill   and cut 

them.  He  has  identified  the  persons-  Sushila  Devi, 

Balkeshi Devi and Binod who were present in Court on the 

day of his deposition in Court on 20/04/2012, to be the 

assailants and has stated that they were accompanied by 

others.  The  P.W.2  has  stated  that  as  the  situation 

deteriorated,  the work couldnot be done and the Police 

escorted them back and their officer lodged the case later 

on.

12. During his cross-examination, the P.W.2 has stated that he 

was the Lat Mandal of Hojai town area and was also the 

Lat Mandal in-charge of Uttar Matikhola area. The P.W.2 

has stated that he had taken the land records with him 

and the land fell in 397 dag and also that they had visited 

the spot as per the order passed in the Misc. Case. The 

P.W.2 has admitted that he doesnot know who had filed 

the Misc. Case and has stated further that no final order 

has been passed in the Misc. Case and they had visited the 

spot  after  a  hearing.  The  P.W.2  has  stated  that  Ruplal 

Satnami’s son was present on the spot. He has deposed 

further  that  Parimal  Dey  was  the  Lat  Mandal  of  Uttar 

Matikhola, but he was not present on the spot. The P.W.2 

has admitted that demarcation notice was given, but has 

stated that they had gone to see the position of the land 

and  not  for  demarcation  of  the  land.  The  P.W.2  has 

admitted  that  he  has  known  the  accused-  Sushila  and 
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Balkeshi after the incident. He has also stated that they 

couldnot reach the suit land.  

13. Nishi  Kanta Singh has been examined as P.W.3.  He has 

stated that on 21/05/2010, he was working as Mandal of 

Hojai Circle and on that day, at about 03:00 P.M, the Circle 

Officer-  Basumatary  took  him,  Narendra  Bora,  Santanu 

Choudhury  to  Uttar  Matikhola  to demarcate  the  land in 

connection with which a Misc.  Case had been filed.  The 

P.W.3 has stated that on reaching the spot, the accused 

persons - Sushila Devi, Balkeshi Devi and Binod, who were 

present in Court on the day of his deposition in Court on 

20/04/2012, chased them armed with lathi,  jeng etc and 

threatened them and asked them to leave. He has stated 

that  the  Police  escorted  them  after  they  failed  to 

demarcate  the  land  owing  to  the  obstruction  by  the 

accused and later on the Circle Officer filed the case.

14. During his cross-examination the P.W.3 has admitted that 

he wasn’t the Lat Mandal of Uttar Matikhola area and he 

had visited the spot on being asked by ‘Sir’. The P.W.3 has 

admitted  that  the  accused-  Sushila  and  Balkeshi  didnot 

tell them that the land belonged to them and they shall 

not  allow  them  to  demarcate  the  land.  The  P.W.3  has 

denied the suggestion that he didnot the state the names 

of Binod and Hazarika to the Police. He has stated that 

they were on the spot for about ten minutes and about 15 

–  20  persons  were  present  on  the  spot.  The P.W.3  has 

admitted that he doesnot know if the notice was served 

and  has  stated  that  the  suit  land  belonged  to  Ruplal 

Satnami and his son was present on the spot. The P.W.3 

has also stated that he doesnot know the accused by their 

names. 

15. Raghunath  Satnami  has  been  examined  as  P.W.4.  The 

P.W.4 has stated that the incident happened about three 

years back (as on 24/10/13) at about 03:00 P.M at Jogijan, 

Uttar Matikhola. The P.W.4 has stated that there was a 

Misc. Case vide number– 11/09-10 with regard to a land 

bearing Dag no-397 and that the Circle Officer, Hojai went 

to the land alongwith Police Officers for inspection of the 

land for settlement of the dispute and giving final order on 

the  land.  The  P.W.4  has  stated  that  before  they  could 

reach  the  disputed  land,  they  were  attacked  at  Siliguri 
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Basti with sticks, dao, axe etc by the accused persons. The 

P.W.4  has  also  stated  that  the  Police  officials 

accompanying them, on seeing the situation, gave them 

protection and brought them back from the spot and that 

the case was lodged by the circle officer later on. 

16. During his cross-examination,  the P.W.4 has stated that 

the case has been filed by Narendra Basumatary, who was 

the SDC, Hojai and also that Ruplal Satnmai is his paternal 

uncle and that Benu Satnami, who is his brother had taken 

the SDC, Hojai to the spot and he had gone to the spot 

with  Benu Satnami.  The P.W.4 has stated that  the Ek- 

Sonia  land  belonged  to  Ruplal  Satnami,  who  had 

mortgaged the same to Troilokya Barman and Troilokyo 

Barman  gave  possession  of  the  land  to  Mukteshwar 

Chauhan.  The  P.W.4  has  also  stated  that  Mukteshwar 

Chauhan is  the  father  of  accused-  Sushila  Chauhan and 

father-in-law of accused- Hazarika Chauhan. The P.W.4 has 

stated that the dispute arose after the land was sold to 

Mukteshwar  Chauhan and that  he  was a  witness in the 

Misc. Case that had been filed and also that no final order 

had been passed in the Misc. Case that had been filed till 

the date of incident. The P.W.4 has also stated that the 

Misc.  Case was between Benu Satnami and Mukteshwar 

Chauhan and the accused persons and has stated further 

that he is not aware if the requisite notice was given to 

both sides.

17. Benu Satnami has been examined as P.W.5. The P.W.5 has 

stated that the incident happened about three years back 

(as  on  24/10/13)  at  about  12:00  P.M,  though  he  has 

clarified that he isn’t sure about the time. He has stated 

that there was a hearing going on for the last six months 

at the SDC Office, Hojai with regard to the disputed land in 

the name of his father,  wherein,  he has stated that his 

claim was that the land was 10 bighas and 8 lessas in size; 

whereas, the accused- Sushila Devi had claimed it to be 9 

bighas in size and further that Sushila Devi had lost the 

case in the hearing. The P.W.5 has stated that the Circle 

Officer had said that the land has to be measured before 

passing of the final order. He has stated further that as 

they were going to the spot and reached Siliguri Basti, the 

accused attacked them and assaulted them and even tried 
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to assault  the  circle  officer,  but  failed  and further  that 

they escaped from there and later lodged the case.

18. During his cross-examination, the P.W.5 has admitted that 

he hasn’t submitted the documents of the disputed land in 

Court. He has admitted that there was no order passed 

whereby Sushila Devi lost the Misc. Case. The P.W.5 has 

admitted that he doesn’t know if Sushila Devi was given a 

prior  notice  about  the  proposed  inspection  and 

measurement  of  the  land.  He  has  stated  that  he  had 

received the Notice from the SDC,  Hojai.  He has stated 

further  that  the  Police didnot  record his  statement and 

also that he wasn’t injured in the incident. The P.W.5 has 

also  admitted  that  there  are  land  disputes  and  cases 

between them and the accused. 

19. Bulon Das has been examined as P.W.6.  The P.W.6 has 

stated  that  the  incident  happened  in  the  year  2010  at 

about  01:00  –  01:30  P.M,  wherein,  the  Circle  Officer, 

Mandal  had  gone  to  Siliguri  Basti  to  determine  the 

boundary of the disputed land belonging to Sushila Devi 

and when they reached the spot, Sushila Devi,  Hazarika 

Chauhan and others came to the spot armed with lathi, 

jung  etc.  He  has  stated  that  he  doesn’t  know  what 

happened thereafter, but has stated that the Circle Officer 

couldnot conduct the measurement of the land and left.

20.  During his cross-examination, the P.W.6 has stated that 

the  disputed land belongs to the  accused-  Sushila  Devi 

and also that Sushila Devi’s contention was that they had 

come without giving her prior intimation and that they had 

entered into her land without permission. The P.W.6 has 

admitted that he didnot state before the Police that the 

accused Sushila and her husband had come armed with 

lathi, jung etc. The P.W.6 has also stated that the SDC had 

gone to handover the land to someone else and this led to 

the argument between them.

21. From the evidence recorded above, it is seen that there is 

no doubt that the Informant who was the circle officer, 

Hojai had visited Uttar Matikhola to demarcate the land 

that was in question in a Misc. Case that had been filed 

and was numbered as 11/09-10. The only contention of the 

accused regarding the aforesaid demarcation as has been 

reflected  from  the  evidence  of  the  P.W.6  and  the 

Sharif Uddin Ahmed Pathan.                                             GR-
456/2010

Judicial Magistrate First Class.
Hojai. Page 7

7



                                                                                            

argument put forth by the learned counsel for the accused 

seems to be the fact that no prior notice had been given to 

them. 

22. There is admittedly a land dispute between the accused 

and Ruplal Satnami dispute and a Misc. Case was pending 

between both sides.

23. The  attendance  of  the  informant  couldnot  be  procured 

inspite of repeated summoning and finally owing to the 

failure of the prosecution to procure his attendance and 

the long pendency of the case, his evidence was dispensed 

with and as such his testimony which was so vital for the 

true  determination  of  this  case  couldnot  be  recorded, 

which could have shed light on the important aspects of 

this case. This, however being said, four official witnesses 

have been summoned and their evidence is all the more 

important and one  of them- P.W.3 was the Lat Mandal in-

charge of the area where the proposed demarcation was 

supposed to be done, which however failed owing to the 

circumstances  as  noted  above  and  shall  be  discussed 

below.

24. The  first  point  to  be  considered  is  whether  the  P.W.1, 

P.W.2, P.w.3 and the Informant who had also accompanied 

them  to  the  spot  alongwith  the  Police  were  on  official 

duty.  The P.W.1,  P.W.2 and P.W.3 have stated that  the 

offices were open on that day. The P.W.2 has stated that 

he was the Lat Mandal in-charge of Uttar Matikhola area 

and he had visited the spot with the land records for the 

purpose  of  the  aforesaid  demarcation  and  has  stated 

further that due notices of the same had been served on 

both sides. He has stated that the disputed land fell under 

Dag 397. The P.W.2, being the Lat Mandal In-charge and 

the Informant being the Circle Officer were thus definitely 

on official duty of visiting the disputed land which was the 

bone of contention between two sides and a Misc. Case 

was being prosecuted in that regard and it fell within the 

duty of the Circle officer and the Lat Mandal to visit the 

disputed land to get first-hand information of the actual 

size of the land and the respective shares of each sides 

prior to the demarcation of the land and passage of any 

final order. The informant who was the circle officer and 
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the  P.W.2  i.e  the  Lat  Mandal  are  public  servants  as 

defined in Section 21 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860. 

25. The P.W.1 and P.W.3 who are also Lat Mandals and thus 

public servants, albeit of different areas within which the 

disputed  land  fell  and  had  merely  visited  the  place  of 

occurrence  on  being  asked  by  the  Informant,  to  render 

assistance and hence they were not on official duty.    

26. The P.W.2 and P.W.3 have duly stated that when they had 

visited the spot for the purpose of the demarcation, they 

were opposed by some people who were armed with dao, 

lathi, jathi etc and have identified Sushila Devi, Balkeshi 

Devi and Binod, at the time of their deposition in Court to 

be the assailants who had obstructed them on the spot on 

the day of incident. The P.W.1 had also stated about the 

accused-  Hazarika  Chauhan  apart  from  Sushila  Devi, 

Balkeshi  Devi  and Binod,  but  has  admitted that  he had 

heard about the names from others and has also forgotten 

from whom he had heard about them. Thus the P.W.2 and 

P.W.3 have not only duly narrated the incident in which 

the assailants had obstructed them whilst they had visited 

the place of occurrence in pursuance of their official duty, 

but have also identified them in Court and hence no room 

for any doubt regarding the identity of the assailants can 

be seen. 

27. The P.W.4 and P.W.5 are interested witnesses as they are 

the son and nephew of  Ruplal  Satnami,  with  whom the 

accused- Sushila Chauhan were entangled in a legal battle 

and  hence  though  they  have  incriminated  the  accused, 

much relevance is not afforded to their evidence at this 

stage. The P.W.6- Bulon Das is however an independent 

witness and has stated that when the Circle officer had 

visited  Siliguri  Basti  to  determine  the  boundary  of  the 

disputed land alongwith Mandal, they were obstructed by 

Sushila Devi and Hazarika Chauhan and others who had 

come armed with lathi,  jung etc.  Though the P.W.6 has 

admitted that  he  had not  stated to  the  Police  that  the 

accused- Sushila and her husband had come armed with 

lathi,  jung  etc,  he  has  nonetheless  stated  that  the 

demarcation couldnot be done by the Circle officer and the 

same has not been denied by the learned counsel for the 

accused at the time of his cross-examination and hence it 
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is an admission that the demarcation couldnot be done by 

the Circle officer, for which he was on official visit to the 

area. 

28. The  P.W.6  has  stated  that  the  land  belonged  to  the 

accused- Sushila and the accused had obstructed as her 

contention was that the officials had come without giving 

them prior intimation and had entered the land without 

permission. The P.W.1, P.W.2 and P.W.3 have stated that 

due  notice  was  given  to  both  sides  and  that  is  the 

established norm. However, even if no notice was given, 

the  same  was  an  irregularity  and  once  the  accused 

became  aware  that  the  circle  officer  was  en-route  to 

demarcate  the  land;  that  was  sufficient  notice  for  the 

purpose of securing their presence on the spot at the time 

of the measurement and demarcation of the land. Even if 

no notice was given, there are other alternative routes of 

protest and the legal recourse if always available to the 

parties to set right any illegality. This however was not 

done  and  the  public  servants  were  obstructed  by  the 

accused who were armed with sticks, jung etc and thus by 

show  of  criminal  force,  they  obstructed  the  Informant-

circle officer and the P.W.2-Lat Mandal from discharging 

their official duties. 

29. The  P.W.2  and  P.W.3  have  stated  that  the  accused 

threatened  them  and  the  situation  worsened.  The 

intimidation was not only through utterances, but through 

show of brute force by the accused who had come armed 

with  dao,  sticks,  jung  etc  and  the  Police  personnel 

apprehended the danger and escorted the public servants 

to  safety.  Thus  the  criminal  intimidation  and  fear 

psychosis created by the accused is very much palpable 

from the fact that the P.W.1, P.W.2 and P.W.3 alongwith 

the Circle Officer had to escape from there through Police 

aid.  

30. The common intention of the accused persons was to stop 

the  Informant  and  the  Lat-Mandal  from  measuring  the 

disputed land for the purpose of demarcation of the same 

and it was achieved by the accused persons in a planned 

manner, vide which all of them came together to the spot 

armed  with  sticks,  jung  etc  and  created  a  ruckus  and 

instilled fear in the minds of the Public servants including 
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the  Police  that  if  the  proposed  demarcation  was 

proceeded with, the situation may worsen and hence they 

had to escape from there. The accused came together and 

all of them obstructed the public servants from measuring 

the land in a pre-planned and co-ordinated manner.

31. The  P.W.2  and  P.W.3  have  duly  identified  the  accused- 

Sushila Devi, Balkeshi Devi and Binod, but have failed to 

identify  the  accused-  Hazarika  Chauhan  amongst  the 

persons who had obstructed them on the spot and hence 

the  accused-  Hazarika  Chauhan  is  entitled  to  get  the 

benefit  of  doubt  and  is  acquitted  of  the  allegations 

labelled against him. 

32. The  accused-  Sushila  Devi,  Balkeshi  Devi  and  Binod 

Chauhan  are  found  guilty  u/s  353/506/34  IPC  and  are 

convicted thereon. 

33. I have heard both the sides on the point of sentence. The 

learned  Counsel  has  prayed  that  two  of  the  accused- 

Balkeshi  Devi  and  Sushila  Devi  are  woman  and  one  of 

them is very old and sick and the other accused- Binod 

Chauhan is a young man and his life will be at stake, he is 

sent to jail and thus prayed for leniency. 

34. The learned APP has on the other hand stated that the 

accused  had  obstructed  the  Public  servants  from  due 

discharge  of  their  official  duties  constituting  a  serious 

offence  and  should  be  dealt  with  sternly  given  that 

offences  of  such  nature,  where  the  authority  of  public 

servants is often undermined and they are subjected to 

abuse  and  at  times  assault  by  the  Public,  making  it 

difficult for them to act in a free manner. 

35. The  accused  by  their  act  had  created  a  law  and  order 

situation  in  the  area,  in  which  the  Public  servants  had 

gone  in  due  discharge  of  their  duties.  There  was 

admittedly a land dispute between the accused-  Sushila 

and another side at that time, for which a case had been 

filed  and  the  accused  contended  that  notice  was  not 

served on them prior to the visit of the public servants to 

the  spot.  The  dispute  with  regard  to  land  and  fear  of 

losing it is often leads to an emotional and highly volatile 

situation and some amount of resentment and anger at 

that stage is normal, but the public servants had visited 

the  area  to  sort  out  the  dispute  by  measuring  and 
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demarcating the land and the obstruction posed to them 

was  not  warranted.  The  rising  instances  of  the  public 

taking law into their own hands is a dangerous trend and 

one  which  should  be  dealt  with  sternly  and  hence  this 

Court is not inclined to advance the benefits of Probation 

of Offenders Act.

36. The accused have been facing trial  since the year 2010 

and have been appearing regularly in Court and that fact 

is  taken  into  consideration  for  not  awarding  any 

imprisonment to the accused.

37. The accused-  Sushila  Devi,  Balkeshi  Devi  and Binod are 

convicted U/353/506/34 IPC and are sentenced to pay a 

fine of:

i. Rs  1000/-  each  for  offences  u/s-353  IPC;  In 

Default to R.I for 15 days.

ii. RS  700/-  each  for  offences  u/s-506  IPC;  In 

Default to R.I for 10 days.

38. All the sentences in case of non-payment of fine shall run 

concurrently.

39. The bail-bonds executed in favour of the accused persons 

are extended for a further period of Six months from this 

date. 

40. Let free copies of the Judgment be given to the accused- 

Sushila  Devi,  Balkeshi  Devi  and  Binod  Chauhan 

immediately.

41. Pronounced  by  me  in  this  open  Court,  this  11th day  of 

September,  2015 and given under my hand and seal  of 

this Court.

              

Sharif Uddin Ahmed Pathan

Judicial Magistrate, First Class.
 Hojai, Nagaon.
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APPENDIX

PROSECUTION EXHIBITS 

None.

DEFENCE EXHIBITS.

 None.

PROSECUTION WITNESSES.

1. Santanu Rai Choudhury.
2. Narendra Nath Bora.
3. Nishi Kanta Singha.
4. Raghunath Satnami.
5. Benu Satnami.
6. Bulon Das.

DEFENCE WITNESSES.

NONE
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