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IN THE COURT OF THE  ADDITIONAL SESSIONS JUDGE, NO.1, 

KAMRUP (M) at Guwahati.

Present ;- Mrs. Suchandra Bhattacharjee, 

                   Addl. Sessions Judge, no.1, kamrup (M) at Guwahati.

 SESSIONS CASE  NO. 247 (k)  OF 2015.

G.R.CASE NO. 7994/11.

                                

Committing Magistrate:

Ms. M. Hazarika, 

Judicial Magistrate, First Class, 

Kamrup (Metro), Guwahati   

      

                      State of Assam

                                  .Vs.

Md. Abdul Sabur Ali, 

Son of Md. Gulzar Hussain,

Resident of:- Kakilapar,

Police Station- South Salmara, 

District: Dhubri.             ……            Accused person.

APPEARANCE :

Sri Girin Das, Addl.  Public Prosecutor – for the State.

Sri  Kudrat  Ali,  Sri  Lohit  Sharma  and  Sri  Dhrobojyoti  Adhikary, 

Advocates – for the accused person.

Charge framed under section - 5 of Explosive Substances Act, 1908.

Date  of  recording  Prosecution  evidence: 04.04.16,  05.04.2016, 

30.05.2016, 27.06.2016, 20.07.2016  & 29.08.2016.
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Date of recording statement U/S 313 Cr P C : 09.01.17.  

Date of Argument                  :  09.01.2017.

Date of Judgment                  :  09.01.2017.

JUDGMENT

1]    The  prosecution  case  in  brief  is  that  on  28.08.11,  informant  S.I 

Janardhan Roy, lodged an FIR at Bharulumukh police station, alleging inter alia 

that while being in charge of Papa vehicle no.21, Havildar Phukan Pathak, who 

was on phone duty at the aforesaid police station, at about 07.54 a.m., informed 

him, that at Shantipur Masjid lane, some explosive substance has been found 

and public has detained a person and after receiving the said information, he 

went there and recovered explosive substance from the foot path, being situated 

in  front  of  the  house  of  Md.  Sultan  Ali  at  Shantipur  Masjid  lane,  from the 

possession of  accused Md.  Abdul  Ali  and as the accused failed  to show any 

relevant documents of the same, the said substance were, accordingly, seized as 

per the seizure list. 

2] After receipt of the said FIR, the officer in charge Bharulumukh Police 

Station registered the same vide Bharulumukh P.S. case No. 317/2011, under 

section 5 of Explosive Substances Act, 1908 and entrusted S.I F. Borbhuiyan to 

investigate the case. Thereafter, investigating officer took up the investigation of 

the  instant  case  and  after  completion  of  the  investigation,  submitted  charge 

sheet against the accused under section 5 of Explosive Substances Act, 1908. 

The learned lower court after receipt of the said case and on appearance of the 

accused before  it,  committed  the case  to  the Sessions  Court  as  the case  is 

exclusively triable by Court of Sessions. After committal of the instant case, the 

learned Sessions Judge, Kamrup (M), transferred the instant case to this court 

for disposal. This court after hearing the counsels for both sides and perusing the 

materials on record framed charge under section 5 of Explosive Substances Act, 

1908  against  the  accused  and  read  over  and  explained  the  contents  of  the 

charge to him, to which, he pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried. 

3]   The  prosecution  to  prove  its  case  examined  as  many  as  eleven 

witnesses.  The accused was examined under section 313 Cr. P C, wherein he 
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denied the incriminating materials  came out against  him during the trial  and 

denied to adduce any evidence in his defence.

4] Point for determination in this case is:

Whether  the  prosecution,  beyond  all  reasonable  doubt,  could 

prove  the  fact  that  the  accused Abdul  Sabur  Ali,  on  28.08.2011,  at 

about 07.54 a.m. was found in possession of Explosive substance, at 

Shantipur Masjid lane, under Bharalumukh police station ?

5] Heard the learned counsels for both the sides. 

6] To arrive at a judicious decision let at the outset, the entire evidence 

adduced by the prosecution be sifted.  

7] P.W.1 Md.  Sultan Ali,  deposed that  he could not  identify  the accused 

person. He deposed that almost 4 to 5 years back , when he was in his office, at 

around 11 to 11:30 a.m., his wife had informed him over the telephone that 

some unpleasant incident had taken place on the road in front of their house. 

Thereafter, he came back to his residence and went to the place of occurrence, 

but did not see anything. On asking, his wife told him that some material was 

recovered from some person. He did not take much interest and did not enquire 

any further about the same. He further deposed that he does not know any lady 

named Noorie Begum. 

Defence declined to cross examine him.

8] P.W.2 Md. Nesiur Rahman, deposed that in the year 2011, at around 8:30 

a.m., he heard a commotion outside his house and came out and saw a large 

number of persons gathered there. Thereafter, he asked one lady named Rezia 

Begum, who told him that a person had taken some materials, concealed in two 

gunny bags from the nearby drain and had kept on the road and wanted to take 

the 2 bags with him on a rickshaw, suspecting, that the same could be stolen 

articles, he informed the police and thereafter, the police came and took away 

the 2 bags and the person with them. He identified the accused person standing, 

in the dock to be said person, whom police took alongwith them. Thereafter, the 

police took his signature on a blank paper. He proved the said blank paper to be 

the Ext 1 and Ext. 1 (1) as his signature.         
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Defence declined to cross examine him.

9] P.W. 3 Musstt. Anowara Khatun, deposed that she could not identify the 

accused person. She deposed that around 4 to 5 years back at around 8 to 9 

a.m. when she was in her residence, she heard commotion outside her house 

and saw from the balcony of her house on the 1st floor that many persons had 

gathered at that place. Thereafter, she came back inside her house and informed 

her husband Md. Sultan Ali who had gone to his office. Thereafter, on completing 

her daily chores, she came out of her residence for her office and heard from the 

people  that  one  person  had  been  arrested  by  the  police  along  with  2  bags 

containing some article. 

 In her cross-examination she deposed that she had not seen any person 

or article after she came out of her residence. 

10] P.W. 4 Noorie Begum, deposed that she could not identify the accused 

person. She deposed that around 3 years back at around 8 a.m. when she was in 

her residence, a large number of persons including TV newsmen had gathered in 

front of her residence and she heard that on the side of the drain, some gunny 

bag/packet was found, after sometime police came and she came back to her 

residence and then left her residence for her work. She deposed that she does 

not know what was contained in the gunny bag. 

 In  her  cross-examination  she deposed that  she had come out  of  the 

residence only after a large number of people had gathered there. She reiterated 

that she does not know what was kept in the gunny bag. She deposed that she 

did not stay at the place of occurrence beyond a few minutes. She admitted that 

she told to the police that she did not know anything about the incident. 

11] P.W5,  Rezia  Begum,  deposed that  she could  not  identify  the accused 

person. She deposed that around 5 years back at around 6:30 a.m. when she 

was in her residence, after hearing commotion, she came out of her residence 

and had seen a large number of persons to gather in front of her residence and 

thereafter, she saw 2 gunny bags kept beneath the slab of the footpath of drain, 

which was dry. Thereafter, people called the police and she came back to her 

residence. She deposed that she does not know what happened thereafter. She 
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does not know what was contained in the two gunny bags. Later on, someone 

told her that the police had taken the 2 gunny bags. She does not know to whom 

the 2 bags belonged. 

 In  her  cross-examination  she  deposed  that  she  was  in  her  residence 

when the commotion had taken place. She does not know who had first seen the 

two bags. 

12]  P.W.  6  Samsher  Ali,  deposed  that  he  could  not  identify  the  accused 

person. He deposed that around 4-5 years back at around 7 a.m. when he had 

come to open his shop, he had seen gathering of a large number of persons on 

the Masjid Road. He had heard that some gunny bag was found besides the 

drain which contained explosive materials along with some wires and the same 

was taken by the police. He stated that police had not recorded his statement in 

the case. 

  In his cross-examination he stated that his shop is in a distance of 200 to 

250 m from the place of recovery. He admitted that he came to the place of 

occurrence after the police had gone out after recovering the bag. Neither had 

he seen the police nor the recovered article at the place of occurrence. He does 

not  remember  the name of the person from whom he had heard about  the 

contents of the bag. He denied the suggestion that he had not heard that some 

gunny  bag  was found  besides  the  drain  which  contained explosive  materials 

along with some wires and that the same was taken by the police. 

13]  P.W. 7 Ikram Hussain, deposed that he could not identify the accused 

person. He deposed that around 4-5 years back at around 6-7 a.m. he had heard 

hulla that some material was found at the end of Masjid road and he had come 

out of his residence and saw some members of the public and police personnel 

had gathered there. The police had taken his signature and some other persons 

on paper stating that they had arrested someone. But police did not disclose that 

why was arrestee arrested. He deposed that Ext. 1 is the said paper and Ext. 1 

(2) is his signature. 

   In his cross-examination by prosecution, he denied that he had stated to 

the investigating officer that on the day of the incident, in the morning, he had 

heard that some bomb had been found and thereafter, he came out from his 

residence and on reaching the place of occurrence he saw that the materials of 
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bomb that belonged to a person named Md. Abdul Subur Ali of Dhubri District 

and that the said person was not allowed to take the materials by the members 

of the public, and the police was informed about the same and the police, after 

arriving at the place of occurrence seized the said materials and he had put his 

signature on the seizure list. He further denied that he knows that explosive was 

recovered from the place of occurrence or he saw the explosive substance.

        P.W. 7 in his cross- examination, by the defence, deposed that he does not 

remember if Ext. 1 was blank or something was written over it at the time when 

he put his signature. Even if something was written on it, he had not read it and 

the police had not read over the contents to him. He had not seen Ayub Ali and 

Nesiur Rahman putting their signatures on Ext. 1. He does not know anything 

having been found or recovered from the place of occurrence. He had not gone 

to the police station as he was not called there and had not seen police to write  

Ext. 2. He deposed that he does not know anything about the incident. 

14]  P.W. 8 Ayub Ali, deposed that he could not identify the accused person. 

He deposed that around 5 years back between 5 to 6 a.m. he came out from his 

residence after  hearing hulla  and  on coming  out  he  saw a large  number  of 

persons gathered in front  of  his  house.  There were around 100-150 persons 

gathered there. Thereafter, he asked the persons gathered there and they told 

him that police had taken away one person along with 2 gunny bags kept on the 

side of the drain besides the road. At that time some police persons were present 

at that place and they took his signature on a piece of paper which he proved as 

Ext. 1 (3).

 In  his  cross-examination  by  prosecution  side,  he  denied  that  the 

investigating officer had recorded his statement in the case and he had stated to 

the investigating officer that the police had recovered explosive materials from 

the said place and had seized the same in his presence. He denied that he know 

that so many people had gathered there because explosive materials were found 

at that place. He deposed that on the first page of Ext. 1 nothing was written. 

In his cross-examination by the defence, he deposed that he cannot say 

when the signature of other witnesses were taken on Ext. 1 as the same was 

blank at the time he had put his signature thereon. The police had not explained 

to him as to why his signature was taken. What material was found was not told 

by anyone to him as they also did not know as to what was found. He deposed 
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that he does not know anything about the incident. He deposed that Ext. 3 was 

not written in his presence and he does not know anything about the same. 

15] P.W9, Sri Upen Borah, deposed that on 19.12.2011, while he was working 

as Deputy Director, Explosive Division, DSF, Kahilipara, Assam, the Director of 

DFS Sri R. N. Khound, had given him one sealed paper packet in connection with 

Bharalumukh  police  station  case  number  317  of  2011  under  section  5  of 

Explosive Substance Act, 1908 and after opening the same, he found 2 numbers 

of metallic tubes connected with electrical wires which were marked by him as 

Ext. A, 1 Green coloured use wire which was marked by him as Ext. B and 2 

pieces of Neo gel 90 sticks marked as Ext. C and after going through proper 

chemical examination, he had arrived at the conclusions :- that Ext. A are live 

electrical detonators which are used as the initiators to explode high explosives, 

Ext.  B is  an active fuse wire and Ext.  C are commercial  high explosives.  He 

proved the report of the said chemical examination as Ext. 4 and Ext. 4 (1) as his 

signature. He also proved Ext. 5 letter by the then director of the DFS Shi R. N. 

Khound as Ext. 5 and Ext. 5 (1) as the signature of Shri R. N. Khound.

In his cross examination he deposed that Ext. 4 does not mention if the 

packet  to  the  DFS  contained  signature  of  any  person.  In  his  report,  in  the 

description of articles, in the serial numbers 1 and 2, it has not been mentioned 

by which name those articles are identified. He denied the fact that in the packet 

sent to the DFS no such article was found and the chemical examination was not 

properly conducted by him. 

16]  P.W 10,  Fakaruddin Borbhuyan, deposed that on 28.08.2011, while he 

was working as the 2nd officer of Bharalumukh police station, he was entrusted 

for  investigation  of  the  case  No.  317  of  2011.  He  proved  Ext.  6  as  the  1 st 

information and Ext. 6 (1) as the signature of Sri Girish Borah and Ext. 6 (2) as 

the signature of Sri J. Roy. He also proved Ext. 1 as the seizure list and Ext. 1 (4) 

as the signature of Sri J. Roy. He further deposed that on perusal of the case 

diary it is seen that on 28.08.2011, one Sri Nasiur Rahman had informed the 

police station over telephone that one person had been apprehended with some 

explosives at Santipur Masjid Gali.  The said information was entered into the 

general diary vide general diary entry number 1243 dated 28.08.2011 and sub 

inspector Sri J. Roy with his staff, was directed to visit the place of occurrence 
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and to take necessary steps. He reached the place of occurrence, drew sketch 

map and recorded the statement of several witnesses and there he apprehended 

the accused and seized some explosive from him in presence of witnesses. He 

proved Ext. 7 as the sketch map and Ext. 7 (1) as the signature of J. Roy and 

Ext. 1 as the seizure list and Ext. 1 (4) as the signature of Sri. J. Roy.  He further 

deposed at the police station he interrogated the accused and formally arrested 

him and then he took sample from the seized explosive and thereafter, the same 

was sent to the FSL for examination and sent a WT message to the officer-in-

charge  of  the  Sukchar  police  station  in  the  district  of  Dhubri  to  verify  the 

character and antecedents of the accused and also to intimate if the accused was 

convicted  previously  for  any  offence  or  had  any  link  with  any  extremist 

organisation. Thereafter, he prayed for sanction for prosecution to the District 

Magistrate,  Kamrup  (M).  He  proved  Ext.  8  as  the  application  seeking  the 

aforesaid  sanction  and  Ext.  8  (1)  as  his  signature  and  proved  the  seized 

explosive substance as Material Ext.1. 

In  his  cross  examination  he  deposed  that  he  had  taken  up  the 

investigation of the case on 28.08.2011 at 4 p.m. and had completed his part of 

the investigation on 15.04.2012.  He had not recorded the statements  of  the 

witnesses during the said period. He had generally seen the seized article. He 

admitted that he had not recovered any document from the accused which could 

connect him with the seized article. He had denied that he had recorded the 

statement of witnesses namely Sri Ikram Hussain and Md. Ayub Ali. 

17] P.W. 11 Inspector Sidananda Bora, deposed that on 25.04.2012, while he 

was working as second officer at Bharalumukh police station, he was entrusted 

with the investigation of Bharalumukh police station case No. 317 of 2011 under 

section 5 of the Explosive Substances Act. After being entrusted of the said case,  

he found that investigation of the said case was already completed and found 

that only prosecution sanction and opinion from the Forensic science laboratory 

was left to be procured and accordingly he obtained the prosecution sanction 

from the concerned department and opinion from FSL and after receiving the FSL 

report  he  submitted  charge  sheet  against  the  accused  under  section  5  of 

Explosive  Substances  Act. He  proved  Ext.  10  as  the  prosecution  sanction 

obtained from District Magistrate, Kamrup (M) and Ext. 11 as charge sheet and 

Ext. 11 (1) as his signature. He further deposed that as per G. D. Entry no. 1243 
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dated 28.08.2011, it appears that officer-in-charge, Bharalumukh police station 

received an information from one Nesiur Rahman of Masjid Gali having explosive 

substance and accordingly after receiving the said information the police officials 

went to the said place. He proved Ext. 12 as the true copy of the G.D. Entry no.  

1243 dated 29.09.2011. 

In his cross examination he deposed that the prosecution sanction i.e. 

Ext. 10 does not bear the original signature of the concerned authority, but it has 

got the photocopy signature of the concerned authority. He admitted that Ext. 12 

is not prepared by him and he does not know who has prepared it as at that time 

he was not posted there. He has not mentioned in the charge-sheet about the 

submission  of  the  prosecution  sanction  alongwith  the  same.  He  cannot  say 

whether about the materials mentioned in the seizure list (Ext. 1) is described in 

the opinion of the Expert proved as Ext. 4, as he had not prepared the seizure 

list.  He  denied  the  suggestion  that  he  has  got  no  knowledge  regarding  the 

investigation of the instant case. He admitted that he had not visited the place of 

occurrence and has not recorded the statement of the witnesses in the instant 

case.  He  deposed  that  he  submitted  the  charge-  sheet  based  on  the  FIR 

submitted by Janardan Rao. He has not mentioned in the charge-sheet the name 

of the persons who did the investigation prior to him. He denied the suggestion 

that  without procuring proper prosecution sanction he had submitted charge-

sheet.

DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THREOF:

18] The prosecution to bring home the charge against the accused, has the 

burden  to  prove  that  the  accused,  either  made  or  was  found  knowingly  in 

possession of any explosive substance, under such circumstance as to give rise 

to a reasonable suspicion that he has not made it or does not have it in his 

possession or under his control for a lawful object. It is pertinent to mention that 

prosecution case, in the instant case, as revealed from the perusal of the FIR as 

well as the evidence on record, is that the accused was found in possession of 

explosive substance.

19] It is pertinent to mention that the vital relevant fact, to bring home the 

guilt  of the accused person, in the instant case, is the fact of seizure of the 

relevant explosive substance from the possession of the accused person and to 
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prove the said fact, the evidence of the witnesses in presence of whom, the 

seizure  of  the explosive  substance from the possession of  accused person is 

alleged to have been made, is vital. But the perusal of evidence on record reveals 

that prosecution neither could prove the seizure list, vide which it alleged to have 

seized the relevant explosive substance nor could get cogent support from the 

witnesses, in presence of whom the relevant seizure is alleged to be made. The 

perusal of evidence reveals that P.W2, P.W7 and P.W 8 are the witnesses in 

presence of whom, as per the prosecution, the alleged seizure is made. But the 

evidence  of  all  the  aforesaid  witnesses  reveals  that  none  of  the  aforesaid 

witnesses could adduce any cogent evidence to prove the seizure or recovery of 

any explosive substance from the possession of  the accused person rather  it 

appears that they utterly failed to support the prosecution, in proving the seizure 

of  any explosive  substance from the  possession  of  the  accused  person.  The 

evidence of P.W2,  Md. Nesiur  Rahman,  reveals  that  after  hearing commotion 

from  outside  his  house,  he  came  out  and  saw  a  large  number  of  persons 

gathered there and then he asked one lady named Rezia Begum, who told him 

that  a  person,  whom he  identified  as  the  accused  person,  had  taken  some 

materials, concealed in two gunny bags from the nearby drain and had kept on 

the road and wanted to take the 2 bags with him on a rickshaw, and suspecting 

the said articles to be stolen articles, he informed the police and thereafter, the 

police came and took away the 2 bags and the accused person with them and 

then the police took his signature on a blank paper. The evidence of P.W2 clearly 

reveals that neither P.W 2, saw the accused person to take any material in the 

gunny bag nor saw the said material, which is alleged to be taken by the accused 

in a gunny bag. In other words, P.W2, neither did bring any material on record 

which suggests the accused to be found in possession of any explosive substance 

nor any material  to prove the alleged seizure. It  is pertinent to mention that 

prosecution  examined  Rezia  Begum as  P.W 5,  from whom P.W2,  as  per  his 

evidence, came to know about the fact of some materials being taken by the 

accused person concealed in two gunny bags from the nearby drain and wanting 

to take the same with him on a rickshaw. But the evidence of P.W5, does not 

appear to corroborate P.W2. It appears that P.W5, in her evidence categorically 

deposed that she could not identify the accused person and further appears to 

have failed to bring any fact which suggest of witnessing the aforesaid fact as 

deposed by P.W2.   
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20]    The perusal of evidence of other alleged seizure witnesses i.e. P.W7 and 

P.W8, also does not appear to support the prosecution case. It  appears that 

P.W.7, Ikram Hussain and P.W 8 Ayub Ali, in their evidence categorically deposed 

that they could not identify the accused person. The perusal of evidence of P.W 

7 and P.W 8, nowhere appears to reveal  the fact  of  witnessing the accused 

person at the alleged place of occurrence or seizure of any article from him. It 

appears that P.W 7, in his evidence categorically deposed, that the police had 

taken his  signature and some other  persons on paper  stating  that  they had 

arrested someone but police did not disclose that why was the arrestee arrested. 

It  appears that P.W7, categorically admitted that he does not know anything 

having  been  found  or  recovered  from  the  place  of  occurrence  and  further 

admitted that he does not know anything about the incident. It  appears that 

P.W8, categorically deposed that he put signature on a blank paper as being 

proved by him as Ext 1, and also categorically admitted that the police had not 

explained to him as to why his signature was taken. He admitted that he does 

not know what material was found and further admitted that he does not know 

anything about the incident. 

21] The perusal of remaining independent witnesses who are being examined 

as  P.W1,  P.W3,  P.W4,  P.W5 and P.W6 also  does not appear  to support  the 

prosecution in any way, which further appears to disprove the prosecution case. 

It is pertinent to mention that in absence of getting any support from the seizure 

witnesses,  the examination of the informant, who as per the contents of the 

F.I.R as well as the evidence on record has alleged to have recovered and seized 

the explosive substance from the possession of the accused person, was quite 

material but it appears that prosecution failed to examine the informant. 

22] Hence, in view of the foregoing discussions, this court is of the opinion 

that prosecution utterly failed to prove its case. Hence, the accused Md.Abdul 

Sabur Ali is acquitted of the charge under section 5 of Explosive Substances Act,  

1908. 

23] Bail bond is extended for another six months.    
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24] Send the copy of this judgment to learned District Magistrate, Kamrup 

(M), Guwahati.

 Given under my hand and seal  of  this  court  on this  the  09th day of 

January,2017.                                                        

Addl. Sessions Judge, no.1, Kamrup (M),Guwahati.

Dictated & corrected by me,

Addl. Sessions Judge, no.1, Kamrup (M), Guwahati.



[13]

A N N E X U R E:

List of witnesses from prosecution side:

P.W. 1 : Sultan Ali, 

P.W. 2 : Nesiur Rahman,

P.W. 3 : Anowara Khatun,

P.W. 4      : Noorie Begum, 

P.W. 5      :         Rezia Begum, 

P.W.  6      :         Samsher Ali, 

P.W.  7      :         Ikram Hussain,

P.W.  8      :         Ayub Ali,

P.W.  9      :         Sri Upen Borah,

P.W.  10      :         Sri Fakarudin Borbhuyan,

P.W.  11      :         Sri Sidananda Borah.

List of witnesses from defence side : 

Nil

List of witnesses from the side of Court:

Nil.

List of documents from prosecution side:

Ext. 1           :   Paper,

Ext. 2 :   Statement of P.W. 7 Ikram Hussain, under section 161 Cr.pc,

Ext. 3 :   Statement of P.W. 8 Ayub Ali, under section 161 Cr.pc,

Ext. 4 :   F.S.L Report i.e. report of chemical examination of the alleged 

seized articles, 

Ext. 5    :   Letter by the then Director of D.F.S, Sri R. N. Khound,  

Ext. 6    :   1st information, 

Ext. 7    :   Sketch map,

Ext. 8    :   Application seeking sanction from District Magistrate. 

Ext. 9    :   Challan.

Ext. 10    :   Prosecution Sanction. 
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Ext. 11    :  Charge-sheet 

Ext. 12    :  Extract copy of GDE No. 1243 dated 28.08.2011. 

List of Material Exhibit by the prosecution: 

Material Ext No.1- Seized Explosive Substance.

Addl. Sessions Judge,no.1, Kamrup (M),Guwahati.
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ORDER

09.01.17                     Accused Abdul Sabur Ali is present.

Statement  of  the  accused  person  is  recorded  under 

section 313 Cr.pc. He declined to adduce any evidence.

Heard the learned counsel for both the sides.

Judgment is prepared on separate sheets and tagged 

with the case record .The same is delivered in the open 

court today. 

This  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  prosecution  utterly 

failed to prove its case. Hence, the accused Md. Abdul 

Sabur Ali, is acquitted of the charge under section 5 of 

Explosive Substances Act,1908. 

Bail bond is extended for another six months.    

Send  the  copy  of  this  judgment  to  learned  District 

Magistrate, Kamrup (M), Guwahati.

                     Addl. Sessions Judge, no.1, Kamrup (M), Guwahati.


