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GR Case No: 1560/12 

                IN THE COURT OF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE FIRST CLASS 

                   Tezpur, Sonitpur 

PRESENT:  Ms. Sparsita Garg, M.A, LL.M, AJS 

Judicial Magistrate First Class, 

Tezpur, Sonitpur 

G.R. Case No. 1560 of 2012 

          State 

          Versus 

             Rafique Ali and others 

(Under section 143/341/326/379 IPC) 

 

Charges framed on: 19.02.2015 

Evidence recorded on: 16.06.2015, 29.08.2015, 29.12.2015, 04.08.2016, 
05.01.2017 
 

Statements recorded on: 16.03.2018 

Arguments heard on: 18.04.2018 

Judgment delivered on: 14.05.2018  

Advocate for the Prosecution: Mr. Niranjan Saikia, Ld. APP 

Advocate for the Accused: Mr. Amiya Kumar Saikia 

                                       

                                                   J U D G M E N T 

 

Prosecution Case in brief: 

1. Accused persons stood for trial for committing offences u/s 143/341/326/379 IPC. 

 

2. Prosecution case has been initiated on the basis of written ejahar lodged by the 

informant Md. Abdul Mannaf Khan stating inter alia that on 22.06.2012 at about 

11.30 am, when his son Md. Jiyabur Rahman Khan was on his way to the brick 

factory to purchase bricks, the other accused persons on the sheer instruction and 
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guidance of Md. Sabdul Seikh and Md. Khairul Islam physically assaulted and beat 

the son of the informant causing grievous injury to him. It is also stated in the 

ejahar that the son of the informant carried a cash amounting to Rs.50, 000/- 

(Rupees Fifty Thousand Only) with him on his way to the brick factory. The accused 

persons restrained him and assaulted him with a dao, khukuri, stick (lathi) and gun. 

The injured was admitted at KCH, Tezpur for treatment by the police. It is also 

alleged that the accused persons took away the mobile phone belonging to the son 

of the informant. Hence this case. 

 

3. On receipt of the ejahar, officer in charge of Tezpur Police Station has registered 

a case as Tezpur P.S. Case no 885/12, u/s 147/148/149/341/325/326/379 of the 

Indian Penal Code. Thereafter, I/O has launched the investigation of this case. After 

completion of investigation, I/O has finally submitted charge sheet against the 

accused persons 143/341/326/379 of the IPC against the accused persons.  

 

4. Thereafter, cognizance has been taken and summon have been issued to the 

accused persons. On appearance of accused persons, necessary documents required 

u/s 207 Cr. PC have been furnished to them. On perusal of the materials on record 

formal charges u/s 143/341/326/379 IPC is framed against the accused persons to 

which they pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried. 

 

5. Prosecution, in support of its case has examined only six (6) witnesses and also 

exhibited few documents. 

 

6. On closure of prosecution evidence accused persons were examined u/s 313 Cr. 

PC wherein they denied the allegations made by the prosecution. Accused persons 

declined to adduce defence evidence.  

 

 

7. I have heard the arguments advanced by the Learned Counsel for the accused 

persons and Ld. A.P.P. Perused the materials available in the case record. Upon 

hearing both the parties and on perusal of the record, following points for 

determination are formulated for proper adjudication of this case. 

 

POINTS FOR DETERMINATION: 

 

i) Whether the accused persons on 22.06.2012 at about 11.30 a.m. at Jurgarh 

Water Supply Project were a member of an unlawful assembly, being aware of the 

fact which renders any assembly an unlawful assembly intentionally joined that 

assembly and thereby committed the offence punishable under Section 143 of the 

IPC? 
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ii) Whether the accused persons on 22.06.2012 at about 11.30 a.m. at Jurgarh 

Water Supply Project wrongfully restrained the son of the informant Md. Jiabur 

Rahman Khan by voluntarily obstructing him so as to prevent him from proceeding 

in any direction in which he had a right to proceed and thereby committed the 

offence punishable under Section 341 of the IPC? 

 

iii) Whether the accused persons on 22.06.2012 at about 11.30 a.m. at Jurgarh 

Water Supply Project voluntarily caused grievous hurt to the son of the informant 

Md. Jiabur Rahman Khan by means of Dao, lathi, khukuri and gun  which are 

instruments of stabbing and thereby committed an offence punishable under section 

326 of the IPC? 

 

iv) Whether the accused persons on 22.06.2012 at about 11.30 a.m. at Jurgarh 

Water Supply Project committed theft by taking way the mobile phone out of the 

possession of the son of the informant Md. Jiabur Rahman Khan and thereby 

committed an offence punishable under section 379 of the IPC? 

DISCUSSIONS, DECISIONS AND REASONS THEREOF: 

8. Learned APP appearing for the state has fairly submitted that there are sufficient 

evidence in support of the prosecution case. On the other hand the Learned Counsel 

for the accused persons has submitted and argued that none of the prosecution 

witnesses have supported the prosecution case and there is no evidence in record to 

show that the accused person was involved with the alleged offence. The Learned 

Counsel for the accused persons has further submitted that prosecution has 

miserably failed to prove the case against the accused persons as alleged beyond all 

reasonable doubt and the accused persons in entitled to get acquitted form the 

charged levelled against them. 

9. I have given my sincere consideration on the entire evidence on record. Now let 

us see how far the prosecution has been able to bring home the charges against the 

accused persons on the basis of materials available on record. P.W-1 Md. Abdul 

Mannaf Khan (informant) deposed in his evidence in chief that the accused 

persons are his co-villagers. On the date of occurrence of this incident he was at his 

home. He handed an amount of Rs.50,000/- (Rupees Fifty Thousand Only) to his son 

to purchase bricks from the brick factory but after half an hour the informant came 

to know that the accused persons restrained his son and also physically assaulted 

him. P.W-1 also deposed that when he immediately left for the place of occurrence 

he saw accused Rafique, Mujaharul, Burhanuddin and Rabi Islam near the chowk. 

Accused Sahidul was holding a khukuri on his hands and was found shouting. The 

son of the informant was rescued by one Muslemuddin, Asmiya Khatoon and 

Sahabuddin and was taken to KCH, Tezpur for treatment and thereafter he was 

referred to GMCH, Guwahati. Further, it is also deposed by P.W-1 that his son 
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sustained to injuries on his face and knees and he witnessed the injury marks in the 

face of his son. The said incident took place at about 11.30 am -12 pm.   

 

10. During cross examination P.W-1 deposed that he lodged the ejahar at about 2 

pm on the date of occurrence of the incident. The ejahar was written by a mohori 

and he does not know the name. The said incident took place near jurgarh water 

supply and at the time of occurrence of this incident Gyasuddin owned a Tata magic 

vehicle and the son of the informant owned a scooter. The said Gyasuddin owns a 

rice mill which is 300-400 meters from the house of the informant. During his cross 

examination P.W-1 also deposed that an altercation took place between the accused 

persons and Gyasuddin for which Gyasuddin was taken to the police station. The 

informant admits that he do not know if his son went to the house of Gyasuddin 

since he was at his house. Later on he came to know that his son did not reach the 

brick factory. The informant has replied the suggestion put forward to him in 

negative to the effect that his son was not injured in the scooter accident and that 

Gyasuddin took him to civil hospital by his indica car. P.W-2 during his cross 

examination also deposed that he stated before the police that when he went to the 

place of occurrence he saw Sahidul, Burhan, Rafikul and Mukhtaharul fleeing away. 

P.W-1 also deposed that he stated before the police that he heard Sabdul, Khairul 

and Fakrul were also present at the place of occurrence. 

 

11. P.W-2 Md. Jiabur Rahman Khan (victim) deposed in his evidence in chief 

that the incident took place on 22.06.2012 at about 11.30 a.m. near jurgarh 

mathaouri baazar. When P.W-2 was heading towards the brick factory, carrying an 

amount of Rs.50, 000/- (Rupees Fifty Thousand Only) to purchase bricks, accused 

persons restrained him and started to beat him. Accused Burhan and Sahidur hit him 

with a khukuri and he immediately fell down. Accused persons took away the mobile 

phone and cash amounting to Rs. 50,000/- (Rupees Fifty Thousand Only) and fled 

away. Accused persons hit him on his left leg. Muslemuddin, Asmiya Khatoon, Abdul 

Manah and Saleh Ahmed took him to the hospital and thereafter his father lodged 

this case.  

 

12. During cross examination P.W-2 deposed that the distance between jurgarh 

chariali and bazaar is 1 kms and there are lots of stalls and shops near the bazaar. 

He stated that there are no shops near the place of occurrence. However, there are 

15-16 shops in the daily market and the place of occurrence is 1 fl. distance. The tea 

shop of Muslemuddin and the shop Sahabuddin are in the dainik bazaar. He also 

stated that he do not know if there were people in the dainik bazaar. The brick 

factory is 2 fl. distance from the place of occurrence. PW.2 deposed that he went to 

the brick factory in his bike through the river bank alone as no one was with him. 

During his deposition P.W-2 admitted that Gyasuddin is known to him and the rice 

mill of Gyasuddin is near the river bank. P.W-2 deposed that he do not know if the 

accused persons went to the rice mill of Gyasuddin to mill the rice. PW-2 does not 

know if the accused persons and Gyasuddin are relatives. He also does not know if 
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there took any altercation between them. P.W-2 admitted that police did not seize 

the motorcycle. The said PW also stated that he do not know if police seized the 

mobile and cash amounting to Rs. 50,000/- (Rupees Fifty Thousand Only). 

  

13. Testifying as P.W-3 Md. Muslemuddin in his evidence in chief deposed that 

this incident took place three years ago at about 11.30 a.m. in front of his house. 

The daughter of P.W-3 informed him that accused Rafiqul and Majaharul attacked 

Jiabur Rahman Khan. When P.W-3 along with his wife reached the place of 

occurrence he witnesses that Burhan and Sahidul physically assaulted the son of the 

informant with sharp weapons. When P.W-3 tried to dissuade the fight between 

them, accused persons pushed his wife. Accused persons also pushed Jiabur 

Rahman Khan and he fell down and also hit him on his legs. Later on Jiabur was 

taken to Kanaklata Civil Hospital and then to GMCH, Guwahati for treatment. 

14. During cross examination P.W-3 deposed that he shares a cordial relationship 

with Jiabur. He resides near the chariali. He stated that he heard that an altercation 

took place at the rice mill with regards to the milling of rice but he did not witness 

the altercation. Later on he came to know that police came to the house of Jiabur. 

P.W-3 stated that when his daughter informed him, he came out and saw that an 

altercation was taking place between accused persons and Jiabur and thereafter 

someone pushed Jiabur and he fell down. He also stated that he informed police 

that someone hit Jiabur on his legs and he fell down which resulted in injury. The 

road towards the brick factory was a kutcha road graveled with sand, bricks and 

stones. It is also deposed by P.W-3 that there are jungles on both sides. P.W-3 also 

does not know if Jiabur went to bring bricks. 

15. P.W-4 Md. Saleh Ahmed deposed in his evidence in chief that this incident 

took place on 22.06.2012 at about 11.30 a.m. near jurgarh water supply. He saw 

lots of people gathering at the place of occurrence. P.W-4 also saw sticks (lathi), dao 

etc. in the hands of the accused persons. He also deposed that the accused persons 

were beating Jiabur Rahman Khan and Muslemuddin and his wife Asia were chasing 

the accused persons. Jiabur was hit with a sharp weapon on his leg. Further it is 

deposed by P.W-4 that he saw injury marks in the body of Jiabur Rahman. Accused 

Mujahahrul took away the bundle of note from the pocket of Jiabur.  

16. During cross examination P.W-4 deposed that informant is his elder brother and 

accused persons are his neighbours. Accused persons are the relatives of the 

informant. On the date of occurrence of this incident he was at his house. Distance 

between water supply and brick factory is 1 fl. The road to the brick factory from the 

village through water supply is a broken road. The rice mill of Gyasuddin and water 

supply is 100-150 m. It is also stated that Jiabur went to the place of occurrence by 

a scooter and a few days ago Rafique had a fight with Gyasuddin in the rice mill.  

17. P.W-5 Md. Mushahadlik Hussain (Investigating Officer) deposed in his evidence 

in chief that on 22.06.2012 he was the attached officer of Borghat OP and i/c Pabitra 
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Kr. Sarma endorsed him to conduct the investigation of this instant case. He 

prepared the sketch map after visiting the place of occurrence. After completion of 

the investigation he handed over the case diary to the OC. On the basis of the 

investigation done by him SI Bidyut Bikash Baruah submitted chargesheet against 

the accused persons u/s 143/341/326/379 IPC 

18. During cross examination P.W-5 deposed that this incident took place on 

22.06.2012. He received a telephonic call from unknown person from jurgarh and 

made a GD entry. After receiving the message he immediately went to the place of 

occurrence and recorded statement of witnesses. He did not seize any articles. P.W-

5 also deposed that he did not bring the extract copy of GD entry no or certificate 

nor has seen it with the case record. He received the ejahar on 23.06.2012 at about 

10.30 am and only after receiving a written ejahar he recorded the statement of 

Abdul Mannaf Kahan. The injured person himself performed his medical treatment. 

No medical requisition was made since they themselves went for treatment. 

Although it was known that the injured was taken to KCH, Tezpur but he was 

provided treatment at B. J. Hospital. Although he collected the medical certificate it 

was written that the injury could not be ascertained. Later on he was taken to 

GMCH, Guwahati and the said medical report was collected by the succeeding IO 

since he was transferred. Further, it is stated that no money was recovered from the 

accused persons and no truck, brick, blood stained clothes were seized by the police 

in this instant case. It is also deposed by P.W-5 that the informant told him that 

accused Sahidul, Burhan, Rafiqul and Mujirul fled away and he heard that accused 

Sabdul, Kahirul and Fakrul were present. It is admitted by P.W-5 that he was not 

informed by the informant that Asia Khatoon, Sahabuddin and Muslemuddin carried 

him from the place of occurrence. He also did not tell P.W-5 that his son was injured 

on his face and knees because of the alleged assaults. Jiabur also did not tell the 

police at the time of recording his statement u/s 161 Cr.P.C that he has hurt is left 

leg and on hearing him shout Asia Khatoon, Muslemuddin, Munaff and Saleh Ahmed 

took him to hospital. Further, it is deposed that P.W-3 told him that someone injured 

Jiabur because of which he sustained to injuries. Saleh Ahmed did not tell him that 

Mujaharul attacked Jiabur with sharp weapons. Also it is stated that Saleh Ahmed 

told him that Rs. 50, 000/- (Rupees Fifty Thousand Only) was taken away from 

Jiabur Ahmed Khan’s pocket and not the entire bunch of money. It is admitted by 

P.W-5 that he did not record the statement of Gyasuddin and even did not seize the 

scooter of Jiabur. 

19. P.W-6 Dr Hiranjan Saikia, (Medical Officer) deposed in his evidence in chief 

that on 22.06.2012 at about 1.00 pm he examined Jiabur Rahman and found the 

following: 

I. History of assault with one incises wound size of 3x1/2 x1/2 cm in the left leg, 

frontal scalp swelling size of 1x 1 cm. 

II. Injury caused by sharp weapon, age of injury not less than 12 hours 
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III. Type of injury could not be ascertained 

The patient was referred to GMCH, Guwahati for further treatment.  

20. During cross examination P.W-6 deposed that the medical report is not given in 

the printed form and the PS case No, GDE entry no and Requisition no is not 

mentioned in the medical report. The injury may be caused by falling on sharp 

objects. 

21. Now let me try to decide the above points on the basis of above evidence. 

Scanning through the entire evidence in the case record it appears that P.W-1 is the 

informant and P.W-2 is the victim in this instant case. In the ejahar the informant 

stated that incident took place on 22.06.2012 at about 11.30 am while his son was 

on the way to the brick factory. The incident took place at jurgarh water supply on 

the road when the accused persons restrained him from proceeding towards his 

destination, inflicted injuries on him with sharp weapons. He also alleged that Rs. 

50,000/- (Rupees Seven thousand Eight Hundred only) was snatched away by the 

accused persons along with the mobile phone belonging to his the son (victim). 

During his evidence as a prosecution witness the informant deposed that on the day 

of incident he was at his home when his son meted out with physical assaults. 

Although he reached the place of occurrence after sometime, he did not witness the 

incident. It is seen that informant has not been to support his ejahar and has 

deposed in a cohesive manner about the incident and also about the place of injury. 

P.W-1 is not an eyewitness to the occurrence of this incident as he heard about this 

incident from someone else. Infact he even failed to state from whom he heard 

about this alleged incident. He failed to incriminate that accused persons caused 

grievous hurt to his son with sharp weapons. The informant stated in his ejahar that 

the injury sustained by his son was caused by dao, khukuri, stick (lathi) and gun but 

in his evidence he deposed that accused Sahidul was holding a khukuri in his hands. 

He did not utter a single incriminating word stating that the accused persons 

physically assaulted his son.  He is totally silent regarding the instruments used as 

weapons to assault his son. With respect to the theft of the mobile phone and Rs. 

50,000/- (Rupees Fifty thousand only), it is found that PW-1 failed to state 

specifically the name of the accused persons who snatched the mobile phone and 

money from his son. Therefore, the allegation  against the accused persons is found 

to be not substantiated by the informant.  

22. Now, let us see whether the evidence of P.W-2/victim is supported by the other 

witnesses namely P.W-3 and P.W-4 who happens to appear at the place of 

occurrence that too after they heard about it from others. P.W-3 Muslemuddin has 

stated that when his daughter informed him that accused Rafiqul and Majaharul 

assaulted the son of the informant, (Jiabur Rahman Khan) he along with his wife 

reached the place of occurrence and found that accused Burhan and Sahidul 

physically assaulted and beat the son of the informant with sharp weapons but on 

the contrary during cross examination he deposed that when his daughter informed 
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him he came out and saw that an altercation took place between the accused 

persons and Jiabur and thereafter someone pushed Jiabur and he fell down. P.W-3 

has stated nowhere in his evidence that he saw other accused persons namely, 

Khairul, Mazaharul, Fakrul, Rabizul and Rafikul. P.W-4 Saleh Ahmed stated in his 

evidence that he saw sticks (lathi), dao etc. in the hands of the accused persons and 

witnessed that the accused persons were beating the son of the informant but he 

failed to mention the name of the accused persons who were present at the place of 

occurrence and were found to assault the him. P.W-2 stated that accused Burhan 

and Sahidur hit him with a khukuri and he immediately fell down. He did not 

mention the names of other accused persons. So, the evidence of P.W-2, P.W-3 and 

P.W-4 is not corroborated to each other in respect of presence of the accused 

persons at the place of occurrence.  

23. Another aspect is that P.W-2, Jiabur Rahman Khan (victim) stated in his 

evidence that accused Burhan and Sahidur hit him with a khukuri causing injury on 

his left leg but he failed to substantiate the same before the investigating officer. 

This evidence of P.W-2 is not supported by P.W-3 Muslemuddin. P.W-3 only stated 

that he saw Burhan and Sahidul physically assaulting the son of the informant with 

sharp weapons, but even if we consider the above mentioned facts it appears that 

P.W-3 failed  to mention with what kind of weapons the accused persons physically 

assaulted the son of the informant. P.W-3 has also not stated in his evidence that 

the other accused persons struck Jiabur Rahman Khan with any weapon. So, no 

corroboration is found between the evidence of P.W-2 and P.W-3. Another aspect is 

that P.W-4 Saleh Ali stated that he saw lots of people gathering at the place of 

occurrence and also saw sticks (lathi), dao etc. in the hands of the accused persons 

but he failed to tell the name of the accused persons who physically assaulted the 

son of the informant with stick, dao etc. So, the evidence of P.W-2 and P.W-4 is not 

corroborated to each other. Also the other witnesses could not specifically state that 

the accused persons took away the mobile phone and Rs 50,000/-(Rupees Fifty 

Thousand Only) belonging  to the son of the informant during their deposition as 

each of the PWs were found to sing their own versions in this aspect. So, this gulf of 

evidence amongst P.W-2, P.W-3 and P.W-4 has created prosecution case with 

doubt.  

24. If we accept the evidence of P.W-3 and P.W-4 that Jiabur Rahman Khan 

sustained injury on his left leg, then let us see the evidence of P.W-6 Dr. Hiranjan 

Saikia, the Medical & Health Officer. P.W-6 has stated in his evidence that on 

22.06.2012 at about 1.00 pm he examined Jiabur Rahman and found the following: 

I. History of assault with one incise wound size of 3x1/2 x1/2 cm in the left leg, 

frontal scalp swelling size of 1x 1 cm, II. Injury caused by sharp weapon, age of 

injury not less than 12 hours, III. Type of injury could not be ascertained. P.W-1 

has stated in his evidence that his son sustained injury on his face and knees. P.W-

1 has nowhere stated in his evidence that his son sustained injury on his left leg 

that too not even to the I.O. P.W-2 stated that accused persons hit him on his left 
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leg. Although the evidence of P.W-6 to a certain extend reveals that P.W-2 had and 

incise wound size of 3x1/2 x1/2 cm in the left leg but the type of injury could not be 

ascertained. So in my considered opinion, the authenticity of evidence of P.W-1 to 

P.W-4 is subjected to doubt. The informant here is only a hearsay witness. None of 

the single witnesses could specifically tell the names of the accused persons who 

has physically assaulted the victim including the victim himself. Likewise, there is no 

other credible and cogent witness to prove the commission of offence against the 

accused person. Also there was no seizure of the Dao, khukuri, stick or any other 

articles. Hence any further discussion on this would be a futile exercise.  

25. Also, if we go through the evidence of P.W-5 i.e., the investigation officer it 

appears crystal clear that the informant as well as the victim failed to state major 

facts before the police. Also the informant deposed that he lodged the ejahar at 

2pm on the date of occurrence of this incident but P.W-5 deposed that he received 

the ejahar on 23.06.2012 at about 10.30 am. Again with regards to the question of 

providing medical treatment to the victim it is seen that in the ejahar it is mentioned 

that the injured was admitted at KCH, Tezpur for treatment by the police but P.W-5 

stated that injured person himself conducted his medical treatment. No medical 

requisition was made since he himself conducted the medical treatment. P.W-5 

further stated that although it was known that the injured was taken to KCH, 

Tezpur but he was provided treatment at B. J. Hospital. Poles apart, P.W-2/victim 

deposed that P.W-1, P.W-3 and P.W-4 along with one Asmiya Kahtoon took him to 

the hospital. Also, after browsing through the evidence deposed by P.W-5 it stands 

clear that no money was recovered from the accused persons and no truck, brick, 

blood stained clothes were seized by the police in this instant case. Hence, there are 

some major contradictions in the testimonies of the witnesses which have led to the 

fatality of this instant case. 

26. Hence, it appears that there is nothing to substantiate the guilt of the accused 

person. In view of the above discussion, I am of the opinion that the prosecution 

has miserably failed to prove the charges of section 143/341/326/379 IPC, 

which are levelled against the accused persons. As such the accused persons are 

held not guilty for committing an offence punishable under the above section of 

law, hence the accused persons are acquitted. 

27. Set the accused persons at liberty forthwith. 

  

28. The bail bond for the accused persons are extended for a further period of six 

(6) months.  

 

29. The case is disposed of on contest accordingly. 

 

Given under my hand and seal on this 14th day of May, 2018 at Tezpur, Sonitpur. 

  



Page 10 of 11 
 

GR Case No: 1560/12 

 

 

                                                                       (Ms. Sparsita Garg)                                                     

                                                                       Judicial Magistrate First Class 

                                                                               Tezpur, Sonitpur 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                APPENDIX 

 

 

1. WITNESS OF PROSECUTION: 

 

1. P.W-1:  Md Abdul Mannaf Khan 

 

2. P.W-2:  Md Jiabur Rehman Khan 

 

3. P.W-3:  Md Muslimuddin 

 

4. P.W-4:  Md Saleh Ahmed 

 

5. P.W-5:  Md Mushahadik Hussain 

 

6. P.W-6:  Dr Hiranian Saikia 
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2. EXHIBITS OF PROSECUTION:  

 

Exhibit1: Ejahar 

 

Exhibit1(1) and Exhibit1(2): Signature of the informant 

 

Exhibit1(3): Signature of Prabitra Kumar Sharma 

 

Exhibit 2 : Sketch map 

 

Exhibit 2(1): Signature of Md Mushahadik Hussain 

 

Exhibit 3: Medical report 

 

Exhibit 3(1): Signature of Dr Hiranjan Saikia 

 

Exhibit 4: Chargesheet 

 

Exhibit4(1): S.I, Bidyut Bikash Baruah 

 

3. WITNESS OF DEFENSE: NIL 

 

4. EXHIBITS OF DEFENSE: NIL 

                                                                                 

 

          (Ms. Sparsita Garg)                                                     

                                                               Judicial Magistrate First Class 

                                                                                Tezpur, Sonitpur 

  

 


