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JUDGMENT 

1.  On 22nd January, 2013, the In-charge of Singri Police Post received an FIR 

(First Information Report) from one Smti Mina Bhuihar, wherein it was alleged, inter 

alia, that on 20-01-2013, at about 8 p.m., her son Surjya Bhuihar had an altercation 

with her husband Sri Tiku Bhuihar and assaulted him with a sharp dagger and after 

committing murder fled away from there.     

 

IN THE COURT OF SESSIONS JUDGE, SONITPUR AT TEZPUR 
 

 
SESSIONS CASE NO.         :-     93 OF 2013 

(Under Section 302 of the Indian Penal 
Code arising out of G.R. Case No. 179 of 
2013) 
Committed by Smti B. Kshetry, Addl. 
Chief Judicial Magistrate, Sonitpur, 
Tezpur. 

 

Present      :- Mridul Kumar Kalita, AJS 
Sessions Judge, Sonitpur 
Tezpur 
 

Prosecutor  :- State of Assam 

         -vs- 
Accused 
 

:- Sri Surjya Bhuihar, 
Son of late Tipu Bhuihar @ Tiku, 
Village – Balijan Kachari 
Police Station – Dhekiajuli, 
Dist:- Sonitpur, Assam 

Date of framing Charge :- 10/06/2013 

Date of Recording Evidence :- 08/07/2013,30/09/2013, 
18/11/2013,30/01/2014 
& 14/07/2014 
   

Date of examination of accused u/s 
313 Cr.P.C 

:- 05/06/2015 

Date of Argument :- 19/06/2015 

Date of Judgment :- 04/07/2015 

Counsel for the Petitioner :- Mr. Hari Prasad Sedai 
Public prosecutor, 
Sonitpur. 

Counsel for Opposite Party :- Sri R.R. Kalita, State defence counsel. 
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2.  On receipt of the aforementioned FIR, the In-charge of Singri Police Post, Sri 

Daneswar Deka, made GD Entry No. 323 dated 22-01-2013 in the General Diary of 

the Police Out Post, took up the investigation and forwarded the FIR to the Officer-

in-Charge of Dhekiajuli Police Station. After receiving the said FIR, the Officer-In-

Charge of Dhekiajuli Police Station, registered a case, being Dhekiajuli PS Case No. 

21 of 2013 u/s 302 of IPC.  The investigation was already initiated by the In-charge 

of Singri Police Post, Sri Daneswar Deka.  During the course of the investigation, the 

investigating officer visited the place of occurrence of offence, took statement of the 

witnesses, drew the sketch map of the place of occurrence of offence, conducted the 

inquest and sent the dead body of Tiku Bhuihar for post-mortem examination, he 

also seized a dagger, which was the weapon of offence, arrested the accused Sri 

Surjya Bhuihar and forwarded the accused to the Court for recording his confessional 

statement under section 164 Cr.P.C., however, when he was produced learned Addl. 

Chief Judicial Magistrate, Sonitpur, Tezpur for recording his confessional statement, 

he refused to make any confessional statement. After completion of the 

investigation, on 27/02/13, charge sheet u/s 302 of the Indian Penal Code was laid 

against the accused Sri Surjya Bhuihar in the Court of Chief Judicial Magistrate, 

Sonitpur. On 09-02-2013,  the G.R. Case No. 179 of 2013, which was registered in 

connection with this case, was duly committed to this Court, after observing all 

formalities prescribed by the Code of Criminal procedure, by Addl. Chief Judicial 

Magistrate, Sonitpur, Tezpur. The accused Sri Surjya Bhuihar was in judicial custody 

at the time of commitment of this case to the Court of Session. 

3.  On 19/04/2013, this case was transferred to the Court of Sessions Judge, 

Sonitpur for disposal. The accused, who was in judicial custody, was produced before 

the Court.  On 10/06/2013, formal Charge, u/s 302 IPC, was framed, in writing, by 

my learned predecessor-in-office, against the accused Surjya Bhuihar. The Charge 

was read over and explained to him and, on being asked, he refused to plead guilty 

and claimed to be tried. As the accused did not engage any counsel on his own, this 

Court appointed Sri R.R. Kalita, Advocate as the defence counsel for the accused at 

state‟s expenses. The accused faced the trial remaining in judicial custody. 

4. During Trial, the prosecution side examined seven (7) Prosecution Witnesses 

and exhibited two (2) documents, marked as Ext.1 and Ext.2. The accused was 
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examined u/s 313 Cr.P.C. during which he denied the truthfulness of the testimony 

of the prosecution witnesses and pleaded innocence. The accused also declined to 

adduce any evidence in defence.  

5. The point to be determined in this case is as follows:- 

  “Whether accused Surjya Bhuihar, on the 20-01-2013, at 

about 8 p.m., at Balijan Kochari, under Dhekiajuli Police Station, 

intentionally causing the death of his father Tiku Bhuihar, by inflicting 

blows with a dagger and thereby committed an offence punishable under 

section 302 of the Indian Penal code?” 

6. I have gone through the entire materials on record, including the oral 

testimonies of the witnesses, exhibited documents and the statement of the accused 

recorded under section 313 Cr.P.C very carefully as well as heard argument 

advanced by Ld. Public Prosecutor and Ld. State Defence counsel, at length. 

7.   Let me, now, scrutinise the evidence on record to find out as to whether the 

accused is guilty of committing the offence with which he is charged with. 

8. P.W-1, Smti Mina Bhuihar, informant of this case, has stated that the accused 

is her son and deceased Tiku Bhihar was her husband. The occurrence took place on 

20-01-2013 at about 7 p.m., at their house, situated at village Balijan under 

Dhekiajuli PS and at the time of occurrence, she was not at home and when she 

arrived back home, accused told her that in the midst of quarrel with deceased 

father, he killed him. PW 1 has further stated that she lodged the ejahar at Singri 

Out Post and she put her thumb impression on it. The police prepared the Inquest 

Report on the deadbody of her husband in her presence and seized one „dagger‟ in 

connection with the accident by a seizure-memo, on which she also put her thumb 

impression. The police took away the corpse of the deceased for Post Mortem 

examination.   

9. During cross examination, PW 1 has deposed that at the time of occurrence 

the age of the accused was about 18 years. She has also deposed that her deceased 

husband was a short-tempered man and used to scold at the family members, on 

trivial reasons. A few days before the incident, her deceased husband assaulted her 
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son/accused. She also deposed that Motilal, Gopal and Monoj arrived at her home 

before her arrival and they did not witness the accident. She has answered in 

negative to the suggestion put to her by the learned defence counsel that the father 

of the accused was killed in exercise of his right of private defence by the accused.                    

10.  P.W-2 Sri Motiram Bhuihar has deposed that he knew both the accused and 

the deceased as he is the resident of village of the accused, namely, Kacharigaon, 

Balijan. The deceased was the father of the accused. He also deposed that on the 

day of occurrence, he was away at his work place in the village and on the following 

day of the occurrence, he heard that in the midst of quarrel, the accused killed his 

father.   

11.   During cross-examination, PW 2 has deposed that he did not visit the house 

of the accused to see the deceased.      

12. P.W-3 Sri Mangal Bhuihar has deposed that he knew the accused and the 

deceased.  The occurrence took place on the night of a day, about 6/7 months back 

at the house of the deceased. On the following day morning, he heard from the 

villagers that Tiku @ Tipu Bhuihar was murdered by the accused. He saw the 

deceased Tipu @ Tiku Bhuihar lying dead at the courtyard of his house and the 

accused had already fled away from home, but the villagers apprehended the 

accused and handed over to the police. He heard that the accused killed his father 

by a sharp cutting weapon.       

13.   During cross-examination, PW 3 has deposed that he reached the place of 

occurrence when the police arrived. Police recorded his statement. He had not seen 

the occurrence.    

14. P.W.-4, Sri Sanika Bhuihar has deposed that he knew both the accused and 

the deceased, as he is a resident of same garden worker‟s line. The occurrence took 

place, on a day, about 6 months back, at the house of the accused and at that time 

he went to bed. On the following day morning, a great commotion broke out in the 

worker‟s line and he reached the house of the accused. He saw deceased Tipu @Tiku 

Bhuihar lying dead at the court-yard of the house of the accused under a tree. He 

saw multiple injuries on the body of Tipu @Tiku in a pool of blood. After a short 
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while, police arrived and prepared some documents, on which obtained his thumb 

impression. He came to know that in the previous night the accused killed his father.      

15.   During cross-examination, he deposed that he had not seen the occurrence. 

He only heard that after consuming liquor, the deceased and his son frequently go 

involved in quarrel.     

16. P.W-5 Sri Budhu Kurua has deposed that he knew the accused, his mother 

and deceased Tiku Bhuihar as he is the same village – Balijan Kacharigaon. The 

occurrence took place in the month of January, 2013. He donot know where the 

occurrence had taken place. On the day of occurrence, he was at home and on 

hearing about the occurrence, at about 2 p.m., he proceeded to the place of 

occurrence, i.e. the house of the accused. He saw the deadbody of Tipu @ Tiku 

Bhuihar at the courtyard of his house. At the time, when he reached the place of 

occurrence, police and villagers had already assembled there and police obtained his 

thumb impression, on a paper. On observation of the deadbody, he saw injuries on 

chest, abdomen and right hand with profuse bleeding. He did not enquire as to how 

the deceased died of injuries. Police did not record his statement.    

17.  P.W-6 Dr. Biswajit Das has stated that on 22-01-2013 he performed the 

post-mortem examination on the deadbody of Tipu Bhuihar and on examination he 

found following :-  

 A male deadbody of approximately 50 years of age, average built. Short black 

hair overhead. Eyes and mouth closed. Rigor mortis present.  

Findings: 

1. Lacerated injury seen on the back of the left arm, back of the left elbow 
joint and left forearm over wrist joint.  

2. Two lacerated wounds seen on the back side of the chest approximately 
3 cm x 1 cm and 5 cm x 2 cm, respectively, which are communicating 
each other.  

3. One lacerated injury of approximately 1 cm x 1 cm seen on the back of 
the left thigh. 

4. Clean lacerated wound of approximately 2 cm x 2 cm seen in the left 
forearm and the ulner aspect.  

5. A sharp deep penetrating injury of approximately 7 cm x 3 cm x 19 cm 
size over upper left side of the chest wall, just lateral to the body of 
sternum.   
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Wallis, ribs and cartilages: 

  Fracture 2nd rib left of its left coastal margin. Fracture upper part of the body 

of sternum left side.  

Pleura : Tear seen on the pleurae of left lung in its apical area.Left side haemo-

thorax.  Left lung : Tear on its aspects. Left lung is collapse.  

Paricardium: A tear seen in the junction between heard and great vessels.  

Vessels:   A tear seen in the root of the great vessels junction in the root of the great 

vessels.  

              Other organs are healthy. The injuries described above are ante-mortem in 

nature.  

Opinion :  The cause of death is due to haemorrhage and shock as a result of injury 

sustained by the deceased. The injuries which found on the deadbody of the 

deceased are sufficient, in the ordinary course of nature, to cause instantaneous 

death of a person.     

      Such injuries may be caused by sharp cutting weapon.    

      Ext. 1 is the Post-mortem report and Ext. 1(1) is his signature and Ext. 

1(2) is the signature of Joint Director of Health Services, Sonitpur, Tezpur.  

18. PW- 7 Sri Lohit Das has deposed that he knew both the accused as well as 

the deceased. The occurrence took place on a day, about 1 ½ years ago at the 

house of the deceased. On the following day morning of the day of occurrence, he 

came to know from the villagers that the accused killed his father at home. Police 

investigated the case. On the following day, at noon time, when he was returning 

from his work place, he saw the police investigating into the case at the house of the 

deceased. Police obtained his signature on a seizurememo vide Ext. 2 and Ext. 2(1) 

is his signature. He has not seen the article, which was seized by the police. During 

cross-examination PW 7 has stated that he do not know the facts and circumstances 

in which the deceased died. He has also stated that at the time of obtaining his 

signature in Ext. 1 it was not written.   

19. In the instant case the prosecution side could not examined the Investigating 

Officer of this case as prosecution witness as he was reported to be suffering from 

psychiatric problem and he was not in a position to respond.          
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20.    In a trial involving an offence under section 302 of the Indian penal code, the 

prosecution side must prove following:- 

(a) That the death of a human being has actually taken 

place 

(b) Such death has been caused by, or in consequence of, 

the act of the accused. 

(c) Such act was done with the intention of causing 

death; or it was done with the intention of causing such 

bodily injury as- 

   (i)  The accused knew to be likely to cause 

death; or 

  (ii) was sufficient in the ordinary course of 

nature to cause death 

(d) or the accused caused death by doing an act known 

to him to be so imminently dangerous that it must in all 

probability cause- 

  (i)  death 

  (ii) such bodily injury as is likely to cause death 

(e) the accused having no excuse for incurring the risk of 

causing such death or injury. 

 

 

21.  In the instant case, almost all the witnesses have deposed that they had seen 

the dead body of Tiku Bhuihar lying in the court-yard of his house with injuries over 

his bodies. Exhibit No.1, which is the post-mortem examination report clearly 

mentions that Tiku Bhuihar died due to haemorrhage and shock as a result of injuries 

sustained by him. Thus the fact of unnatural death of Tiku Bhuihar is not in dispute. 

The “corpus delicti” is not disputed in the instant case. 

 

22.   Now, the question is as to whether such death has been caused by, or in 

consequence of, an act of the accused. On careful scrutiny the evidence on record, it 

appears that there is no eye witness in this case. However, there is an extra-judicial 

confession of the accused before his own mother, who is the first informant of this 

case and who has deposed before this Court as PW 1. None of the other witness has 

directly witnessed the incident though all of them have seen the dead body and have 

heard that the accused has killed his father. It also appears though the seizure memo 

was exhibited in this case as Ext. 2 which shows that the “dagger” of 1 ft 2 inch 
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length with a wooden handle, was seized on being produced by the Smti Bina 

Bhuihar, who was the first informant of this case, however, the weapon of offence, 

i.e. the dagger was not exhibited by the prosecution side. Learned counsel for the 

defence has argued that the prosecution side has miserably failed to prove the 

charge against the accused person as there is no eye witness in this case. However, 

it appears from the evidence as discussed in foregoing paragraphs that the accused 

has confessed his guilt before his own mother and the mother has deposed before 

this court regarding that fact.  

 

23.  The testimony of PW 1 to the effect that the “accused told her that in the 

midst of quarrel he killed his father” could not be demolished during her cross-

examination by the defence. On perusal of the testimony of Doctor, it appears that 

the deceased suffered from multiple injuries all over his body as described in 

paragraph No. 17 herein before. These injuries were antemortem in nature and 

considering the nature of injury, it can be held without hesitation that such injuries 

cannot be self inflicted injuries. Thus,s someone must have inflicted those injuries. In 

the instant case when the mother is herself stating that her son has stated before her 

that “in the midst of quarrel he killed his father”, I do not see any reason disbelieve 

her testimony, more so, when such testimony has remained uncontroverted during 

cross-examination. There cannot be a ground for a mother who has already lost her 

husband, to depose falsely implicating her son in the crime. The extra-judicial 

confession of the accused before his own mother, can be in my considered opinion 

relied upon.              

 

24. It is also in the evidence of PW 3 that the accused fled away from home after 

the incident. In the First Information Report, which is not exhibited by the 

prosecution side, it is also mentioned that the accused fled away after killing his 

father. PW 3 has also stated that it is the villagers who apprehended the accused and 

later on, handed over him to the police. Learned Public Prosecutor has argued that 

the conduct of the accused after the crime is relevant in this case. There was no 

reason for the accused to run away after the crime had he been innocent.      



Page 9 of 14 

 

 Sessions Case No 93 OF 2013 Page 9 

 

25.  In “Sharad Birdhichand Sarda v. State of Maharashtra” reported 

in  MANU/SC/0111/1984 : (1984) 4 SCC 116, Hon‟ble Supreme Court of 

India has laid down the five principles as regards the proof of a case based on 

circumstantial evidence. Hon‟ble Apex Court has reiterated those principles 

time and again. They are: 

(1) the circumstances from which the conclusion of guilt is 

to be drawn should be fully established. 

xxx xxx xxx 

(2) the facts so established should be consistent only with 

the hypothesis of the guilt of the accused, that is to say, 

they should not be explainable on any other hypothesis 

except that the accused is guilty, 

(3) the circumstances should be of a conclusive nature and 

tendency, 

(4) they should exclude every possible hypothesis except 

the one to be proved, and 

(5) there must be a chain of evidence so complete as not to 

leave any reasonable ground for the conclusion consistent 

with the innocence of the accused and must show that in all 

human probability the act must have been done by the 

accused. 

26.   There are a number of other Judgements of Hon‟ble Supreme Court of 

India laying down a law regarding requirement of proof necessary in criminal case 

wherever the prosecution cases wholly based on circumstantial evidence. Very 

recently Hon‟ble Supreme Court of India in “Raja Vs. State of Haryana” reported 

in MANU/SC/0412/2015 has reiterated the principles laid down by the Apex Court 

in earlier Judgments (“ Padala Veera Reddy Vs. State of Andhara Pradesh” 
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reported in 1989 Supp (2) SCC 706, “Balwindar Singh Vs. State of Punjab” 

reported in 1995 Supp (4) SCC 259) as follows:-     

“When a case rests on circumstantial evidence, the 

Court has to be satisfied that the circumstances from 

which an inference of guilt is sought to be drawn, 

must be cogently and firmly established; those 

circumstances should be of a definite tendency 

unerringly pointing towards guilt of the accused; the 

circumstances, taken cumulatively, should form a 

chain so complete that there is no escape from the 

conclusion that within all human probability the 

crime was committed by the accused and none else; 

and the circumstantial evidence in order to sustain 

conviction must be complete and incapable of 

explanation of any other hypothesis than that of the 

guilt of the accused and such evidence should not 

only be consistent with the guilt of the accused but 

should be inconsistent with his innocence.” 

 

27.    In the instant case the circumstances which appears in the evidence are – 

that the deadbody of the deceased Tiku Bhuihar was found in the court-yard with injurymarks 

over the body and the accused telling his mother that he killed his father in the midst of 

quarrel and thereafter, the accused fleeing away from the crime scene and later on, he was 

apprehended by the villagers. These circumstantial evidence, though appear to be very few, 

however, taken cumulatively, they form a chain so complete that there is no escape 

from the conclusion that within all human probability the crime was committed by the 

accused and none else. The circumstances as discussed above are incapable of any 

other hypothesis other than that of the guilt of the accused. 

 

28.   Now, the question is as to whether such act was done with the 

intention of causing death; or it was done with the intention of causing such bodily 

injury that the accused knew to be likely to cause death; or was sufficient in the 

ordinary course of nature to cause death. As there is no eye witness in this case, the 

intention is to be gathered from the evidence which is before the Court and the best 

evidence is Post-Mortem report, which is exhibited as Ext. 1. It appears that the 
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deadbody of the deceased bore marks of multiple injuries over his arm, elbow, wrist 

joint, chest, thigh, even there are injuries over the internal organs like pleura, 

paricardium and fracture of 2nd rib as well as fracture of sternum on the left side. The 

injuries itself indicates that the assault on the deceased was with an intention of 

causing his death or to cause such bodily injury which is likely to cause death and 

was sufficient in ordinary course of nature to cause death. Therefore, only on the 

basis of the injuries suffered by the deceased, I am constrained to hold that the 

accused intended to cause death of his father.      

 

29. Learned State Defence counsel has argued that the first informant of his case, 

who is the mother of the accused as well as wife of the deceased, has very 

specifically stated that there was a quarrel between the accused and the deceased 

and the deceased was a short-tempered man and used to scold at the family 

members for trivial reasons. Similarly, PW 4 Sanika Bhuihar has also deposed that the 

deceased and his son used to frequently involve in quarrel. Learned counsel for the 

defence has argued that the circumstances show that there might have been a 

sudden fight in the hit of passion upon a sudden quarrel in between the accused and 

the deceased. Considering the testimony of the witnesses discussed in foregoing 

paragraphs, I am of the view that the circumstantial evidence indicates probability of 

sudden fight in the hit of passion upon a sudden quarrel between the accused and 

the deceased. Though, no direct evidence is there for the same, however, as the 

case is entirely based on circumstantial evidence, accused is also entitled to get the 

benefit of circumstances, which are in his favour. Therefore, I agree with the 

submissions made by the learned State Defence Counsel and hold that the instant 

case falls under Exception 4 to section 300 of the Indian Penal Code.  

 

30.  In view of the above discussion, the accused Sri Surjya Bhuihar is found 

guilty of committing culpable homicide not amounting to murder of his father Sri Tiku 

Bhuihar, under Part-1 of Section 304 of IPC. I, accordingly convict the accused Surjya 

Bhuihar under section 304 Part- I of the Indian Penal Code. 

 

31. I have heard the learned Public Prosecutor, learned State Defence Counsel as 

well as the convicted accused in person on the question of sentence. The accused is 
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repenting on his deeds, and he has stated that he is a young person of 22 years of 

age and he has whole life ahead of him and he will reform himself. He has also 

stated that there is an old mother and two younger brothers as well as younger 

sisters whom, he has to look after. Learned Public Prosecutor has also submitted that 

under the facts and circumstances of this case, The Court may perhaps be lenient 

towards the convict in imposing the sentence. Learned State Defence Counsel has 

submitted that a total punishment of 3 (three) years may be imposed on the 

accused. Considering the submissions of learned counsel of both sides as well as the 

statement of the accused, I am of the opinion that as the accused is a young person 

and has his whole life ahead of him and there is scope of reformation, a lenient 

punishment on the accused may, perhaps, serve the cause of justice.  Considering 

this case in its entirety, I hereby, sentence the convict Surjya Bhuihar to undergo 

Rigorous Imprisonment for a period of 5 (five) years and also to pay a fine of Rs. 

5000/- (five thousand only) in default of payment of fine, he shall undergo further 

Simple Imprisonment for 2 (two) months. The period of detention already undergone 

by the accused shall be set off against the sentence imposed.       

  

32.      In the instant case the victim namely Sri Tiku Bhuihar, who was killed, was a 

daily wage earner and it appears that his four minor children and his wife were his 

dependent. The only other earning member of the family was the accused himself 

who has been detained since last more than two years and, now, who has serve out 

the sentence imposed on him. It appears that the dependent of the victim may 

require financial assistance. Therefore, it is hereby, recommended u/s 357-A Cr.P.C. 

that the District Legal Services Authority, Sonitpur, shall give appropriate 

compensation to the wife of the deceased, Smti Mina Bhuihar, as well as his minor 

children within two months of the date of receipt of this Judgment by the District 

Legal Services Authority, Sonitpur. As the schedule provided in Assam Victim 

Compensation Scheme, 2012 mentions that an amount of Rs. 2,00,000/- (Rupees two 

Lakhs only) may be awarded to the victim, who suffered loss due to death. 

Therefore, it is directed that, in interim, District Legal Services Authority, Sonitpur, 

shall pay an amount of Rs.50,000/- (Rupees Fifty thousand only) to Smti Mina 

Bhuihar within a period of one month from the date of receipt of the Judgment which 
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shall be adjusted against the final quantum of compensation decided by the District 

Legal Services Authority, Sonitpur.    

 

33.     The accused/convict has been informed about his right to appeal against this 

judgment before the Hon‟ble Gauhati High Court.   

  Let a copy of this Judgment be given free of cost to convicted accused 

immediately.  

  Let also a copy of this Judgment be forwarded to the District Magistrate, 

Sonitpur, Tezpur u/s 365 Cr.P.C.   

 Given under my Hand and Seal of this Court on this 4th day of July, 2015. 

 

 

 

(Mridul Kumar Kalita) 

SESSIONS JUDGE 
SONITPUR: TEZPUR 

 Dictated and corrected by me 

 

 

 

(Mridul Kumar Kalita) 
SESSIONS JUDGE, 
SONITPUR :: TEZPUR 
 

 

Dictation taken and transcribed by me:  

 

Smt. R. Hazarika,Steno     
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APPENDIX 

 
Prosecution Witness 

 
1.  Prosecution Witness No.1 :-    Smt. Mina Bhuihar,   
2.  Prosecution Witness No.2 :- Sri Motiram Bhuihar, 
3.  Prosecution Witness No.3 :- Sri Mangal Bhuihar, 
4.  Prosecution Witness No.4 :- Sri Sanika Bhuihar, 
5.  Prosecution Witness No.5 :- Sri Budhu Kurua, 
6.  Prosecution Witness No.6 :- Dr. Biswajit Das, MO 
7.  Prosecution Witness No.7 :- Sri Lohit Das, 

 
 

EXHIBITS 
 

1.  Exhibit No.1 :- Post – Mortem Report. 

2.  Exhibit No.1(1) & 1(2) :- Signature of Doctor. 

3.  Exhibit No.2   :- Seizure memo.    

4.  Exhibit No.2(1) :- Signature of Lohit Das.  

 

 

( M. K. Kalita ) 

SESSIONS JUDGE 
SONITPUR : TEZPUR 

 


