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IN THE COURT OF THE SUB-DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE (S),   

                  SONITPUR, TEZPUR 

   G.R. CASE No. 382/2014 

                                  U/S 379/411/34 IPC 

               State 

                                              Vs 

1.  Mintu Bania 

2. Pranay Saha                             .……Accused Persons 

 

PRESENT: Sri B. Acharyya, LL.M., A.J.S. 

                  Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate (S), Sonitpur, Tezpur 

Appearances: 

For the Prosecution:             Sri R. Goswami, Ld. APP.  

For the Defence:                  Sri P.K Sarmah, Ld. Adv. 

Charge framed on:                  09.02.2016 

 

Date of Evidences:        22.06.2016, 17.08.2016, 28.06.2017, 10.11.2017 & 

18.06.2019 

Date of Argument:                13.09.2019 

Date of Judgment:                20.11.2019 

                                 J U D G M E N T 

1.  The Prosecution case in brief is that one Sunil Kumar Singh on behalf of Rajdoot 

Roadways Pvt. Ltd has filed an FIR on 15.02.2014 stating, inter alia, that on the same 

day early morning in course of tracking GPS they noted that their vehicle No. AS 01 

EC 6049 is plying on different route which was supposed to go to Golaghat and on 

going through GPS route tracking, they found that the vehicle was detained at 

Mazgaon Road for approximate 03 (three) hours in early hours of 15.02.2014 and 
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they found that antisocial miscreants have hijacked the vehicle and unloaded 

materials at Universal Enterprise Tezpur and left vehicle in abandoned condition at 

Boragaon. Hence this case was filed. 

 

2.  The O.C Tezpur P.S on receiving the FIR registered a case vide Tezpur P.S Case No. 

188/14 under Sections 379/411 of the Indian Penal Code. After investigation, the I.O 

laid down the Charge sheet under Sections 379/411 of the Indian Penal Code against 

accused persons Mintu Bania and Pranay Saha for trial.  

 

3.  On appearance before the court, accused persons were furnished with copies of 

relevant documents u/s 207 of the Cr.P.C. Upon perusal of the case record and on 

hearing the Learned Counsels for both sides, charge u/s 379/411/34 of Indian Penal 

Code was framed and the same were read over and explained to the accused persons 

and they pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried.  

 

4.  The Prosecution examined 10 (ten) witnesses including the informant of this case and 

thereafter Ld. APP has prayed to close the evidence of prosecution and accordingly, 

prayer was allowed. 

 

5.  The examination of the accused persons’ u/s 313 of the Cr.P.C was done to which they 

denied the questions put to them. The accused persons declined to adduce any 

evidence in their defence. 

 

6.  Heard the arguments put forward by the learned counsel for the accused persons’ and 

the learned APP for the State and also perused the evidences and materials on 

record.   

       POINTS FOR DETERMINATION: 

7.  The following Points have been taken up for determination and discussion in the case: 

 

1. Whether accused persons on 15.02.2014, in furtherance of their common 

intention, dishonestly move the vehicle without consent in order to commit theft 

of the contents of the vehicle near Mazgaon Road at Universal Enterprises, 

Tezpur and thereby committed an offence punishable under Section 379/34 of 

the Indian Penal Code? 

 

2. Whether accused persons, on the same date, time and place, in furtherance of 

their common intention, restrained the said vehicle knowing it to be stolen and 
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thereby committed an offence punishable under Section 411/34 of the Indian 

Penal Code? 

        DISCUSSION, DECISION & REASONS THEREOF: 

8.  Informant Sri Sunil Kumar Singh as PW 1 had deposed that he does not know the 

accused persons standing in the dock. On 14.02.2014 a truck of their company 

Rajdoot Roadways Pvt. Ltd. Bearing No. “AS-01 AS 6049” was loaded from Spey 

Bottles Pvt. Ltd., Azara with 550 cases of MCD No. 1 whiskey and was supposed to go 

to RS Bonde Warehouse, Golaghat. On 15.02.2014 he got a call from Guwahati Head 

office that the GPRS location of their truck was shown at Mazgaon at Universal Bonde 

Warehouse. Then he along with the police personnel went to the said Universal Bonde 

Warehouse and found a 709 truck bearing No. “AS-12A 2892”, a white color Tata 

Magic vehicle bearing No. “AS-05C-2532”, a white colour Bolero pick up vehicle 

bearing No. AS-12 E 4214 being loaded with the materials of their truck and the 

remaining balance stock was found in the warehouse. From the batch number of the 

materials he could identify the materials of their truck. Then the GPRS location of 

their truck was shown at Bihuguri and accordingly their truck was held at Bihuguri. 

Ext. 1 is the ezahar wherein Ext. 1 (1) is his signature. Ext. 2 is the seizure list 

wherein Ext. 2(1) is his signature. 

 In his cross examination, PW 1 has stated that he is not the owner of the stolen 

goods but being the carrier, he has to keep note that the goods are delivered safely. 

The stolen truck bearing number “AS-01 AS 6049” was not in his name and it was in 

the name of his company Rajdoot Roadways Pvt. Ltd. After the recovery of the stolen 

articles and the truck, he has lodged Ext. 1. He exactly does not remember the 

quantity of articles in the cases. The batch numbers of the articles are mentioned in 

the Invoice No. From Universal Bonde Warehouse, almost 230 cases were recovered. 

He denied that he has no legal authority to file this case and that their truck articles 

were not recovered from Universal Bonde Warehouse, Mazgaon. 

9.  Sri Surendra Nath Barman as PW 2 had deposed that in the year 2014, when he came 

to Tezpur Head Office, he came to know that vehicle carrying liquor was missing and 

it was found at Universal Bonded Warehouse, Mazgaon. Then when he reached the 

said warehouse, he saw the bottles of liquour in the verandah and few in the vehicles 

parked outside the Universal Bonded Warehouse. Thereafter police seized the bottles 

of liquor. Ext. 3 is the seizure and Ext. 3(1) is his signature. 

 In his cross examination, PW 2 has stated he works under Rangapara Circle and 

Tezpur does not lie under his jurisdiction. He did not submit any document which 

shows that higher authority had asked him to go to Tezpur circle. Almost 550 cases of 
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liquor were seized. Ext. 3 was prepared in the place of occurrence and he has signed 

it in between 11:45 A.M -12:00 Noon. The warehouse was closed when they reached 

the place of occurrence. From the verandah of the warehouse and the vehicles parked 

outside the warehouse, the articles were seized. He did not see the seized articles in 

the Court. He denied that seizure was not made as per law and he was not asked to 

go to the place of occurrence. 

10.  Sri Jayanta Borah as PW 3 had deposed that on 14.02.2014, he got information from 

police that some stolen foreign liquor was found in Universal Bonded Warehouse, 

Mazgaon. Then he along with one colleague Surendra Nath Barman went to the place 

of occurrence and found police there. Then police seized said liquors and he saw the 

seizure. Ext. 3 is the seizure list wherein Ext. 3(2) is his signature. Ext. 4 is the seizure 

list wherein Ext. 4(1) is his signature and Ext. 4(2) is the signature of Surendra Nath 

Barman which he knows. 

 In his cross examination, PW 3 has stated that he did not submit any document which 

shows that higher authority had asked him to go to the place of occurrence. The 

warehouse was closed when they reached the place of occurrence. From the 

verandah of warehouse and the vehicles parked outside the warehouse, the articles 

were seized. He did not see the seized articles in the Court. He denied that seizure 

was not made as per law and he was not asked to go the place of occurrence. 

11.  Sri Debajit Saikia as PW 4 had deposed that he has signed a document when a 

vehicle was seized. Ext. 5 is the seizure list wherein Ext. 5(1) is his signature. 

Cross examination of PW 4 was declined by defence. 

12.  Sri Kaushik Borah as PW 5 had deposed that he does not know the informant of this 

case. He knows the accused persons of this case personally. About 3 (three) years 

back while he was working in Excise Department and was working in Universal 

Bonded Warehouse, Mazgaon, he came to know that some liquor was seized from 

vehicle outside the said warehouse. Ext. 3 is the seizure list wherein Ext. 3(3) is his 

signature. 

 In his cross examination, PW 5 has stated that he does not know the details of the 

seized articles and from where it had come. 

13.  Hemanta Saikia as PW 6 had deposed that he does not know the informant but he 

knows the accused persons. About 1 ½ (one and half) years ago he was a driver at 

Tezpur. One Bolero Pick up van was seized by police and kept at Mahabhairab OP and 

they also seized his license and RC.  
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      In his cross examination, PW 6 has stated that accused persons are the resident of 

Tezpur.  

14.  Chandan Das as PW 7 had deposed that he does not know the informant but he 

knows the accused persons. On 15.02.2014 during morning time, when he was 

sleeping in the labour room, one Mintu came and asked him to unload a truck 

standing in the front of Universal Godown. Said truck was loaded by 550 cases of 

wine (whisky) but he refused to do that as In-charge of godown Shyam Kalita is not 

present. Later he called Shyam Kalita and Shyam Kalita told him to unload the truck 

and accordingly he unloaded the three vehicles. He further stated that in connection 

with the said incident he had deposed statement before the Court. Ext. 6 is his 

statement u/s 164 of Cr. P.C wherein Ext. 6(1) and Ext. 6(2) is his signature. 

 In his cross examination, PW 7 has stated that he was working as a labour at 

Mazgaon for last six years. On the day of incident five other labourers were present. 

He further stated that till now he is working there as a labourer. Police did not record 

his statement and he had deposed for the first time in the Court at the time of giving 

evidence. He also stated that Tula Ram Saikia and Hemanta Saikia were also present 

along with him. He stated that he did not depose before police whatever he has 

stated before the court. He denied that Mintu did not ask them to unload the godown. 

He also denied that his statement u/s 164 Cr.P.C is false. 

15.  Jitu Deka as PW 8 had deposed that he does not know the informant but he knows 

the accused persons. On 15.02.2014 at about 5:00 A.M while they were sleeping at 

the labour room of Universal Warehouse, then one Mintu came asked them to unload 

the truck wherein 550 case of No. 1 Whisky from the truck was standing in front of 

the godown and he told Mintu that when godown In-charge Shyam Kalita will come 

they will unload it. Later when they called Shyam Kalita, he came and asked them to 

unload the truck and accordingly they unloaded the three vehicles. He further stated 

that in connection with the said incident he had deposed his statement in the Court. 

Ext. 7 is his statement recorded u/s 164 of Cr.P.C wherein Ext. 7(1) and Ext. 7(2) is 

his signature. 

       In his cross examination, PW 8 has stated that they normally do the loading and 

unloading work in the trucks. He does not remember the truck number from where 

they unloaded the articles. He further stated that he did not depose the said facts to 

the police and the facts stated today is for the first time he has stated. PW 8 also 

does not know who the owner of cartons which they unloaded was. 

16.  Shyam Kalita as PW 9 had deposed that he does not know the informant but he 

knows the accused persons of this case. The incident took place on 15.02.2014 and at 
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that time he was working at Mazgaon Universal Warehouse as a Godown In-charge. 

One Jitu Deka who is a labourer informed him that a vehicle containing No. 1 whisky 

has come and is required to be unloaded. He asked him who asked to unload and Jitu 

said one Mintu Bania has told to do that. He met Mintu Bania at first and he told him 

that Mintu was told by Pronoy Saha. He further stated that Pronoy Saha is the owner 

of Universal Warehouse. He denied doing that because Pronoy Saha did not tell him 

directly. He was not present at that time. Mintu then called Pronoy Saha over phone 

who told him to unload the goods in three different small trucks, one is 709, Bolero 

and Chota haathi. The goods were unloaded with the help of labourers. PW 9 does 

not know where from the goods has come. Since he is just an employee he did as per 

the order of his owner Pronoy Saha. At 10:00 A.M they all again reach the warehouse. 

Police seized the alcohol bottles. Ext. 3(4) is his signature in the seizure list. He does 

not know where from those goods have come but he knows that since there was no 

permit those goods were seized by police. Ext. 8 is his statement recorded u/s 164 of 

Cr.P.C wherein Ext. 8(1), Ext. 8(2) and Ext. 8(3) are his signature. 

      In his cross examination, PW 9 has stated that he is still working there. Everyday such 

types of vehicle come to load and unload goods. He does not know the number of the 

vehicle. The labourers loaded the goods from their vehicle to company’s vehicle. PW 9 

does not know the quantity of goods. He further stated that police seized the goods 

from the vehicle of Universal Warehouse and he signed the seizure list. Before putting 

his signature, police read over the seizure list telling him that since the goods were 

out of permit, therefore those were seized. But police did not inform him how many 

bottles were there. He does not remember if other persons were present there. He 

did not talk to Pronoy Saha from his phone, rather Mintu called Pronoy Saha. PW 9 

did not maintain any register. He denied that he talked to Pronoy Saha over phone 

and he does not remember the date when he was brought before the Magistrate. He 

also denied that he deposed falsely about Pronoy Saha giving them direction to 

unload the goods. 

17.  I.O Pradeep Kumar Baruah as PW 10 had deposed that on 15.02.2014 he was posted 

as I/c Tezpur Mahabhairab Outpost. G.D Entry was made vide No. 309 dated 

15.02.2014 by Sri Sunil Kumar informing that one of their truck bearing “AS-01 EC 

6049” was coming from Guwahati to Golaghat and at Kaliabor their truck became 

traceless which was coming with McDowell’s wine bottles. GPS was installed in the 

said truck and through GPS they tracked that from Kaliabor truck came to Mazgaon, 

Tezpur and then went to Thelamara and then they recovered the truck being empty at 

Thelamara. But driver and handyman was not found at the truck as informed by Sunil 

Kumar. On that day upon receipt of G.D entry he came at Universal Warehouse and 
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found 550 cartoons of wine. Then he seized 180 cartons of wine from said warehouse 

and kept in the verandah. 1 (one) truck vide No. “AS-05 C 2532” was found in front of 

Universal Bond from where he seized 120 cartons of wine. Thereafter he seized 100 

cartons from one Bolero No. “AS-12 E 4214” and then one 707 vehicle “AS-12 E 2892” 

from where he seized 150 cartons of wine. He prepared seizure list then and there at 

Universal Bond and made four seizure lists. Ext. A is the seizure list wherein Ext. A (1) 

is his signature. Ext. B is the seizure list and accordingly he also made Ext. C and Ext. 

D wherein Ext. B (1), Ext. C (1) and Ext. D (1) are his signature which he made at 

Universal Bond. Thereafter he recorded statements of witnesses and drew sketch 

map. Ext. E is the Sketch map wherein Ext. E (1) is his signature. “AS-01 EC 6049” 

truck was seized from Thelamara by him on the same day. Ext. F is the seized truck 

wherein Ext. F (1) is his signature. On that day at about 8:00 P.M., informant brought 

the driver and handyman from Amoni and they were medically unfit and admitted to 

KCH, Tezpur. On that day, Sunil Kumar gave FIR vide No. 188/14 u/s 379/411 of the 

Indian Penal Code. During investigation, it was found that Pronoy Saha, Mintu Bania 

and one Krishnakanta Mahanta were involved and they got bail from High Court. As 

he was transferred, one Biswajit Medhi filed charge sheet u/s 379/411 of the Indian 

Penal Code. Ext. G is the charge sheet and Ext. G (1) is the signature of Biswajit 

Medhi which he knows. Vide Court order seized articles were given in zimma to its 

owner.  

      In his cross examination, PW 10 has stated that there is no mention of any person in 

the FIR. There is no mention of the names of truck driver and handyman of the truck 

in the FIR. He investigated the case before FIR was registered. Mrinmoy Kalita is the 

owner of Universal Warehouse. Seized articles were found and seized at their 

respective places as aforesaid but he did not seize the same from any individual. He 

did not arrest the driver and handyman of those vehicles from which wine cartons 

were seized. Truck was not seized by Thelamara P.S. He did not examine the owner of 

the wine bottles. He cannot say who the owner of seized wine cartons is. FIR was 

given by Roadways. He denied that Pranay Saha and Mintu Bania were not involved in 

this case. 

18.  Upon appreciation of the evidences of the Prosecution witnesses available in the 

record, it is seen that most of the Prosecution witnesses are seizure witnesses and 

they specifically could not say about the actual incident. The most striking point about 

the alleged incident is that none has claimed the stolen articles since they were 

seized. Informant as PW 1 has clearly stated that he is not the owner of stolen goods 

and it can be ascertained that owner of those goods did not claim the goods at any 

point of time even by filing any FIR. Moreover the seized articles were not made 
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Material Exhibits by the Prosecution and these were not produced before the 

Prosecution witnesses for identification which is fatal to the Prosecution case. The 

batch number of seized articles was also not submitted in this case. PW 1 clearly 

stated that he exactly does not remember the quantity of articles in the cases 

recovered but again he stated that 230 cases were recovered. But PW 2 stated that 

550 cases were recovered. Hence it appears that there is contradiction amongst 

Prosecution witnesses with regard to the quantity of cases recovered and seized. PW 

1 again stated that batch numbers of seized articles are mentioned in the Invoice No 

but no such Invoice was submitted in this case. 

19.  It can be ascertained from the cross examination of PW 2 and PW 3 that they did not 

receive any order from higher authority to visit the place of occurrence during seizure. 

It can be ascertained further from the cross examination of Prosecution witnesses 

including PW 2 and PW 3 that when they reached the godown of Universal Bonded 

Warehouse it was closed and they saw the seized articles in the verandah of the 

warehouse and in the vehicle parked outside. in this context it can be ascertained that 

it can be presumed by any prudent man that when the godown was closed, goods 

would not be kept in the verandah more particularly when the goods are foreign 

liquors. With regard to the allegation that some goods were found in the vehicles 

parked outside the Universal Warehouse, it can be ascertained that employees of 

Warehouse who deposed in this case, clearly stated in their evidences that vehicles 

used to remain present in front of the godown almost all the time round the clock as 

they continuously remain engaged in loading and unloading of goods and more 

particularly goods are loaded and unloaded during night time. Thus in the absence of 

specific cogent evidence, it cannot be said that accused persons were involved in the 

loading and unloading of seized liquors on the day of occurrence.  

20.  It can be ascertained that PW 4 and PW 5 have only put their signature upon the 

seizure but they does not know anything about this case. They also do not know the 

reason why the goods were seized. PW 9 also stated that he was present at the place 

of occurrence but he only signed the seizure list. Moreover, PW 6 and PW 7 also do 

not know anything specific leading to the filing of this case and the seizure. They 

might have heard about the alleged incident or might have seen the seized articles 

but they do not know who the owner of said goods was. They also could not say the 

involvement of the accused persons or whether accused persons have committed any 

offence. It can further be ascertained that I.O did not record statements of PW 4, PW 

5, PW 6, PW 7 and PW 8. Hence it appears that nobody knows about the owner of 

the seized goods nor any one has claimed those goods.   
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21.  There is another cardinal point that has come up from the evidences and more 

particularly from the evidence of I.O that goods were seized at Universal Bonded 

Warehouse at Mazgaon, Thelamara but again goods laden truck was recovered from 

Thelamara. Thus there appear certain inconsistencies about the place of seizure and 

the recovery of the truck. There is no specific chain of proof or corroborative 

evidences and nothing in the evidences which leads us to form a complete chain of 

circumstances that goods seized were actually carried by that truck recovered at 

Thelamara. In another way there is no oral of documentary proof and corroborative 

evidences that truck recovered at Thelamara carried the seized articles which were 

seized at Mazgaon. I.O clearly admitted that truck was recovered empty at Thelamara 

meaning thereby that at the time of recovery truck was empty and it did not contain 

any articles.  

22.  Further, PW 10 clearly admitted that truck was not seized by Thelamara P.S. But it can 

be ascertained that had the truck being recovered at Thelamara P.S., it would have 

been recovered by Thelamara P.S upon information. However, there is a contradiction 

in this respect with regard to the evidence of I.O that I.O in his seizure has 

mentioned that two trucks were seized at Mazgaon near Universal Bonded Warehouse 

and another truck was seized in front of Mahabhairab Outpost. But again I.O in his 

evidence stated that truck was seized at Thelamara. But there is no documentary 

evidence that any of the three trucks was seized at Thelamara. Thus such 

contradictions which shake the entire Prosecution case casts doubt upon the entire 

process of search and seizure in this case.  

23.  It can be ascertained that drivers of said three vehicles from which articles were 

seized was not examined by the Prosecution. Moreover, owner of Universal 

Warehouse Sri Mrinmoy Kalita was also not examined by the Prosecution. I.O as PW 

10 clearly admitted that he did not arrest the driver and handyman of those vehicles 

from which wine cartons were seized. PW 10 did not examine the owner of the wine 

bottles and here lies the crux of the matter which tilts in favour of the accused 

persons as owner of wine bottles so seized should have been examined and more 

particularly when there is no FIR or missing entry by the owner in respect of theft of 

wine bottles. PW 10 as I.O cannot say who the owner of seized wine cartons is.  

24.  Again there appear two issues leading to this case both contradict each other. Firstly 

that version of informant in the FIR as well as in his evidence is that their truck was 

hijacked and goods were stolen. But contrary to this, some of the Prosecution 

witnesses including PW 9 has stated in their evidences that they heard that as truck 

has failed permit and permit had lapsed, hence said truck was seized. But one 
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photocopy of Permit submitted in this case clearly reveals that no such permit has 

lapsed rather permit was valid till 08.04.2018. Thus PW 9, as it appears, does not 

know anything about the incident.  

25.  To attract the ingredients of Section 379 of the Indian Penal Code, the first and 

foremost part is that said object stolen must have been stolen or taken away from the 

custody or possession of its lawful owner but in this case, it can be ascertained that 

no owner has appeared claiming the stolen goods or seized articles as of his goods. 

Nobody has ever claimed zimma of the seized articles claiming them as his articles. In 

this perspective, it cannot be said that Section 379 of the Indian Penal Code has been 

attracted against the accused persons. Accordingly, when Section 379 has failed, it 

cannot be said that accused persons have received stolen property in the form of 

seized articles and hence Section 411 of the Indian Penal Code does not attract 

against the accused persons.  

26.  Hence it can be said that Prosecution has failed to prove the allegation against the 

accused persons beyond reasonable doubt so as to conclude that it is the accused 

persons who has committed the alleged incident and has failed to prove the 

ingredients of Sections 379/411/34 of the Indian Penal Code. In view of above 

discussion and considerations, it can be said that accused persons are entitled to be 

acquitted of the offences under Sections 379/411/34 of Indian Penal Code and all the 

aforesaid Points for determination of this case are decided in favour of the accused 

persons.  

 

                                               ORDER 

 

Hence I hold that accused persons Mintu Bania and Pronoy Saha are not guilty of 

committing offences punishable under Sections 379/411/34 of the Indian Penal Code. 

Accordingly they are acquitted from the offences punishable under Sections 

379/411/34 of the Indian Penal Code are set at liberty forthwith. 

 

The bail bond of the accused persons shall stand cancelled and surety shall be 

discharged after the expiry of 6 (six) months period from today. 

 

The case stands disposed off on contest. 
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The Judgment is delivered in the open Court in presence of the accused persons and 

their Advocate. The Judgment is given under my hand and seal of this Court on this 

the 20th day of November, 2019. 

 

 

 

                                                                                     (B. Acharyya) 

                       SDJM(S), Sonitpur, Tezpur 
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                                                  Appendix: 

 

Prosecution Witness: 

PW 1:           Sri Sunil Kumar Singh            

PW 2:           Sri Surendra Nath Barman  

PW 3:          Sri Jayanta Borah   

PW 4:          Sri Debajit Saikia  

PW 5:          Sri Kaushik Borah 

PW 6:           Sri Hemanta Saikia 

PW 7:           Sri Chandan Das 

PW 8:           Sri Jitu Deka 

PW 9:           Sri Shyam Kalita 

PW 10:  Sri Pradip Kumar Baruah  

 

Documents Exhibited by Prosecution:  

Ext. 1:           FIR 

Ext. 1(1):       Signature of Informant 

Ext. 2:           Seizure list 

Ext. 2(1):       Signature 

Ext. 8:           Statement of Sri Shyam Kalita u/s 164 Cr.P.C 

Ext. 8(1):       Signature 

Ext. 8(2):       Signature 

Ext. 8(3):       Signature 

Ext. A:           Seizure list 
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Ext. A (1):      Signature 

Ext. B:           Seizure list 

Ext. B (1):      Signature 

Ext. C:           Seizure list 

Ext. C (1):      Signature 

Ext. D:           Seizure list 

Ext. D (1):      Signature 

Ext. E:           Sketch Map of P.O 

Ext. E (1):      Signature 

Ext. F:           Seizure list 

Ext. F (1):      Signature 

Ext. G:           Charge sheet 

Ext. G (1):      Signature of I.O 

 

Defence Witness: Nil 

Documents Exhibited by the defence: Nil    

 

 

 

                                                                                             (B. Acharyya) 

                                                             SDJM(S), Sonitpur, Tezpur 


