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J U D G M E N T 

Brief facts 

   Prosecution case as unfolded at the trial is that on 13-12-02, complainant 

Putul Saiki lodged an ejahar with Thelamara Police station, alleging inter-alia that on 

the night of 12-12-02 at about 11 p.m. accused Dharani Saikia assaulted his adopted 

father Jinaram Keot with lathi causing grievous injuries on his person and then threw 

him in to the well of his house, resulting into his death. 

On receipt of ejahar police registered a case vide Thelamara PS Case no 

46/02 u/s 326/302 IPC. Police started investigation and on completion of 

investigation submitted charge-sheet against the accused above named to stand trial 

u/s 302 IPC. 

The case came up before Ld JMFC Sonitpur, who on appearance of the 

accused furnished necessary copies and committed the case to the court of Hon‟ble 

Sessions Judge and Hon‟ble Sessions Judge transferred this case to this court for 

trial.   

On receipt of the case record and on appearance of the accused  this court 

considered the materials on record and upon hearing both the sides framed charge 

u/s 302 IPC against accused, Dharani Saikia and read over and explained to the 

accused to which he pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried. 

 Prosecution in order to bring home the charge against the accused examined 

twelve witnesses in all. On conclusion of prosecution evidence the accused was 

examined u/s 313 Cr.P.C. The circumstances appearing in the evidence against the 

accused were put to accused and necessary questions were also put to him. The 

accused totally denied the allegations against him. He also explained that on the 

date of occurrence he was in the house of deceased Jinaram keot who was his 

adopted father. The deceased and his wife, (his Borma and Bordewta respectively), 

quarreled with each other. His mother (Borma) went out of the house. His wife was 

also out of the house and he searched for his wife. His wife did not return home 

during night. Then he went to his bed to sleep. Next day in the morning he noticed 
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that his Bordewta, Jinaram Keot, had fallen into well and died. He also came to 

know that his son also sustained injuries. Further he stated that police came and 

arrested him. However, defence adduced no evidence what so ever.  

The point for determination:  

That you on 12-12-2002 at night at about 10.30/11 pm at village Borati 

under Thelamara  P S  committed murder by intentionally causing death of Jinaram 

Keot and thereby committed an offence punishable u/s 302 IPC. 

   I have gone through the evidence on record and heard argument of both 

sides. 

Discussion, Decision and Reasons Thereof: 

PW 1 is Sri Putul Saikia. He identified the accused in the dock and stated 

that knew the deceased Jinaram Keot. He deposed that the accused is the adopted 

son of the deceased. According to him the occurrence took place about 10 years 

back. On the date of occurrence at about 12‟0 clock at night he heard noise in the 

house of Jinaram Keot. Next day, in the morning at about 4:30-5 AM he along with 

co villagers went to the house of Jinaram Keot. He came to know from Jonaki Keot 

wife of deceased Jinaram Keot that quarrel had taken place between Jinaram Keot 

and accused Dharani Saikia, and the accused killed Jinaram Keot. Then he lodged 

ejahar in police station. Ext 1 is ejahar 1(1) his signature. Police came and pulled out 

the dead body of Jinaram from the well of his house, as shown by the accused. 

Then police conducted inquest on the dead body, Ext 2 is inquest report 2(1) his 

signature. Police recovered one bamboo lathi, one broken hurricane lamp and some 

pieces of broken glass. Ext 3 is seizure list 3(1) his signature. M Ext 1 is lathi and M. 

Ext 2 is lamp with pieces of broken glass. 

PW 2 is Dr. Kulendra Nath Deka. His evidence is that on 13-12-02, he was 

working as Senior Medical and Health Officer at K.C.H, Tezpur. On that day, he 

conducted Post Mortem examination on the dead body of one Jina Ram Keot, male, 

aged about 80 years, at 3.00 p.m. On 13-12-02 with reference to Thelamara P.S. 



P a g e  | 4 

 

Case No. 46/2002 u/s 302 / 326 IPC. The dead body was escorted and identified by 

UBC / 116 Bipul Basumatary and Binu Bhetta and his findings are as follows :  

EXTERNAL APPEARANCE : 

    Stout male body. Rigor Morits absent . Eyes and mouth were closed.  

WOUNDS : 

1. Incised wound over right temporal part of skull. 2” x 1” x 1” in size, Bone 

deep. 

2. Incised wound over the right parietal lobe. 4” x 2” x 1”, Bone deep. 

3. Lacerated injury over the left elbow. 2” x 1” x ½ “. Blood clot seen. 

    Abrasion present on face left side and arms left side. 

ABDOMEN: 

    Stomach contains food materials. 

On internal examination- 

   There is fracture of right parietal and temporal bone. Right temporal and 

right parietal lobes are ruptured. 

   Other organs were found healthy. All the injuries were ante-mortem in 

nature. 

OPINION 

   In his opinion, the death was due to head injury. Such type of head injury is 

sufficient to cause the death of the deceased. 

   Ext- 4 is the Post Mortem Report and Ext- 4(1) is his signature. Ext- 4(2) is 

the signature of the Joint Director of Health Services, which he knew from Official 

Correspondences.  

PW 3 is Smt. Jonaki Keot. Her evidence is that deceased is her husband and 

the accused was adopted by them . She deposed that the incident took place about 
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10 years back at about 11 p.m. On the day of the incident she was in her house but 

her husband told her to go out of the house. The accused thereafter assaulted her 

husband. The accused was living with them since his childhood. Further she deposed 

that there was altercation between accused and her husband but she cannot say 

over what was the matter. She also stated that earlier there was altercation between 

them over the issue of landed property. Later on, she came to knew that the 

accused killed her husband inside the room and threw him in to the well.   

PW 4 is Deboram keot. He identified the accused in the dock and stated that 

he knew deceased Jinaram Keot. He deposed that the occurrence took place about 

10 years back. On getting information about the occurrence he went to the house of 

Jinaram and he saw lot of people gathering at his house. He also saw dead body of 

Jinaram Keot lying in his court yard of his house. Then he left the place without 

enquiring about the incident. Prosecution declares this witness hostile. 

PW 5 is Lohit Keot. His evidence is that accused and the deceased are/were 

known to him. He also stated that the occurrence took place about 10 years back. 

One day in the morning he came to know about the occurrence and he went to the 

house of Jinaram Keot. He also stated that Jinaram Keot was found in the well of his 

house and the villagers came to the PO and after some time police also came. On 

interrogation the accused stated before police that he assaulted Jinaram and broke 

his hands and legs and then threw him into the well. He also stated that the 5 year 

old son of the accused also sustained injury on his person. 

   PW 6 is Sri Sarbeswar Mahanta. He identified the accused in the dock and 

stated that he knew deceased Jinaram Keot. He deposed that the incident took place 

at night but he came to about it on the next day in the morning. He heard that 

Jinaram Keot had died. He went to their house, where a lot of people gathered. He 

saw some persons asking accused Dharani Saikia about the incident. After 

sometime, police came there and took statement of accused Dharani Saikia. Then he 

confessed before the police that he had caused death of Jinaam Keot. The body of 

the deceased was recovered from the well of his house by the police on the basis of 

statement made by the accused. He heard that there was an altercation between 

the accused and the deceased at night and the accused after assaulting the 



P a g e  | 6 

 

deceased threw him into the well. He also saw injuries on the hand and thigh on the 

body of the deceased. Police held inquest. Ext- 2 is the Inquest Report and Ext- 2(2) 

is his signature.  

   PW 7 is Sri Premananda Borah. He identified the accused in the dock and 

stated that he knew deceased Jinaram Keot. He deposed that the incident occurred 

about 11 years back. One day in the morning he heard about death of Jinaram Keot. 

He went there and at that time police also came. As shown by the accused the 

deceased was recovered from well at the back of the house. They saw injuries on 

the dead body. Further he stated that police seized the bamboo lathi used by the 

accused to assault the deceased as shown by the accused. Ext- 3 is seizure list. 3 (2) 

his signature. 

   Ext- 8 is Girish Keot. He has deposed that the incident took place in the year 

2002 at night. On the next day in the morning he heard hulla in the village and went 

to the house of the deceased Jinaram Keot. He heard that Jinaram Keot had been 

killed by his adopted son Dharani Saikia. Police came and Jinaram‟s dead body was 

recovered from well of his house. He also stated that he heard that the accused 

after consuming alcohol had assaulted the deceased causing his death. Police seized 

the bamboo stick and one lamp. Ext – 3 seizure list and 3(3) his signature. 

  PW 9 is Budhan Ch. Borah. He identified the accused in the dock. He stated 

that he knew the complainant and the deceased. He deposed that the incident took 

place in the year 2002. One day in the night the accused had altercation with the 

deceased and wife of deceased came out of her house and stayed in his house 

during night. In the morning while she was about to go to her house she heard that 

her husband had died. Police was informed. When police came the accused told the 

people gathering in the place of occurrence that he had killed Jinaram and thrown 

him in to the well of the house. Police recovered the dead body from the well and 

conducted inquest. Ext- 2 is inquest report and Ext- 2(2) his signature.      

PW 10 is Hiren Bora. His evidence is to the effect that accused and 

deceased are known to him. About 10 years back one day in the morning he saw 

gathering of people in the house of Jinaram keot. He also stated that dead body of 
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Jinaram keot was found in the well of his house. Police came and pulled out the 

dead body from the well and held inquest. Ext. 2 is inquest and Ext. 2 (1) his 

signature. 

PW 11 is Bipul Basumatary. His evidence is to the effect that on 13-12-2002 

he was posted as constable in Thelamara P S. On that day he escorted dead body of 

Jinaram Keot to hospital for post mortem.  

PW 12 is Sri Ranjan Gogoi SI police. His evidence is that on 13.12.2002, SI 

Suren Mahanta was officer in charge of the Thelamara PS. On that day he received 

an ejahar from one Putul Saikia. A Case was registered at Thelamara P S and he 

took up investigation. During investigation he held inquest and took steps for post 

mortem examination of the dead body. He also prepared seizure list and seized one 

bamboo lathi and one broken lamp. He also drew sketch map and recorded the 

statement of witnesses. Ext. 1 is Ejahar and Ext. 1 (1) is signature of Suren Mahanta 

(Who is now dead). His signature is known to me.   

Ext. 3 seizure list and 3 (4) signature of Suren Mahanta. Ext. 5 dead body 

challan and 5 (1) signature of Suren Mahanta. Ext. 6 sketch map and 6 (1) is his 

signature.  

He also stated that on 25.06.2014 he received the case diary from SI Suren 

Mahanta as he was transferred. Accused Dharani Saikia was arrested by Suren 

Mahanta. On going through the case diary and on completion of investigation he 

submitted charge sheet against the accused person u/s 302 IPC. He also stated that 

he had knowledge about the seizure and before submission of charge sheet he also 

saw seized articles in the PS. M. Ext-1 is the seized lathi and broken lamp. 

Appreciation of evidence: 

In this case prosecution examined 12 witnesses including MO. and IO. PW 3 

is the wife of deceased Jinaram Keot. PW 1, 5 and PW 6 are neighbor of accused 

and deceased. Other non official witnesses are PW 5, PW 6 and PW 7, 8 and PW 9  

From the discussion of the evidence on record it appears that all the PWs 

have stated that the occurrence took place in the house of deceased Jinaram Keot. 
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They have also stated that accused Dharani Saikia is the adopted son of Jinaram 

Keot. PW 3 being wife of the deceased, her evidence is vital. She has stated that on 

the day of occurrence at night there was altercation between the deceased and the 

accused over landed property and her husband asked her to go out of the house. 

Further she stated that the accused assaulted her husband and as result he died. 

She has also stated that the accused after assault threw her husband in to well . 

However both in her chief and cross she has stated that when the occurrence took 

place she fell unconscious. She has denied defence suggestion that she has deposed 

falsely. 

All Other non official witnesses except P W 4 have stated that they on the 

next day in the morning they went to the house of the deceased and police was 

informed about the incident; when police came police recovered the dead body of 

jinaram keot from the well of his house. 

The PW 1 has specifically stated that police recovered the deadbody of 

jinaram keot from the well as shown by accused Dharani Saikia. PW 1 also 

witnessed the seizure of lathi when police seized it from the place of occurrence. He 

has also identified the seized lathi, M. Ext. 1 in the court.PW 9 is another vital 

witness. So far as his evidence is concerned he has testified that on the date of 

occurrence pw 3, wife of Jinaram stayed in his house as there was altercation in 

between Jinaram and the accused. 

Now I come to the evidence of mo and I O. The M O conducted post mortem 

examination on the dead boy of Jinaram Keot in civil hospital Tezpur In his evidence 

he has stated that on examination he found fracture of right parietal and temporal 

bone and also found other injuries on different parts of his body. He also opined that 

„the death was due to head injury. Further he opined that the head injury was 

sufficient to cause the death of the deceased. 

The I.O has in his evidence stated that during investigation inquest was held 

on the dead body and weapon of offence bamboo lathi was seized and then there 

was post mortem examination was one at hospital and statement of witnesses were 

recorded. Sketch map of PO was drawn.  
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On careful reading of the evidence on record, it transpires that PW 1, PW 3, 

PW 5, PW 6, PW 7, PW 8 and PW 9 have corroborated each other with respect to 

the fact that on the date of occurrence there was quarrel between accused and the 

deceased. They have also corroborated each other with respect to the fact that the 

deceased was recovered from inside from the well of his house.  

PW 5, PW 6, PW 7 and PW 9 have in their evidence stated that the accused 

made statement/confessed before police that he had assaulted Jinara Keot and 

threw him into the well of the house. They have also stated that that police seized 

the bamboo lathi as shown by the accused.  

These witnesses have been cross examined by the defence. However, 

nothing useful has been elicited from their mouth. In cross examination defence 

attempted to show that PW 3 became unconscious and she could not say as to what 

happened. According to defence, it is elicited from the witnesses that they did not 

see the occurrence.  

The Ld. Counsel for the accused during argument submitted that there is no 

direct evidence and as such the prosecution evidence is not sufficient to form 

complete chain of circumstances so as to prove the guilt of the accused. 

On the other hand ld. Addl. PP submitted that there is overwhelming 

evidence on record to prove the guilt of the accused. It is submitted that all the PWs 

except one have given evidence in cogent and consistent manner leaving no doubt 

in mind that the accused is the author of the crime.    

In the case in hand, we may note that though all the non official witnesses 

have given evidence describing circumstances regarding the incident, fact remains 

that none of the witnesses had seen the accused assaulting the deceased and 

throwing of the deceased into the well.  

So, I find that there is no direct evidence of eye witnesses in this case. But it 

is quite clear from record that the circumstances brought on record by the 

prosecution witnesses are strong enough to point to the guilt of the accused.  
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I have threadbare discussed the evidence of PWs and I find that from their 

evidence the following circumstances emerged:  

(i) PW 3, wife of the deceased, testified that on the relevant date at 

relevant time she was present in her house and she saw the quarrel 

between the accused and the deceased. 

 

(ii) PW 1, PW 3, PW 5, PW 6, PW 7, PW 8 and PW 9 testified that they 

were present in the house of the deceased when police recovered the 

dead body of Jinaram Keot from the well of his house on the basis of 

statement made by the accused before police.  

 

(iii) PW 5, PW 6, PW 7 and PW 9 have in their evidence stated that police 

seized the bamboo lathi as shown by the accused. They also stated 

that the accused made statement/confessed before police that he had 

assaulted Jinara Keot and threw him into the well of the house.  

 

(iv) The doctor on post mortem examination on the dead body of the 

deceased found injuries on the body of the deceased and opined that 

the deceased died due to the injuries sustained by him.  

(v) The IO and the seizure witnesses have proved the seizure of bamboo 

lathi and have also identified the lathi when produced in the Court.  

 

I have very carefully considered the facts and circumstances and the 

evidence on record. It is true that there is no eye witness account as far as the 

accused killing the deceased and throwing him into the well is concerned. But it is 

equally true that the circumstances brought on record by the PWs point to the guilt 

of the accused in as much as they are of conclusive nature. So in my considered 

opinion the evidence of PWs satisfies the test of circumstantial evidence. 

The settled position regarding conviction on the basis of circumstantial 

evidence as  propounded by Hon‟ble Supreme court is as follows.  
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(1) The circumstances from which the conclusion of guilt is to be drawn should be 

fully established. The circumstances concerned `must' or `should' and not `may be' 

established; 

(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. 

  Moreover, in the instant case the accused while examined u/s 313 Cr. PC 

admitted that he was present in the house of Jinaram Keot but denied that he 

assaulted Jinaram Keot and threw him into well. However, in my considered opinion 

the accused fails to give reasonable explanation as to the occurrence. Hence, the 

explanation given by the accused is not acceptable in the facts and circumstances of 

the case. The accused and the deceased was in the same house on the night of the 

occurrence and he owes an explanation u/s 106 of Evidence Act.    

 In the case of Sathyanarayan V. State Rep. by Inspector of Police, (Crl. 

Appeal No. 1539 of 2008), the Hon‟ble Supreme Court held “the principle is well 

settled. The provisions of Section 106 of the Evidence Act itself are unambiguous 

and categoric in laying down that when any fact is especially within the knowledge 

of a person, the burden of proving that fact is upon him. Thus, if a person is last 

seen with the deceased, he must offer an explanation as to how and when he parted 

company. He must furnish an explanation which appears to the court to be probable 

and satisfactory. If he does so he must be held to have discharged his burden. If he 

fails to offer an explanation on the basis of facts within his special knowledge, he 

fails to discharge the burden cast upon him by Section 106 of the Evidence Act. In a 
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case of circumstantial evidence if the accused fails to offer a reasonable explanation 

in discharge of the burden placed on him, that itself provides an additional link in the 

chain of circumstances proved against him. Section 106 does not shift the burden of 

proof in a criminal trial, which is always upon the prosecution. It lays down the rule 

that when the accused does not throw any light upon facts which are specially within 

his knowledge and which could not support any theory or hypothesis compatible 

with his innocence, the court can consider his failure to adduce any explanation, as 

an additional link which complete the chain. The principle has been succinctly in 

Naina Mohd., Re. AIR 1960 Mad.” 

In view of what has been discussed above I find that the circumstances 

brought on record are of conclusive nature and the facts are fully established and 

consistent with the hypothesis of the guilt of the accused and it excludes every 

hypothesis except the one proposed to be proved. I also find that the chain of 

evidence is so complete as not to leave any reasonable ground for the conclusion 

consistent with the innocence of the accused. It is established beyond doubt that the 

accused is involved in the killing of Jinaram Keot.  

Now let me examine, whether the act of the accused is murder or culpable 

homicide not amounting to murder. So, it would be appropriate to discuss provisions 

u/s 299 and 300 IPC. I may show the various clauses of the said sections as follows 

:   

Section 299 of IPC Section 300 of IPC 

A person commits culpable homicide if 

the act by which the death is caused is 

done 

Subject to certain exceptions culpable 

homicide is murder if the act by which 

the death is caused. 

      

INTENTION 

(a) With the of causing death ; or 

(b) With the intention of causing such 

bodily injury as is likely to cause death ; 

(1) With the intention of causing 

death, or 

(2) With the intention of causing 
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or 

(c) With the knowledge of that the 

act is likely to cause death 

 

such bodily injury as the offender knows 

to be likely to cause the death of the 

person to whom the harm is caused ; or 

(3) With the intention of causing 

bodily injury to any person and the 

bodily injury intended to be inflicted is 

sufficient in the ordinary course of 

nature to cause death; or 

 

     KNOWLEDGE 

(c) With the knowledge that the act 

is likely to cause death 

(4) With the knowledge that the act 

is no imminently dangerous that it must 

in all probability cause death or such 

bodily injury as is likely to cause death, 

and without any excuse for incurring the 

risk of causing death of such injury as is 

mentioned above. 

 

However, there are five exception to sec 300 IPC. 

Exception 1.- Culpable homicide is not murder if the offender, whilst deprived of the power of self-

control by grave and sudden provocation, causes the death of the person who gave the provocation or 

causes the death of any other person by mistake or accident. 

Exception 2.- Culpable homicide is not murder if the offender, in the exercise in good faith of the 

right of private defence of person or property, exceeds the power given to him by law and causes the 

death of the person against whom he is exercising such right of defence without premeditation, and 

without any intention of doing more harm than is necessary for the purpose of such defence. 

Exception 3.- Culpable homicide is not murder is the offender, being a public servant or aiding a 

public servant acting for the advancement of public justice, exceeds the powers given to him by law, 

and causes death by doing an act which he, in good faith, believes to be lawful and necessary for the 

due discharge of his duty a such public servant and without ill-will towards the person whose death is 

caused. 
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Exception 4.- Culpable homicide is not murder if it is committed without premeditation in a sudden 

fight in the heat of passion upon a sudden quarrel and without the offender‟s having taken undue 

advantage or acted in a cruel or unusual manner. 

Exception 5.- Culpable homicide is not murder when the person whose death is caused, being above 

the age of eighteen years, suffers death or takes the risk of death with his own consent. 

   Now, let me see whether the act which caused death of the deceased 

constitutes offence of murder punishable under section 302 IPC or it is an offence of 

culpable homicide not amounting to murder. Because each of the four clauses u/s 

300 IPC requires that the act which causes death should be done intentionally or 

with knowledge or means of knowing that death is a natural consequence of the act. 

Here intention to kill is not always necessary to make out a case of murder. A 

knowledge that the natural and probable consequence would be death will suffice 

for a conviction u/s 302 IPC.  

  The Hon‟ble Supreme Court in catena of Judgments has held as follows : 

    „To render culpable homicide is murder the case must come within 

the provisions of clause 1,2,3, or 4 of S. 300 and must not fall within any one of the 

five Exceptions attached thereto. An offence under section 302, I.P.C. presupposes 

an offence under section 299, I.P.C. But an offence under section 299, I.P.C. 

becomes an offence under section 302, I.P.C., if it is committed with the intention or 

knowledge described in the four clauses or either of the four clauses of section 300, 

I.P.C. If the requisite intention or knowledge under the several clauses of section 

300, I.P.C. is not proved, then the offence is one under section 299, I.P.C. provided, 

of course, the intention or the knowledge mentioned in clauses (a) to (c) of that 

section are proved.‟  

  

Here in this case on consideration of materials on record I find that the act of 

the accused causing death of the deceased comes within four clauses, specifically 

clause thirdly of Sec. 300 IPC and it is not covered by any one of the exceptions to 

the Section.    

   In view of my discussion and reasons above, I find that the accused did the 

act by which death was caused with intention of causing bodily injury to 
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Jinaram Keot and the bodily injury caused is sufficient in the ordinary 

course of nature to cause death of the deceased. 

Motive and Intention: 

   So far as motive is concerned in this case we find that there is evidence on 

record that the accused used to quarrel with the deceased over issue of landed 

property. Moreover, there is overwhelming evidence on record that the accused did 

the act with intention to cause death of the deceased.  So, I find that prosecution 

has not been able to bring on record motive for causing death of the deceased by 

the accused.  

   “ It is well settled that the motive may be considered as a circumstance 

which is relevant for assessing the evidence but if the evidence is clear and 

unambiguous and the circumstances prove the guilt of the accused, the same is not 

weakened even the motive is not a very strong one.” Bipin Kumar Mondal Vs. 

State of West Bengal – (S.C. Crl. Appeal No. 1247 / 2008) 

   In view of my discussion and reasons above I find that prosecution has been 

able to prove the charge u/s 302 IPC against accused Dharani Saikia beyond all 

reasonable doubt. 

 

O  R  D  E  R 

   In the result, I find accused Dharani Saikia guilty u/s 302 IPC. Accordingly, 

he is convicted there under.   

   Heard the accused on the point of sentence. The accused pleaded for mercy 

on ground that he has been in jail for about four years and he has wife and one 

minor child.  

   The accused is convicted u/s 302 IPC. So far as Sec. 302 IPC is concerned 

the minimum sentence is imprisonment for life and fine. However, considering all 

aspects I am inclined to impose the minimum sentence i.e life imprisonment. 
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   Accordingly, accused Dharani Saikia is sentenced to undergo rigorous 

imprisonment for life and to pay a fine of Rs. 2,000/- in default R/I for another 6 

(six) months u/s 302 IPC.  

  Let a free copy of Judgment be given to the accused free of cost. 

 Send a copy of judgment to District Magistrate, Sonitpur as provided u/s 365 

of Cr. P.C 

Given under my hand and seal this 27th day of November 2015. 

 

  ( S. DAS ) 

      
   Additional Sessions Judge, 

  Sonitpur :: Tezpur   

 


