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IN THE COURT OF THE ADDITIONAL SESSIONS JUDGE No.2 

SONITPUR :: TEZPUR 

 

Sessions Case No. 172 of 2012 

Under section 306 I.P.C 

(Arising out of G.R. Case No. 2160 of 2009)  

 

        State of Assam       

     –Vs–  

Md. Dilowar Hussain           ....  Accused. 

 

Present 
Ms. A. Ajitsaria, AJS,  

Addl. Sessions Judge No.2, Sonitpur, Tezpur  
 

  

Date of Evidence     : 12.09.2013, 22.04.2014, 13.06.2014, 07.08.2014, 29.10.2014,         

                               12.12.2014, 11.05.2015 

Date of Hearing      :   17.7.2015 

Date of Judgment   :   1.8.2015 

For the State          : Sri Khemraj Adhikary, Addl Public Prosecutor 

For the accused      : Smt Dulumoni Sinha 

 

J U D G M E N T 

 

1. The prosecution case, in a nutshell, is that Smt. Puneswari Hajong lodged an FIR 

on 22/11/2009 stating, inter-alia, that her daughter Roneswari Hajong was given 

marriage to Md. Dilowar Hussain 3 years prior to lodging of the FIR and out of the said 

wedlock a child was born. It was further stated that her daughter was pregnant for the 

second time when the accused married another women and since thereafter, the accused 

started inflicting physical and mental cruelty upon her daughter. It was further stated that 

subsequently on 19/11/09 she was informed by her daughter over telephone that the 

accused had threatened to kill her daughter. Thereafter on 20/11/09 at about 10 AM, the 

Gaon Bura informed her that her daughter had died. It was further stated that she 
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suspected that the accused had killed her daughter. On the basis of the said FIR, Sootea 

PS Case No.146/09 u/s 304 (B) IPC was registered. 

 

2. After due investigation, charge-sheet was submitted against the accused person, 

namely, Md. Dilowar Husain under section 306 I.P.C. 

 

3. The accused entered appearance and after observing necessary formalities, the 

offence being Sessions triable, was committed to the Court of Sessions for trial by the 

learned Chief Judicial Magistrate, Sonitpur, Tezpur.   

 

4. After hearing both sides and on perusal of the police report furnished u/s 173 of 

the CrPC, formal charge 306 I.P.C was framed, read over and explained to the accused to 

which he pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried. Hence, this trial. 

 

5. In support of the case, the prosecution examined 11 (eleven) witnesses and 

defence examined none. The plea of defence is of total denial.  

 

6. After closure of the prosecution evidence, the accused person was examined u/s 

313 of the CrPC. 

 

 

   POINTS FOR DETERMINATION 

 Whether the accused abetted the commission of suicide of his wife Roneswari 

Hajong on 19/11/2009 ? 

 

7.  I have carefully examined the evidence on record and heard arguments of both 

sides. 

 

DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF  

 

8. PW 1, Puneswari Hajong, stated that the accused was married to her daughter 

Roneswari Hajong (since deceased) and that she had a son.  PW 1 stated that the 

accused, at the relevant time was residing at Dhemaji, with them and her daughter was 

pregnant for the second time. PW 1 stated that after a few days the accused abducted a 
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lady and landed in his house at Chutia.  PW 1 further stated that the family members of 

the accused rang her daughter and informed her that the accused had abducted and 

brought a lady at their residence at Chutia and asked her daughter to return home to 

Chutia.  PW 1 stated that her daughter returned to Chutia, where she was beaten up by 

the accused. PW 1 stated that because of the cruelty meted to her daughter, she took 

shelter at Chutia P.S, later Police asked her daughter to go back to the house of the 

accused. PW 1 stated that her daughter returned to the house of the accused at night, 

her daughter rang her and asked  PW 1 to help her with money as she had no money for 

food or to sustain herself. PW 1 stated that she told her daughter that she was not in a 

position to go to Chutia or give her money. PW 1 stated that her daughter again rang her 

up at night at about 10 o’clock on the same day and informed her that she had been 

badly beaten up by the accused. PW 1 further stated that next morning she was informed 

by Khusia that the accused had beaten up and killed her daughter.  PW 1 further stated 

that the gaon bura too rang thereafter and informed her about the death of her daughter 

and asked her to go to Chutia. PW 1 stated that later on, the accused rang her to inform 

that her daughter died by taking medicine. PW 1 stated that he lodged FIR on 

22.11.2009.  

 

9. In cross examination, PW 1 stated that her daughter died about 3-4 years after 

her marriage but she did not know which medicine had caused the death of her daughter. 

PW 1 stated that she reached her daughter’s place at Chutia after 3 days of the 

occurrence. PW 1 stated that the accused used to live in their house along with her 

daughter for months together. When he was in their house, he used to keep her daughter 

properly. On return to Chutia from their house, her daughter died after about 2-3 days. 

PW 1 stated that after Khusia and gaon bura called her, she tried to call the accused but 

could not get through over telephone. Her daughter’s dead body was kept for three days 

and it was only after she had seen the dead body of her daughter, that it was cremated. 

PW 1 denied the suggestion that she did not tell the police that the family members of 

the accused rang her daughter and asked her to return to Chutia since the accused had 

brought another lady/girl home that her daughter had called and asked her to give 

money for her sustenance and her daughter had died, that the accused was not in Chutia 

at the time of death of her daughter and the accused came to Chutia on being informed 

by his family members that her daughter had died, that she filed FIR on suspicion only 

and falsely implicated the accused.  
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10. PW 2, Dr. Achindra Kr Baruah stated that on  20.11.2009 he was on duty at 

Kanaklata Civil Hospital and performed the post mortem on the body of Runu Begum and 

found the following: bleeding from both nostrils and presence of rigor mortis.  PW 2 

stated that other organs were found healthy and that she was 16 weeks pregnant. PW 2 

further stated that cause of death could not be ascertained and hence viscera (pieces of 

liver, right lobe, stomach and its contents and right kidney) was preserved for FSL 

examination. PW 2 stated that he could not draw any conclusion in respect of the cause 

of death vide the Post Mortem Report (Ext. 1).  

 

11. In cross examination, PW 2 stated that he had not mentioned the actual time of 

death in the Post Mortem Report and he could not say what was the result of FSL 

examination. 

  

12. PW 3, Md. Anwar Hussain stated that the accused was his younger brother. PW 3 

stated that the deceased Runu Begum was the wife of the accused who died in the year 

2009. PW 3 stated that the accused Dilowar and Runu went to the house of the mother 

of Runu about 10 days before the occurrence but Runu returned alone to Sootea. PW 3 

further stated that Runu asked the villagers whether the accused had married someone 

else and returned to Sootea. PW 3 stated that she asked his wife, Jamila Khatoon the 

same question. PW 3 stated that his wife replied that Dilowar had not returned with 

anyone. PW 3 stated that Runu went to the police station and lodged FIR to the effect 

that the accused had married someone else and kept another woman. PW 3 stated that 

The OC Sootea came to the village along with 6 police personnel to the house of Runu 

Begum. PW 3 further stated that police asked their father as to how many daughters in 

law he had. PW 3 stated that his father informed the police that he had two daughters in 

laws, Runu and Jamila. PW 3 stated that his father informed the police that Dilowar 

(Accused ) had gone to his mother in law’s house with Runu and had not returned. PW 3 

stated that his father gave Dilowar’s phone number to the police and the police rang up 

Dilowar and came to know that he was in Dhemaji. PW 3 sated that the Police scolded 

Runu for wasting their time. PW 3 further stated that in the afternoon Runu locked her 

room and went to rest after eating rice and when Runu did not come out of her room in 

the evening and they heard her 1/ ½ year old son crying from inside, they broke the door 

of the room and found Runu lying on the bed with froth coming out of her mouth and 
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they informed police. PW 3 stated that he along with other co villagers took Runu to 

hospital where she died in no time. PW 3 stated that the room in which Runu was found 

had a foul smell when they broke open the door and they had found a half empty bottle 

containing medicine like substance and a big mug.  

 

13. In cross examination, PW 3 stated that the accused and his deceased wife had 

good relation. PW 3 stated that he lived in the same compound as that of the accused but 

had a separate kitchen. PW 3 further stated that Runu’s mother’s house was in Dhemaji. 

PW 3 stated that the accused was called from Dhemaji after the occurrence.  

 

14. PW 4, Md. Sharif Rai, father of the accused stated that about 6 years back the 

accused and Runu were married at Joyrampur, Dhemaji in the Court and he brought both 

of them to Sootea to their house. PW 4 stated that after some time both the accused and 

Runu went to Dhemaji. PW 4 stated that he got the information that Runu was informed 

over telephone that the accused entered into second marriage and on hearing the same, 

Runu returned to Sootea and enquired whether the accused had married again. PW 4 

further stated that Runu went to the police station at Sootea and lodged a complaint 

against the accused.  PW 4 stated that Runu came back, cooked food and thereafter she 

locked herself in her room along with a child. PW 4 stated that when the child was crying, 

he called her from outside but she did not open the door. PW 4 stated that the child was 

crying loudly and then he took a kuthar and broke open the door, he saw that Runu was 

lying unconscious and the child was crying. PW 4 stated that there was a mug nearby and 

it was smelling. PW 4 further stated that he along with his elder son namely, Akhtar 

Hussain took Runu to Biswanath Chariali Hospital.  PW 4 stated that the doctor tried to 

administer saline on Runu but later he declared her dead. Inquest was conducted on the 

dead body of Runu as Ext.2.  

 

15. In the cross examination, PW 4 stated that his son and Runu were in Dhemaji for 

about 15 days and thereafter she returned to Sootea with the child and his son/the 

accused had not come with her/returned. PW 4 stated that his son was in Dhemaji as he 

used to work in Dhemaji itself but he could not say how Runu died. PW 4 stated that 

Runu did not quarrel with anyone but she only enquired with everyone whether his son 

had married again. PW 4 stated that the relationship between Runu and his son was good 

and his son constructed separate rooms for him and his wife, so that there was no 
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quarrel. PW 4 further stated that his son returned to Sootea after 3 days on the death of 

Runu.  

 

16. PW 5, Md Sharif Ansari stated that on the date of occurrence he had returned 

from Bihar and on hearing hue and cry, he went to the house of the accused and saw 

that the door was open and Runu was in a serious condition. PW 5 stated that she was 

lifted in a vehicle and was taken to the hospital, where she died. The defence declined to 

cross-examine PW 5.  

 

17. PW 6, Jamila Khatun stated that the accused was her brother in law and was 

married to Runu. PW 6 stated that Runu had gone to her mother’s house 2 weeks before 

the occurrence and then she returned to Sootea.  PW 6 stated that Runu locked herself 

inside and consumed poison. PW6 stated that when the child was crying , others opened 

the door and saw that she was lying there after consuming poison.  PW 6 stated that she 

was taken to the hospital where she died.  

 

18. In the cross-examination, PW 6 stated that Runu was loved and taken care of by 

the accused. PW 6 stated that Dilowar was not in the house when Runu consumed poison 

and that he was in his in-laws house. PW 6 stated that Runu was normal but behaved 

abnormally when she returned from Dhemaji.  PW 6 stated that she could not say why 

Runu consumed poison.  

 

19. PW 7, Smt Niba Hajong, stated that the accused introduced himself as Krishna 

Sharma and married Runu Hajong in the Court at Dhemaji, however later it transpired 

that the accused was not Krishna Sharma but he was Dilowar Hussain. PW 7 further 

stated that the accused brought Runu to his house at Sootea but did not allow Runu to 

put Sindoor on her forehead and the accused along with his family members inflicted 

cruelty on Runu. PW 7 stated that when Runu expired she was five months pregnant and 

she had a one and half year old son. PW 7 further stated that Runu’s mother, Puneswari 

informed her that Runu had died. PW 7 stated that on enquiry Puneswari informed her 

that Runu had lodged a case against the accused and the accused had told Runu that if 

she did not withdraw the case, he would kill Runu within 10 O’ clock, the same day. PW 7 

stated that on receiving the information of death of Runu, she along with her husband, 
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Puneswari and two other persons went to the house of the accused and saw the dead 

body of Runu. PW 7 further stated that neighbours informed that the accused and his 

family members conspired and killed Runu.  

 

20. In the cross-examination, PW 7 stated that Runu was her husband’s niece. After 

marriage both Runu and the accused were in the house of the parents of Runu. PW 7 

stated that her house was far away from the house of Puneswari, it took more than half 

hour to reach her house from the house of Puneswari. PW 7 further stated that when 

Runu used to stay in the house of Puneswari she used to take Sindoor but in the house of 

the accused she was not allowed to take Sindoor. PW 7 stated that she could not say 

whether the accused  visited the house of Runu before their marriage. PW 7 stated that 

she came to know about the marriage of the accused with Runu after 15 days of their 

marriage. PW 7 stated that Runu’s children were now in the house of the accused. PW 7 

stated that she met Runu twice after her marriage with the accused and she did not see 

accused inflict cruelty upon Runu and had only heard about the same. PW 7 further 

stated that she could not say whether any case was filed against the accused before the 

death of Runu. PW 7 stated that she did not know how Runu died. PW 7 denied that she 

did not state before the police that “On enquiry Puneswari informed her that Runu had 

lodged a case against the accused and the accused had told Runu that if she did not 

withdraw the case, he will kill Runu within 10 oclock the same day.”  PW 7 denied that 

she did not state before the police that the neighbours informed them that accused and 

his family members conspired and killed Runu, that the accused fraudulently introduce 

himself as Krishna Sharma and did not inflict cruelty on Runu and they had a love affair. 

PW 7 denied that at the time when Runu died the accused was in Dhemaji and he came 

on being informed that Runu had died. PW 7 denied that Runu committed suicide after 

suspecting that the accused had entered into a second marriage. 

  

21. PW 8, Sri Bishnudeb Hajong, deposed that the accused introduced himself as 

Krishna Sharma and he used to practise as a “bhej” and expressed his desire to marry his 

niece, Runu but they declined and accused said that he would give her medicines and 

take her away. PW 8 stated that later accused and Runu married in the Court and a male 

child was born out of wedlock. PW 8 further stated that at the time of death she was five 

months pregnant and heard that Runu died because the accused did atyachar/tortured 
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Runu. PW 8 stated that when they were informed that Runu died by consuming poison, 

he along with his wife, Puneswari and another person went to the house of the accused 

and saw that Runu was lying dead.  

 

22. In the cross-examination, PW 8 stated that he had deposed on the basis of what 

he heard and he did not have any personal knowledge about the occurrence. PW 8 stated 

that for many days the accused and Runu stayed in the house of Puneswari and the 

accused used to practise as a Bhej there. PW 8 further stated that the first child of Runu 

was born and brought up in the house of Puneswari. PW 8 stated that after Runu’s 

marriage, he had not met her for a long time. On the day Runu died, she had returned to 

the house of the accused from her mother Puneswari’s house. PW 8 stated that at the 

time, when, Runu was in Sootea, the accused was still in Dhemaji and he was not in 

Sootea. PW 8 stated that he could not say why Runu consumed poison.  

 

23. PW 9, Sri Samudra Baihya stated that on 12.5.2010 he was working as Senior 

Scientific Officer in the Directorate of Forensic Science Assam, Kahilipara and he received 

a parcel from Director FSL which was sent by SDPO Biswanath Chariali Sonitpur , Assam 

in connection with Sootea PS UD Case No. 16 of 2009 dated 20.11.2009 vide his Memo 

No. SDPO/BNC/56/20/2010 dated 10.5.2010. PW 9 further stated that when he opened 

the parcel he found 4 exhibits in four different containers which were marked by him as 

follows (i) one glass jar containing food contents of deceased Runu Begum marked as Ext 

No. TOX/347(a) (ii) one glass jar containing portion of liver of deceased Runu Begum 

marked as Ext No. TOX/347(b) (iii) one glass jar containing right kidney of deceased 

Runu Begum marked as Ext No. TOX/347(c) (iv) One plastic bottle containing sample of 

preservative saline water marked as Ext No. TOX/347(d). PW 9 stated that after careful 

examination following results were obtained: that Ext No. TOX/347 (b) and TOX /347 (c) 

gave positive test for organo chlorine insecticide.  PW 9 proved his report as Ext 3 and 

the forwarding letter as Ext 4. In cross-examination, PW 9 stated that the containers 

were sent in a cartoon and the cartoon was sealed.  

 

24. PW 10, Md Akhtar Hussain Rai deposed that on the date of occurrence after he 

had returned from his work at about 8-9 PM, Dilowar’s father, Sahid Rai shouted that his 

daughter in law /Runu had consumed poison and her small child was crying. PW 10 

further stated that many villagers gathered and Anwar was asked to break the door of 
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the room where Runu was and the child was crying. PW 10 stated that he saw Runu 

Begum sleeping, they looked for a car but did not get one. Then Rabani who had an 

ALTO car came and they sent Runu to Biswanath Chariali Hospital. PW 10 stated that 

next day in the morning, he learnt that Runu died.  

 

25. In cross examination, PW 10 stated that at the time of occurrence Dilowar was in 

the house of his mother-in-law at Dhemaji and that the accused used to reside in the 

house of his in-laws since after he was married with Runu. PW 10 stated that Runu was 

treated well by her in-laws. At the time of occurrence, Runu was in her “sasurbari” and 

Dilowar used to come in between and pay money to Runu. PW 10 stated that Dilowar 

was informed of the occurrence and called from Dhemaji. PW 10 stated that Runu was 

not in a condition to speak when she was taken to Biswanath Chariali. PW 10 stated that 

Dilowar Hussain and his wife used to reside separately from their parents/parent-in-law 

and could not say why Runu consumed poison.  

 

26. PW 11, Sri Arun Ch. Nath stated that on 20.11.2009 he was posted at Sootea PS 

and on the said day, an information was received from Anuwar Hussain that his daughter 

in law Runu Begum had committed suicide by consuming poison. PW 11 stated that the 

same was recorded as GDE No. 431 dated 20-11-2009 and UD Case No. 16/09 was 

registered. PW 11 stated that the OC endorsed the case to him for investigation. PW 11 

stated that he visited Biswanath Chariali Hospital where the victim Runu Begum had died. 

Inquest was conducted and Inquest report (Ext 2) prepared. Then the dead body was 

sent for post mortem vide dead body challan (Ext 5).  PW 11 further stated that he went 

to investigate in the parents’ house of the victim. PW 11 further stated that on 

22.11.2009, Purneswari Hajong lodged an FIR (Ext.6) at Sootea PS by putting her thumb 

impression and the same was registered as Sootea Case No. 146 of 2009 u/s 304 B IPC. 

PW 11 further stated that he visited the place of occurrence, prepared the sketch map 

(Ext 7), seized one bottle containing tyroin (Material Ext 1) vide Seizure List (Ext 8).  PW 

11 further stated that on completion of investigation he filed charge-sheet (Ext.9)  against 

the accused person u/s 306 IPC. 

 

27. In cross-examination, PW 11 stated that had not submitted the extract copy of the 

as GDE No. 431 dated 20-11-2009 along with the charge-sheet. PW 11 stated that he 
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started investigation on GDE 431. PW 11 stated that statement of witnesses was recorded 

on 20-11-2009 and the FIR was received on 7-30 PM on 22-11-2009. PW 11 stated that 

PW 1/Purneswari Hajong did not state before him that “the family members of the 

accused rang her daughter and asked her to return to Sootea since the accused had 

brought another girl/lady“; that “ her daughter had called her and had sought money 

from her to buy some things;  that “one Khusia had informed her over telephone that her 

daughter had died.”, that “neighbours had informed them that the accused and her family 

members had conspired and killed Runu.”  PW 11 stated that PW 7 Nibha Hajong did not 

state before him that “ the accused had told that if the case lodged by Runu was not 

taken back, the accused would kill Runu, within 10 o’clock the same day.”  PW 11 stated 

that prayer for sending the seized bottle for FSL examination was made on 12.11.2009. 

PW 11 stated that Seizure List (Ext.8) and Material (Ext.1) was not shown or produced 

before the Ld Magistrate. PW 11 stated that in FIR there was no endorsement of thumb 

impression and the writer of FIR, Kazi was examined by him but he had not shown him as 

witness. 

 

28. In the instant case the accused is facing charge for having abetted the 

commission of suicide by his wife Roneswari Hajong. Since in the post mortem the cause 

of death could not be ascertained, the viscera was sent for medical examination. FSL 

Report (Ext 3) shows presence of gave positive test for organo chlorine insecticide. From 

the FSL report therefore it is seen that Roneswari Hajong died of poisonous substance. 

There is nothing on record which suggests that either the accused or any other family 

member of the accused or for that matter any other person administered poison in the 

body of Roneswari Hajong. The death is held to be suicidal in nature. 

 

29. Having held so, it is to be ascertained whether the accused abetted the 

commission of suicide by his wife. It is on record through PW 3 and PW 4 that the 

accused was not in Sootea where his wife committed suicide. On the contrary he was in 

Dhemaji, where his mother in law’s house too was situated.  PW 3 has stated that the 

accused and Roneswari had gone to Dhemaji ten days before the occurrence and 

Roneswari had returned to Sootea alone (with her child).  PW 4 stated that Roneswari 

had enquired whether the accused had bought another women but she was informed that 

the accused had not bought any other women. Later, Roneswari was found dead inside a 

room, door of which was broken open. The accused was informed at Dhemaji and he 
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returned to find his wife no more. Though PW 1 stated that her daughter committed 

suicide because of the cruelty of accused and she had been informed by the neighbours 

that the family members of the accused had conspired and killed her, the defence has 

successfully contradicted the IO in this respect. None of the other witnesses have 

supported the said version.  

 

30. The occurrence took place within 3 years of the marriage of the accused and 

Roneswari, bringing into play, the presumption of section 113A of the Indian Evidence 

Act. But the said presumption would be attracted only when it is shown that the woman 

committing suicide was subjected to cruelty by her husband or relatives.   

 

31. Cruelty (as defined for the purpose of section 498 A IPC) means (a) any wilful 

conduct which is of such a nature as is likely to drive the woman to commit suicide or 

cause grave injury or danger to life, limb or health (whether mental or physical) of 

woman; or (b) harassment of the woman where such harassment is with a view to 

coercing her or any person related to her to meet any unlawful demand for any property 

or valuable security or is on account of failure by her or any person related to her to meet 

such demand. 

 

32. In the instant case, no cogent evidence with regard to any demand being raised 

from the deceased by the accused persons exists on record, to even remotely substantiate 

the said element. The latter, in fact, is not the case of the prosecution. Again, as seen, 

there is no evidence of infliction of either physical or mental cruelty by the accused person 

upon Roneswari. The medical officer did not detect any physical injury on the body of the 

deceased. 

 

33. Again, neither of the three ingredients of abetment as envisaged u/s 107 IPC, that 

is, (i) instigation (ii) engaging in conspiracy for doing that thing and any act or omission 

pursuant to the said conspiracy (iii) intentionally aiding by any act or illegal omission, the 

doing of that thing, is available in the instant case. 

 

34.  In view of the discussion aforesaid, this Court holds that the prosecution has failed 

to prove its case beyond reasonable doubt. The accused, Md. Dilowar Husain is held not 
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guilty of the offence charged and, as such, he is acquitted of the charge u/s 306 I.P.C. 

and set at liberty forthwith. 

 

35. Considering the facts of the instant case, this matter is not referred to 

District Legal Services Authority for granting compensation u/s 357A Cr.P.C.  

 

36. Send a copy of the order to Learned District Magistrate, Sonitpur u/s 365 Cr.P.C.   

 

 The judgment is signed, sealed and pronounced in open court, in the presence 

of both sides, on this the 1st day of August, 2015.                

     

     Additional Sessions Judge No. 2, 

                Sonitpur, Tezpur. 
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A-N-N-E-X-U-R-E 

1. Witnesses for Prosecution  

 P.W. 1:Puneswari Hajong 

 P.W. 2:Dr. Achindra Kr Baruah 

 P.W. 3:Md. Anwar Hussain 

 P.W. 4: Md. Sharif Rai 

 P.W. 5: Md Sharif Ansari 

P.W. 6: Jamila Khatun 

P.W. 7: Smt Niba Hajong 

P.W. 8: Sri Bishnudeb Hajong 

P.W. 9: Sri Samudra Baihya 

P.W.10: Md Akhtar Hussain Rai 

P.W.11: Sri Arun Ch. Nath 

2. Witnesses for Defence  : NIL 

3. Court Witnesses :  NIL  

4. Prosecution Exhibits:  

 Ext. 1: Post mortem Report 

 Ext 2: Inquest Report  

 Ext 3: FSL Report 

 Ext 4:FSL forwarding Letter  

 Ext 5: Dead Body Challan 

 Ext 6: Ejahar 

 Ext 7: Sketch Map 

 Ext 8: Seizure List 

 Ext 9: Charge Sheets 

 Ext 10: 5. Defence Exhibits : NIL 

6. Material Exhibits: NIL 

 

Addl. Sessions Judge No.2 

                                         Sonitpur, Tezpur 

 

                       

 

 


