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IN THE COURT OF THE SESSIONS JUDGE : : 
TINSUKIA : : ASSAM 

District:  Tinsukia  

 
Present: Shri C. Das,   

  Sessions Judge,  

  Tinsukia 

 

(The case was committed on 02/07/2014 by learned 
S.D.J.M.(S), Tinsukia, in G.R. Case No.188/2013) 

  

  Sessions Case No. 187 (T) of 2014 

        U/s.392/302/34 I.P.C. 

  

The State of Assam………………………...Complainant  

                            - Versus -  

1. Sri Manoj Gogoi, 

S/o Late Ananda Gogoi,  

R/o Bongrung Basti, 

P.S.  Khatkhati, 

Dist: - Karbi Anglong, Assam. 

2. Sri Nakul Gogoi, 

 S/o Sri Madhab Gogoi, 

 R/o Ghiloguri Gaon,  P.S. Namrup, 

 Dist: Dibrugarh, Assam……………………….Accused   

 



2 

 

  

Appearance:  

Sri A.K. Choubey, Public Prosecutor .....For the State  

Sri S. R. Prasad, Advocate    ..........     For the Accused 

Date of Evidence:  23.09.2014, 17.11.14, 05.01.15, 

12.02.15, 07.03.15, 02.04.15, 

25.01.19, 30.03.19 & 04.11.2019 

Date of Argument:  23.12.2021 & 06.01.2022 

Date of Judgment:  20.01.2022 

 

J   U   D   G   M   E   N   T 

 
1. The case of the prosecution briefly, can be 

described as that on 08.02.2013, the complainant; Smti 

Rita Paul lodged an ejahar before the Officer In-charge 

of Bordubi police station,  alleging inter-alias that on 

07.02.2013 at about 5 P.M., her son; Sourav Kumar Paul 

left his house and after that he was not traceable.  On 

08.02.2013 at about 12.30 P.M., his dead body was 

found at Borjan Forest Reserve on the roadside of 

Jutulibari Mahakali Monkhusi and she suspected that 

her son was murdered by some miscreants and also, 

the miscreants took away his motorcycle bearing No.AS-

23/J-5286 and one Nokia mobile of her son. 
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2. On the basis of the above ejahar of the 

complainant, the police registered the Bordubi P.S. Case 

No.13/2013 u/s.302/392 IPC and started the 

investigation by endorsing an I.O./police officer. During 

the investigation, I.O. visited the place of occurrence, 

drew its sketch map, examined the complainant and 

available witnesses. The accused persons were arrested 

and forwarded to judicial custody. The postmortem 

report of the deceased was collected. After completion 

of the investigation, I.O. having found a prima-facie 

case well established, submitted the charge-sheet 

against the accused persons to face trial in the court.  

 

3. The accused persons, when brought before the 

court,  were furnished with the copy of the case u/s. 

207 Cr.P.C. immediately. Learned Sub-Divisional Judicial 

Magistrate (Sadar), Tinsukia having found the offence is 

exclusively triable by the Court of Sessions, committed 

the case to this court for its trial. Accordingly, a 

separate Sessions case was registered and was taken 

up for trial.  

 

4. After hearing both parties and on perusing the 

materials on record, the charges u/s.302/34 and 392 

IPC were framed against the accused persons. The 
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charges so framed, were then read over and explained 

to the accused persons, who pleaded not guilty  and 

claimed to be tried.  

 

5. The prosecution during the trial, examined as 

many as 18 (eighteen) witnesses, including M.O. to 

support its case. Learned Public Prosecutor declined to 

examine the I.O of the case, for which the prosecution 

was closed. The accused persons took the plea of total 

denial to  all the incriminating circumstances appeared 

against them in the evidence on record in their 

statements recorded u/s. 313 CrPC. The accused 

persons however, declined to adduce any evidence in 

their defence. The arguments of the parties were heard 

at length and evidence on record was perused carefully.  

 

6. POINTS FOR DETERMINATION : 

(i)   Whether in between 5 P.M. of 7.2.2013 and 

12.30 P.M. of 8.2.2013 the accused persons killed 

Sourav Paul in Borjan Reserve Forest under 

Bordubi police station by assaulting him with blunt 

object and thereby committed an offence 

punishable u/s.302/34 I.P.C.?  

(ii) Whether on the same day, place and time as 

above, the accused persons took away the 
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motorcycle and mobile phone of the deceased and 

thereby committed an offence punishable u/s.392 

I.P.C.?   

 

 DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF: 

 

7. In the present case, PW1 is the complainant Smti 

Rita Paul. She deposed that the deceased Sourav Paul 

was her son.  She knows the accused persons, as she 

had seen them at the police station.  On 07.02.2013, 

Sourav Paul had gone to Bordubi to bring back her 

granddaughter from the school at about 5 P.M. on his 

Pulsor motorcycle, which was of blue colour, but she 

has forgotten the number. The deceased had also taken 

his mobile with him, but she does not remember the 

mobile number.  They searched for the deceased and 

on the next day in the morning, she informed the 

matter to the police by writing the ejahar. The ejahar 

was written by one Bharat Baruah, as per her 

instruction and dictation. Ext.1 is the said ejahar and 

Ext.1(1) is her signature.  On the day of lodging the 

ejahar on 8.2.2013 at about 1 P.M., the dead body of 

her son was located by the police in Mahakali Reserve 

Forest.  Thereafter, she went to see the dead body of 

her son and noticed injury on the backside of his head. 

Police came and seized the documents pertaining to 
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Pulsor motorcycle vide Ext.2.  After 15 days of  recovery 

of the dead body, she had seen the accused persons in 

the police station and she came to know from the police 

that they are the murderers of her son and the accused 

persons also, confessed before her and Media that they 

had killed her son, as her son resisted to give his 

motorcycle.  Later on, the motorcycle was recovered by 

the police from Nagaland and it was given in her 

custody. 

 

8. In her cross-examination, PW1 replied  that she 

came to know from the police that the accused persons 

killed her son. She has not seen the incident. 

Apparently, the evidence of PW1 is confined to filing of 

FIR and as regards to confession made by the accused 

persons. 

 

9. PW2  is Sri Projesh Deb.  He deposed in his 

evidence that the deceased Sourav Paul was distantly 

related to him.  He had seen the accused persons in the 

police station.  The mother of the deceased informed 

him over telephone at about 9/10 P.M. that her son was 

missing since 5 P.M. On the next day in the morning, he 

along with the complainant went to Bordubi police 

station and the complainant lodged a written ejahar. 
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After coming back from the police station, at about 12 

noon, they received an information that one dead body 

was located in Mahakali reserve forest. Then, he went 

and found the dead body of the deceased inside the 

jungle.  He had noticed injury on the backside of the 

head.  Police came and conducted inquest vide Ext.3. 

After 15 days or one month, he went to the police 

station and found the accused persons, who were 

apprehended in connection with this case. Thus, the 

evidence of PW2 is found to be not direct. 

 

10. PW3 is Sri Phani Ranjan Baruah.  He deposed in 

his evidence that  in the year 2013, one day, in the 

evening at about 3 P.M., Sourav Paul was missing from 

his house.  On the next day, mother of the deceased; 

Sourav Paul informed him that her son was missing 

since yesterday.  He along with Julius, Ujjal Baruah and 

one relative of Sourav Paul went in search of him.  

During search, they entered in the Borjan forest and 

after entering half a kilometer, they found the dead 

body of Sourav Paul, lying by the side of the road.  

Immediately, they made a telephone call to the Deputy 

Manager of their garden and also, informed the matter 

to the family members of Sourav Paul. After half an 

hour, police reached there.  He noticed that blood was 
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oozing from the mouth and had injury mark on the 

backside of the head.  Police conducted inquest vide 

Ext.3.  Later on, he came to know that Sourav Paul was 

murdered by some persons and they were arrested by 

the police. 

 

11. In his cross-examination, PW3 replied that he 

does not know anything about the occurrence. Thus, 

PW3 narrated the circumstances after the occurrence 

was over.  

 

12. PW4 is Sri Kaleswar Bagh. He deposed that on 

hearing the news that Sourav Paul has been murdered 

and his dead body was found in Borjan forest near 

Mahakali T.E., he reached the place, where he found the 

dead body of the deceased.  He noticed marks of injury 

on the backside of the head and blood was oozing from 

the mouth.  One photographer had come there and 

videography was done.  Police came and took away the 

dead body.  Police conducted inquest on the dead body 

vide Ext.3.  After 15 days of the incident, he heard that 

the accused Manoj Gogoi has been arrested in this case 

and accordingly, he went to the police station and saw 

the accused in the police station. PW4 as such, is not 

an eyewitness of the occurrence. 
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13. PW5 is Dr. Manoranjan Mahanta, who conducted 

postmortem examination upon the dead body of the 

deceased; Sourav Paul.  He deposed that on 9.2.2013, 

he was working as M & HO-1 at Tinsukia Civil Hospital 

and on that day at about 11.30 A.M., he conducted 

postmortem examination on the dead body of Sourav 

Paul in connection with Bordubi P.S. G.D.E. No.130/13 

dated 8.2.13.  On examination, he found the following: 

“External Appearance:- An average built, male 

dead body with fair complexion, wearing a white 

long pant, blue jacket, black ganjee and blue 

underwear.  Rigor mortis present. 

Injuries:- 

1. Cut lacerated injury present in the left side of 

the head, measuring 4 x 3 cm involving skull 

bone. Bleeding present. 

2. Large haematoma in the right side of the head. 

3. Lacerated injury in the right side of forehead. 

Bleeding from nose and mouth. 

  Brain and spinal cord– Intra-cranial       

 haemorrhage present.  Other organs were  

 normal and healthy.” 

 

14. PW5 opined that death was due to shock and 
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haemorrhage, as a result of injuries sustained and 

caused by blunt force impact.  Time since death 

approximately was 12 to 24 hours.  The injuries were 

homicidal in nature and caused by blunt object. PW5 

further opined that injury No.1 is sufficient to cause 

death of a person in normal course.  Ext.4 is the 

postmortem report and Ext.4(1) is the signature of 

PW5. 

 

15. In his cross-examination, PW5 replied that he has 

not mentioned in Ext.4 that the injuries were ante-

mortem.  He has not mentioned specifically in his 

opinion as to the number of injuries. Apparently, the 

medical evidence confirms that death of Saurav Paul 

was not natural but for injury particularly, sustained on 

the head, which was sufficient to cause his death. 

Absence of writing ante-mortem injuries in Ext.4 does 

not imply that it was postmortem injuries. The 

prosecution is therefore, duty bound to answer who 

murdered the deceased by causing such injury. 

 

16. PW6 is Sri Promud Baruah. He deposed in his 

evidence that one day, in the month of February, 2013, 

he had gone to drop the niece of the deceased to the 

school and on the next day, he came to know that the 
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deceased; Sourav Paul was missing and later on, his 

dead body was found in the Mahakali Reserve forest.  

He noticed injury on the head of the deceased.  After 

one month of the incident, when the accused persons 

were apprehended by the police and brought to the 

police station, he came to know that these persons had 

committed the offence.  He did not make any inquiry 

from the accused persons about the incident. Thus, 

similar to other witnesses, PW6 was not an eyewitness 

of the occurrence. 

 

17. PW7 is Sri Raju Malakar.  He deposed in his 

evidence that one day, his brother-in-law; Sourav Paul, 

since deceased, had gone to bring his daughter from 

tuition and from that time, the  deceased was missing 

and on the next day, his dead body was found in 

Mahakali Reserve.  Accordingly, he went there and 

found the dead body.  Police came and conducted 

inquest.  He does not know, how the deceased died.  

He came to know from the people that the accused 

persons assaulted the deceased. Apparently, the 

evidence of PW7 is not direct. 

 

18. PW8 Sri Ujjal Baruah deposed in the court that he 

had seen the accused persons in the police station after 
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the incident.  At the relevant time, he was working with 

the deceased in the Mahakali Tea Garden.  He heard 

that the deceased was murdered and a few days 

thereafter, he heard that the assailants were 

apprehended by police. Accordingly, he went to Bordubi 

police station and saw the accused persons there. Thus, 

PW8 could not say how the occurrence took place. 

 

19. PW9 Sri Julius B Tariang deposed inter-alias that 

the deceased Sourav Paul was his colleague and 

working in the same garden with him.  He had seen the 

accused persons in the police station after the incident.  

The deceased had gone to bring back his niece from 

the tuition and thereafter, he was missing and on the 

next day, his dead body was found in the Mahakali 

forest area. Accordingly, he went there and found the 

dead body.  He noticed one injury mark on the back 

side of his neck. After one month of the incident, he 

had seen the accused persons in the police station.  The 

accused persons confessed before the public, media 

personnel and the police that they have committed the 

murder of the deceased. 

 

20. In cross-examination, PW9 replied that he did not 

state before police that the accused persons confessed 
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before the public, media personnel and the police that 

they have committed the murder of the deceased. 

Apparently, PW9 supports of the fact that the accused 

persons made confession for their guilt.  

 

21. PW10 Smti Soma Paul stated inter-alias that 

deceased Sourav Paul was her younger brother.  She 

knows the accused persons after their apprehension. 

Her deceased brother had gone to bring back her 

daughter from tuition in the evening at about 4.30 P.M., 

but he did not return thereafter.  Her daughter came 

back to the house with another person of their garden 

Sri Pramod Baruah(PW6).  Till 10 P.M., they had no 

worries and they thought that the deceased had with 

his friends, but when he did not return till 10 P.M., they 

tried to contact with him over his mobile phone, but his 

mobile phone found switched off.  Whole night, they did 

not receive any information and in the early morning, 

the people of their garden started searching for him and 

at about 12/12.30 noon, the dead body of her brother, 

was found in the Monkushi forest. The dead body was 

found in the middle of the forest. She noticed injury on 

the head of her brother. Then police was informed. 

After one month, the accused persons were 

apprehended by police and then, she went to see them 
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in the police station. On being asked, the accused 

persons replied her that they asked for bike from her 

brother and when he refused to give his bike, they 

assaulted her brother with the butt of the gun. 

 

22. In cross-examination, PW10 replied that she has 

not seen the incident herself.  She did not notice any 

weapon near the dead body. Thus, PW10 admittedly, is 

not eyewitness of the occurrence.  

 

23. PW11 Miss Bhumika Paul, the niece of the 

deceased deposed inter-alias that the deceased Sourav 

Paul was her maternal uncle. She does not know the 

accused persons. On the day of incident, she had gone 

to tuition at Bordubi and after completion of her tuition, 

she requested one Pramod Baruah(PW6) of their 

garden to escort her to the half way, as her maternal 

uncle will come to take her. Then, Pramod Baruah made 

a call to her uncle and her uncle confirmed him over 

phone that he is coming to take her. Then Pramod 

Baruah(PW6) took her on his bike and proceeded to 

their garden. They did not find her uncle in the mid 

way, as promised by her uncle.  However, Pramod 

Baruah(PW6) left her at her house. At about 8/8.30 

P.M., they made a phone call to her uncle, but  his 
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phone was found switched off.  In the early morning, 

when he did not return, they lodged a missing report 

and people of their garden, started searching for her 

uncle and then, his dead body was found in Monkushi 

forest area in the noon hours. She had gone to see the 

dead body in the forest.  She noticed injury on the head 

and face of the deceased. 

 

24. PW12 Sri Utpal Bordoloi deposed that the 

deceased was his colleague.  He does not know the 

accused persons.  The deceased had gone to bring back 

his niece from tuition from Bordubi, but he did not 

return and on the next day morning, when people 

searched for him, his dead body was found in the 

forest. Police had seized the papers of the motorbike of 

the deceased in his presence vide Ext.2 with his 

signature. 

 

25. PW13 Smti Rupa Paul deposed that the deceased 

Sourav Paul was her husband. She does not know the 

accused persons. At the relevant time, she was 

pregnant. She was brought to the house of her husband 

by her parents and thereafter, she saw the dead body 

of her husband. She saw the dead body of her husband 

after postmortem examination and his whole body was 
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covered with cloth and as such, she could not see any 

injury. Her mother-in-law told her that her deceased 

husband sustained head injury.  Her mother-in-law also, 

told her that there were altogether 3/4 persons, 

assaulted her husband and out of which, the accused 

Manoj Gogoi was one of them, who assaulted her 

husband.  Her mother-in-law told her that her deceased 

husband went to bring back his niece from the tuition, 

but he did not come back home. It is also stated by her 

mother-in-law  that the accused persons wanted the 

motor-bike of her husband, but her husband refused to 

give it and as a result, the deceased was assaulted 

physically and thereafter, they took away the motor-

bike. After assaulting her husband, his dead body was 

thrown into the forest. Apparently, the evidence of 

PW13 is not direct. 

 

26. PW14 Sri Keshab Saikia deposed that one day, 

while he was on duty, at Jutlibari forest area along with 

others, somebody informed them that one dead body 

was lying at Jutlibari forest area near the road. 

Accordingly, they went there and saw the dead body, 

lying by the side of the road.  He did not notice any 

injury on the dead body. He came to know later on, that 

the dead body was of Sourav Paul. PW14 narrated only 
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about discovery of the dead body in the forest area. 

 

27. PW15 Sri Anup Tandia deposed that the deceased 

Sourav Paul was an employee of Mahakali Tea Estate 

and he died on 7.2.2013.  He does not know anything 

about the occurrence. Thus, PW15 does not lend any 

support to the prosecution case. 

 

28. PW16 Sri Bijoy Sharma deposed that he knows 

the accused Manoj Gogoi. His house is situated at a 

distance of about two kilometres from his house.  He 

does not know the accused Nakul Gogoi. He did not 

know the deceased Sourav Paul. On one occasion, the 

accused Manoj Gogoi wanted to sell a mobile phone 

and therefore, the accused gave it to him. Later on, he 

sold the mobile phone to a person of Naga community. 

The mobile phone did not have any SIM card. It was a 

Nokia mobile phone. 

 

29. In cross-examination, PW16 replied that he does 

not know the IMEI number of the said mobile phone. 

The said Naga person, whom he gave the mobile 

phone, never returned the mobile phone to him. Thus, 

PW16 narrated a circumstance of selling a mobile 

handset given by the accused Manoj Gogoi. But facts 
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remain that if such mobile belonged to the deceased. 

 

30. PW17 Sri Shilong Bongrung deposed inter-alias 

that he knows the accused Manoj Gogoi, but he does 

not know the other accused Nakul Gogoi.  He does not 

know the complainant Rita Paul. He also, did not know 

the deceased Sourav Paul. About four years ago, police 

came to  his house and told him that they will be 

searching the house of the accused Manoj Gogoi. The 

house of the accused Manoj Gogoi is situated within a 

distance of half a kilometre from his house.  He 

accompanied police to the house of the accused Manoj 

Gogoi. The house of accused Manoj Gogoi was found 

under lock and key.  Police recovered some army-

dresses from the  house of the said accused.  Police 

prepared a seizure list vide Ext.5. The police after 

locked the house with a new lock then, took away the 

key. PW17 only gave evidence of searching of house of 

the accused Manoj Gogoi but nothing incriminating 

material was seen so recovered therefrom. 

 

31. PW18 Sri Hiren Dadhumia deposed that he knows 

the accused Nakul Gogoi only.  He does not know other 

accused.  The accused Nakul Gogoi often visited his 

shop and therefore, he knows the said accused. He did 
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not know the deceased Sourav Paul. About 6/7 years 

ago, he had purchased one motorcycle from the 

accused Nakul Gogoi. The motorcycle was a Glamour 

bike.  He does not remember its registration number.  

He purchased the said motorcycle for a price of 

Rs.26,000/-only. When he examined the documents of 

the motorcycle, it was in the name of accused Nakul 

Gogoi. One day, police had seized the said motorcycle 

along with its documents vide Ext.6. Till today, he 

knows the accused Nakul Gogoi by his face only. 

 

32. In cross-examination, PW18 denied that accused 

Nakul Gogoi never sold him any motorcycle. From the 

evidence of PW18 it appears that one motorcycle was 

sold to him by the accused Nakul Gogoi, who is the 

registered owner of the said vehicle. 

 

33. From the above evidence of the prosecution 

witnesses, it appears that there is no direct evidence  

found which can implicate the accused persons for 

murder of the deceased Saurav Paul or robbery of bike 

from him. Admittedly, the dead body of the deceased 

was recovered from forest area after  one day of the 

occurrence. But no witness could narrate, who left the 

dead body in the forest area. If the evidence so 
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tendered by the prosecution witnesses is carefully 

scrutinized, it appears that PW1 is the informant of the 

case and she proved the FIR, which sets the law in 

motion but her evidence is not direct. PW2, 3, 4 and  7 

did not tender direct evidence but proved the inquest 

report. PW5 proved postmortem report which 

establishes that the death of the deceased was caused 

by injuries on his head. Further, PW6, 8, 9, 10, 11 is not 

direct. Similarly, PW12 is a seizure witness but tenders 

indirect evidence. PW13, 14, 15 are indirect witnesses 

of the occurrence. PW16 narrates about sale of a 

mobile handset by the accused Manoj Gogoi but there is 

no material to show that the said mobile handset 

belonged to the deceased and as such, his evidence 

does not help the prosecution case. Again, the evidence 

of PW17 discloses of searching of house of the accused 

Monuj Gogoi by the police but nothing incriminating 

material was recovered from the house of the said 

accused which can help the prosecution case. Apart 

from that, the evidence of PW18 discloses of seizure of 

one motorcycle from the accused Nakul Gogoi but it 

does not show that the said motorcycle belonged to the 

deceased. The testimony of PW18 clearly shows that 

the seized motorcycle was in the name of the accused 

Nakul Gogoi which means that it was not snatched from 
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the deceased as alleged. Thus, the evidence of the 

prosecution witnesses could not implicate the accused 

persons in the occurrence. The provision u/s. 60 of 

Evidence Act mandates that if the evidence is oral then, 

it should be direct. But the above evidence of the 

prosecution witnesses is not direct and as such, it is hit 

by section 60 of Evidence Act and is not admissible in 

evidence. 

 

34. However, the evidence of PW1 and  9 discloses 

that the accused persons confessed their guilt. But such 

confession was not recorded in the light of provisions 

u/s 164 CrPC. Moreover, it appears that such confession 

was made before the police and public. But such 

confession before the police is not admissible in 

evidence u/s. 24/25 of Evidence Act. Thus, the evidence 

of the prosecution does not inspire confidence to hold 

that it was the accused persons, who robbed the 

deceased before murdering him and then, threw his 

dead body into forest area. In absence of proper and 

cogent evidence, there is doubt that if the accused 

persons were involved in the alleged occurrence. As 

such, the accused persons cannot be implicated u/s 

392/302/34 IPC.  
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35. Under the above facts and circumstances of the 

case, it is found that the prosecution has failed to prove 

its case against the accused persons beyond all 

reasonable doubt. Accordingly, the accused persons are 

held not guilty u/s 392/302/34 IPC. The accused 

persons are thus, acquitted and set at liberty. Their bail 

bonds shall however, remain in force u/s 437A CrPC. 

The seized articles like motorcycle and its documents 

shall be returned to the owner as claimed in due course 

of time. Forward a copy of judgment to the District 

Magistrate, Tinsukia u/s 365 CrPC. This court 

recommends for payment of compensation to the victim 

u/s 357 CrPC and in the light of Assam Victim 

Compensation Scheme by the DLSA, Tinsukia after due 

inquiry.  

 

36. Given under the hand and seal of this court on 

this 20th day of January, 2022.   

 

Dictated & corrected by me. 

  

         (C. Das) 

    Sessions Judge         Sessions Judge 
  Tinsukia       Tinsukia 
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A   P   P   E   N   D   I   X 

 PROSECUTION WITNESSES: 

1.   PW1  - Smti Rita Paul….Informant 

2. PW2 - Sri Projesh Deb 

3.   PW3  - Sri Phani Ranjan Baruah 

4.   PW4  - Sri Kaleswar Bagh 

5.    PW5  - Dr. Manoranjan Mahanta..M.O. 

6.   PW6 - Sri Promud Baruah 

7.   PW7 - Sri Raju Malakar 

8.   PW8 - Sri Ujjal Baruah 

9.   PW9  - Sri Julius B Tariang  

10.    PW10 - Smti Soma Paul 

11.    PW11 - Miss Bhumika Paul 

12.    PW12 - Sri Utpal Bordoloi 

13.    PW13 - Smti Rupa Paul 

14.    PW14 - Sri Keshab Saikia 

15.    PW15 - Sri Anup Tandia 

16.    PW16 - Sri Bijoy Sharma 

17.    PW17 - Sri Shilong Bongrung 

18.    PW18 - Sri Hiren Dadhumia 

 

DEFENCE WITNESS: 

 Nil  
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PROSECUTION EXHIBITS: 

1.   Ext.1 - Ejahar  

2.  Ext.2 - Seizure list 

3.   Ext.3 - Inquest Report 

4.    Ext.4 - Post-mortem Report 

5.    Ext.5 - Seizure list 

6.    Ext.6 - Seizure list  

 

 

Sessions Judge 
                   Tinsukia 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 


