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   IN THE COURT OF THE ADDITIONAL SESSIONS JUDGE ::::::::::::; DHUBRI

                            Present :- Shri Biprajit Roy, AJS
   Addl. Sessions Judge

  Dhubri.                           

   CRIMINAL APPEAL NO. 6 OF 2020

      Mohibul Hoque  ........Appellant.
  
               
            Vs

                        1. The State of Assam
                   Represented by its Addl.P.P
                        2. Afruza Bibi ...........Respondents.

For the Revisionist:-  Sri Rofiquzzaman Ansary, Learned Advocate.

For the Respondent:- Learned Addl. P.P.

Date of Hearing     :-  20.01.2021.

Date of Judgment  :- 09.03.2021.

J U D G M E N T

(1)     .On being aggrieved and dissatisfied with the judgment and order dated 

24.02.20 passed by learned JMFC, Dhubri  in GR Case No.4401/16 u/s 498-A of 

I.P.C, the appellant has preferred this appeal on the following grounds :

i) That the learned trial Court erred both in law and fact. 

ii) That the learned trial Court failed to appreciate the evidence on record and 

arbitrarily arrived in an erroneous finding.

iii) That  the  PW-1  in  cross-examination  has  failed  to  prove  the  allegation 

brought in the FIR, the PW-1 i.e informant of the case in his cross-examination, 

could  not  remember  the  date  of  demand of  money,  torture,  holding  of  village 

meeting and keeping the informant in her matrimonial home by her brother Aminur 

PW-5, the date of occurrence and could not remember the date of lodging the  FIR.

iv) That the evidence of PW-1 and PW-2 are contradictory to each other. The 

PW-1 in her evidence stated that the accused demanded Rs.10 Lac, out of which 
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Rs.50,000/- was paid but the PW-2 father of the informant in his evidence-in-chief 

stated  that  the  accused  demanded  Rs.50,000/-  and  he  was  silent  regarding 

payment of any money to the accused person.

v) That, the evidence of PW-2 and PW-7 are contradictory to each other. The 

PW-2 in his evidence stated that he got information from Mashi Mallika over phone 

and he brought his daughter back and the fact was informed to the I.O but the PW-

7 (I.O) in his evidence confirmed that the PW-2 did not state before him regarding 

staying of the victim with her aunt and her aunt Mallika informed him over phone 

and he informed about the matter to the Panchayat. The PW-2 in evidence further 

stated that he informed the fact to one Maharuddin. But the I.O did not examine 

him and in cross-examination,  the PW-2 could not reply  the question raised by 

defence regarding the date of demand of money, date of torture, date to approach 

the Panchayat, Zila Parishad or to Maharuddin.

vi)     That the evidence of PW-3 and PW-7 are contradictory to each other. The 

PW-3 in his evidence stated that the accused demanded Rs.10,000/- out of which 

Rs.50,000/- was paid and the fact was informed to the I.O but the PW-7 (I.O) in his 

evidence confirmed that the PW-3 did not state before him regarding demand of 

Rs.1 Lac and payment of Rs.50,000/- In cross-examination,  the PW-3 could not 

reply the question put by defence counsel regarding date of FIR lodged and other 

information.

Vii)     That the PW-4 in cross-examination stated that he did not know the reason 

behind the quarrel. He also did not remember the date of incident and the date 

when he brought back the victim.

Viii)     That the PW-5 in his evidence stated that after 8/9 month of their marriage 

the accused person tortured his sister demanding Rs.1 Lac and out of which paid 

Rs.50,000/- but the PW-7 (I.O) confirmed that the PW-5 did not state before him 

that after  8/9 months of  their  marriage,  the accused person tortured his  sister 

demanding Rs.1 Lac and gave Rs.50,000/- In cross-examination, PW-5 could not 

remember the date of demand or when accused had tortured her or when money 

was paid to the accused.

ix)  That the PW-6 in his examination-in-chief stated that he heard that the accused 
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hit  his wife and for that she was taken to hospital but no medical examination 

report was found available in the case record and the I.O did not examine any 

doctor.             

x)       That the PW-2 father of the informant, PW-3 mother of the informant, PW-4 

brother-in-law  of the informant, the PW-5 is the brother of the informant and the 

PW-6  is  the  neighbour  of  informant's  parental  home.  All  these  witnesses  are 

interested  witnesses.  No  independent  witness  and  neighbour  of  the  place  of 

occurrence were examined by the I.O. 

xi)      That the prosecution has failed to prove their case against the accused 

person. But the learned trial Court disbelieving the evidence adduced by the PW-7 

(I.O) relied on averments the contents made in the case diary and 161 statement of 

the witnesses and convicted the accused which is contrary to law.

Xii)     That there was no eye witness of the alleged occurrence and the PWs in 

their cross-examination have not corroborated each other.

Xiii)     That after  examining the witnesses,  village elders and both the parties 

amicably settled the matter. The informant had filed C.R. Case being No.69/19 in 

the court of JMFC, Dhubri and the same was compromised.

Xiv)    That the ingredients of section 498-A I.P.C has not been proved  and the 

accused person ought to have been acquitted.   

(2)     The brief facts of the case of the prosecution is that the informant Afruza Bibi 

lodged an FIR in the Dhubri P.S stating that she got married with the accused by 

executing a registered Kabin-Nama vide No.630/15 dated 22.7.15 as per Muslim 

Shariat and started her conjugal life with the accused. After their marriage, the 

accused person demanded Rs.1 Lac from the informant and when the informant 

objected, the accused person along with others mercilessly tortured her and abused 

her using filthy language. It is alleged in the FIR that subsequently, the father of 

the  informant  had  given  Rs.50,000/-  to  the  accused  with  a  view  to  save  the 

conjugal life of his daughter. The accused person again demanded Rs.1 Lac from 

the informant and when she refused, the accused person along with his family 

members tried to kill her and drove her out from the matrimonial house keeping her 

ornaments, clothes and gifts given to her at the time of marriage.  It  is  further 

Page 3 of 13



CA 6 of 2020

alleged in the FIR that on 17.10.16, when the brother of the informant went to the 

house of the accused person with proposal for resumption of  conjugal life of his 

sister with the accused, the accused along with others brutally thrashed him. 

 On receipt of the FIR, the Dhubri P.S. Case No. 1107/16 u/s 498-A/307/34 of 

I.P.C was registered. The Investigating Officer submitted charge-sheet against the 

accused  498-A of  I.P.C.

           DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF :

 (3)  The learned counsel for the appellant submitted during argument that 

the prosecution witnesses could not say the date of occurrence in their evidence. 

From perusal of the evidence of PW-1, PW-2, PW-3, PW-4 & PW-6 in their cross-

examination admitted that they do not remember the date of the incident i.e the 

date on which the victim woman was tortured by the accused demanding dowry. In 

the  impugned  judgment,  in  paragraph-23,  the  learned  trial  Court  took  up  this 

matter and held that human mind tends to forget and not likely to remember every 

detail of the incident along with dates and times of the occurrence. It has further 

been held by the learned trial court that the prosecution witnesses are laymen and 

are not expected to be aware about the exact dates and time of the incident.

 So  far  date  and  time  of  occurrence  are  concerned,  Form-33  of  Second 

Schedule  of  Cr.P.C  provides  that  while  issuing  summons,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 

prosecution and Court to state the offence concisely with date, time and place of 

the occurrence. The reason behind this is provided in section 142 of the Evidence 

Act. Section 142 of Evidence Act says as follows:-

 “Leading questions must not, if objected by the adverse party, be asked in 

an examination-in-chief, or in a re-examination, except with the  permission of the 

Court.

 The  Court  shall  permit  leading  questions  as  to  matters  which  are 

introductory or undisputed, or which have, in its opinion, been already sufficiently 

proved.”

 So the matter which are already informed to the witness in the summons 

are merely introductory and in these matters even leading questions are permitted 

by the law. 
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 In the instant case, the informant (PW-1) was asked about the date and day 

of occurrence. Record reveals that Ext-1 is the FIR wherein Ext-1(i),  1(ii), 1(iii), 

1(iv) & 1(v) are her signatures. Section 159 of Evidence Act says as follows:-

       “A witness may, while under examination, refresh his memory by referring to 

any writing made by himself at the time of the transaction concerning which he is 

questioned,  or  so  soon  afterwards  that  the  Court  considers  it  likely  that  the 

transaction was at that time fresh in his memory.

The witness may also refer to any such writing made by any other person, 

and read by the witness within the time aforesaid, if when he read it he knew it to 

be correct.

Whenever a witness may refresh his memory by reference to any document, 

he may, with the permission of the Court, refer to a copy of such document:

Provided the Court be satisfied that there is sufficient reason for the non-

production of the original.

 An expert may refresh his memory by reference to professional treatise.”

       So before putting question on the document written and signed by the 

witness, the witness should be given the opportunity to refresh his/her memory by 

going through that document. If evidence is recorded on such a document without 

refreshing his/her memory, such contradictions cannot be taken into consideration 

and the witness cannot be disbelieved. 

4. The Hon'ble High Court of Karnataka in Sridhar – Vs – State of Karnataka 

reported in 2004 SCC online Kar 415 held as follows:-

 “I  have  carefully  perused  the  provisions  of  sections  159  &  160  of  the 

Evidence Act to consider the points urged by the counsel.

 Section 159 of the Indian Evidence Act reads as under:

 “A witness may, while under examination, refresh his memory by referring to 

any writing made by himself at the time of the transaction concerrning which is 

questioned, or so soon afterwards that the court considers it likely that transaction 

was at that time fresh in his memory.

 The witness may refer to any such writing made by any other person, and 

read by the witness within the time aforesaid, if when he read it he knew it to be 
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correct.”

 A perusal  of the above provision makes it  clear that before permitting a 

witness to refresh his memory while under examination, one of the following two 

conditions must be satisfied.

       (i) The writing must have been made by him contemporaneously with the 

incident or transaction to which he testifies or soon afterwards when the facts were 

fresh in his memory;

        (ii)  Where the writing has been made by some one else within the aforesaid 

time it must have been read by the witness or read out in his presence within the 

aforesaid time and known to him to be correct i.e he must have read it or it must 

have been read out in his presence when the facts were fresh in his memory and 

he had recognised the accuracy of the same.

  Oridnarily,  a  witness  deposes  to  facts  from  recollection  of  facts.  But 

memory fades by efflux of time and therefore, it becomes necessary sometimes 

that  he  should  be  allowed  to  assist  his  memory  by  looking  into  documents 

containing an account of them if there be any. This is known as refreshing memory. 

A reference to the written memoranda has the effect of reviving in the mind of the 

witness recollection of facts known to him and recorded by him or recorded by 

someone else, but readout to him or in his presence, the accuracy of which had 

then been recognised by him.”

 But as these procedures are not followed, so the witnesses failed to say the 

date, time and occurrence for which the witnesses cannot be disbelieved.

(5)     The second point raised by the learned counsel for the appellant is that the 

PW-1 in her cross-examination admitted that a document was executed at the time 

of payment of money to the accused. It is submitted during hearing that the said 

document has not been proved by prosecution and so the giving of money cannot 

be believed and the oral evidence cannot be admitted without the document being 

produced.

Sections 91 & 92 deals with the exclusion of oral evidence by documentary 

evidence. Section 91 of Evidence Act says as follows--

 “When the terms of a contract or of a grant, or of any other disposition of 
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property, have been reduced to the form of  a document, and in all cases in which 

any  matter  is  required  by  law to  be  reduced  to  the  form of  a  document,  no 

evidence shall  be  given in proof  of  the terms of  such contract,  grant  or  other 

disposition of property, or of such matter, except the document itself or secondary 

evidence of its contents in cases in which secondary evidence is admissible under 

the provisions hereinbefore contained.”

 Section 92 of Evidence Act says as follows--

 “When the terms of any such contract, grant or other disposition of property, 

or any matter required by law to be reduced to the form of a document, have been 

proved  according  to  the  last  section,  no  evidence  of  any  oral  agreement  or 

statement shall be admitted, as between the parties to any such instrument or their 

representatives-in-interest, for the purpose of contradicting, varying, adding to, or 

substracting from, its terms.”

 In both  the sections  91  & 92  of  Evidence Act  the  qualifying  words  are 

“.....and in all cases in which any matter is required by law to be reduced to the 

form of a document....”

 Section 91 & 92 comes into operation only when the matter is required by 

law to be reduced into writing. Giving and taking of dowry  being illegal, the same 

condition cannot be applied in a transaction of giving and taking of dowry.

 Therefore, the submission that the oral evidence is not admissible on the 

ground  of  execution of  a  document  (stated by  PW-1)  is  not  acceptable  in  the 

present facts and circumstances of this case. 

(6)     The next point argued by the learned counsel for the appellant is that the 

learned trial court relied upon the CD and statement recorded u/s 161 of Cr.P.C and 

illegally convicted the accused/appellant.

 From perusal of the impugned judgment (Paragraph-17),  it appears that 

the learned trial court observed as follows:-

 “In her cross-examination, she has denied that she did not state before the 

police that  they  gave  Rs.50,000/-  only  to  the  accused person but  the accused 

person assaulted and ousted her daughter out of the matrimonial house in demand 

of the rest Rs.50,000/- The investigating officer of the instant case as  PW-7 has 
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also confirmed that PW-3 Abiya Bibi did not state  before him specifically that the 

accused person demanded Rs.1 Lac from  informant's father and  accordingly he 

paid  Rs.50,000/- only to the accused person. However, upon perusal of the case 

diary  tagged with the  case  record and on going through the  statement  of  the 

mother of the informant recorded by the police under section 161 of the Cr.P.C, I 

have found that there  was some discrepancy in recordng the statement of the said 

witness  and  the  statement  so  recorded  is  not  clear  and  devoid  of  any  clear 

meaning. On careful perusal of the statement so recorded by the police, it appears 

to me that the investigating officer was not careful enough to record the statement 

of such vital witness. However, the faults of the investigating officer, in investigating 

the  instant case can't be resulted in fatal to the instant case. Nevertheless, why the 

investigating officer of the instant case as PW-7 has confirmed that the mother of 

informant as PW-3 did not state before him about the accused person demanding 

Rs/1 Lac and accordingly giving  Rs.50,000/- only to  the accused person is the 

reason best known  to himself. In view of the above, the contradiction brought by 

the defence is not proved. Hence,  for the faulty investigation  of the investigating 

officer I am not inclined to disbelieve the credibility  of the said witness.”

7. From the said paragraph quoted above, it becomes clear that the learned 

trial court did not convict the  accused relying on the case diary and statement 

recorded u/s 161 Cr.P.C. The learned trial court simply perused the case diary and 

the  statement  recorded  u/s  161  Cr.P.C  of  PW-3  Abya  Bibi  only  for  seeking 

clarification  of  the  contradiction  affirmed by  the  I.O  (PW-7)  during   his  cross-

examination. The learned trial court upon perusal of the case diary and statement 

recorded  u/s.161  Cr.P.C  of  Abiya  Bibi  found  the  same  as  devoid  of  any  clear 

meaning and so did not accept the contradiction. On the  use of case diary, the 

Hon'ble  Patna  High  Court   in  a  case  reported  in  2003(3)  PLJR  190; 

MANU/BH/0399/2003 observed as  follows:-

 “Sub-section (2) of Section 172 of the Code of Criminal Procedure provides 

that the Court not only can call for the case diary but may also use such diaries to 

aid it in such trial. If the Court only has the power to look  into the case diary and 

whatever it peruses,  to keep it only in mind and then to proceed to record the 
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judgment keeping such impression only in mind that, in our opinion, cannot be the 

intention of legislation. If the Court peruses any such thing and uses it to its aid in 

trial, this must go in black and white as part of the judgment. The only limitation is 

that the Court cannot use any portion of the case diary as evidence.”

 Therefore, the submission made by the learned counsel for the appellant 

that conviction was based on the case diary and statement  recorded u/s 161 Cr.P.C 

is not correct and the same is not acceptable. The learned trial Court rightly used 

the case diary for seeking clarification as to whether the contradiction was recorded 

properly or not.

(8) I have perused the evidence of the prosecution witnesses. The PW-1 Afruza 

Bibi who is the informant/victim in her evidence  in clear and unequivocal terms 

stated that the accused tortured her demanding dowry amounting to Rs.1 (one) Lac 

and an amount of Rs.50,000/- was given to him. He then again started torturing 

her demanding the remaining  amount. In her cross-examination, she admitted that 

she does not remember the date  and time of giving the money. The PW-2 Askar Ali 

who is the father in his evidence stated that the accused demanded Rs.50,000/- 

and the money was not paid, his daughter was tortured and driven out from the 

house . In his cross-examination, he admitted that  he does not remember the date 

on which demand was made. The PW-3 Abiya Bibi also stated in the similar manner.

The PW-4 Mokbul Hussain stated that the informant was ousted from the house of 

her husband after beating her. Though the PW-4 was contradicted on this point but 

the said contradiction was not confirmed while examining the I.O. The PW-5 Aminur 

Islam also stated that the accused demanded dowry of Rs.1(one) Lac out of which 

Rs.50,000/- was paid to him. Though the I.O stated that the PW-5 did not state so 

in  his  statement  (u/s.161  Cr.P.C)  but  in  fact,  the  PW-5  stated  before  the  I.O 

regarding dowry demand made by the accused and payment of Rs.50,000/- to him. 

The main fact remained unshaken till the end of trial. Of course, there are minor 

discrepancies  in  their  version  but  the  main  fact  remained  intact.  The  Hon'ble 

Supreme Court   in State of U.P. -Vs – Anil Singh reported in AIR 1988 SC 

1998 observed as follows:-

 “ It is also our experience that invariably the witnesses add embroidery to 
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prosecution story, perhaps for the fear of being disbelieved. But that is no ground 

to throw the case overboard, if true, in the main. If there is a ring of truth in the 

main, the case should not be rejected. It is the duty of the Court to cull out the 

nuggets  of  truth  from the  evidence  unless  there  is  reason to  believe  that  the 

inconsistencies or falsehood are so glaring as utterly to destroy confidence in the 

witnesses. It is necessary to remember that a Judge does not preside over 

a criminal trial merely to see that no innocent man is punished. A Judge 

also  presides  to  see  that  a  guilty  man  does  not  escape.  One  is  as 

important as the other. Both are public duties which the Judge  has to 

perform.”

 Therefore, the minor discrepancies which do not go to the root of the matter 

and shake the basic foundation of the prosecution case, the evidence can not be 

disbelieved on the ground  of such minor discrepancies. The learned trial court  has 

rightly  ignored  those   discrepancies  and  relied  upon  the  basic  version  of  the 

witnesses.

(9). In the course of hearing, the learned counsel for the appellant submitted 

that during pendency of the case, the parties arrived at a compromise  but the said 

aspect was not accepted by the learned trial court. The learned counsel for the 

appellant relied upon a case law vide Criminal Appeal No.1498 of 2014 (Arising out 

of Special Leave Petition No.(Crl.) No.8795 of 2012) in between Manohar Singh Vs 

State of Madhya Pradesh & Another. (Supreme Court of India).

I have perused the said case law. In the said judgment, the Hon'ble Apex 

Court held as follows :-

 “While considering the request for compounding of offences the court has to 

strictly follow the mandate of section 320 of the Code. It is, therefore, not possible 

to permit compounding of offences under section 498-A of the IPC and section 4 of 

the Dowry Act.”

 In the said judgment, the Hon'ble Apex Court held that “the inherent  power 

of the High Court under section 482 of the Code  is not inhibited by section 320 of 

the Code. Needless to say this Court can also follow such a course.” The inherent 

power cannot be exercised by any other Court and so the learned trial Court rightly 
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rejected the said plea of compromise as section 498-A IPC is non-compoundable.

 In this regard, the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Murali Vs State Represented by 

the Inspector of Police, reported in 2021 SCC Online SC 10 held as follows:-

 “11.  The  afore-cited  view  has  been  consistently  followed  by  this  Court 

including in Ishwar Singh Vs. State of MP (2008) 15 SCC 667), laying down that : 

        “13. In Jetha Ram Vs  State of Rajasthan (2006) 9 SCC 255: (2006) 2 

SCC (Cri) 561, Murugesan Vs Ganapathy Velar (2001) 10 SCC 504 : 2003 SCC (Cri) 

1032) and Ishawrlal  Vs  State of M.P (2008) 15 SCC 671 : JT (1988) 3 SC 36 (1) 

this Court while taking into account the fact of compromise between the parties, 

reduced sentence imposed on the appellant accused to already undergone, though 

the offences were compoundable. But it was also stated that in Manish Chand  Vs. 

State of Rajasthan (1990 Supp SCC 681 : 1991 SCC (Cri) 159 : AIR 1988 SC 2111) 

such offence was ordered to be compounded.

      14.  In our considered opinion, it  would not be appropriate to order 

compounding  of  an  offence  not  compoundable  under  the  Code  ignoring  and 

keeping aside statutory provisions. In our judgment, however, limited submission of 

the learned  counsel for the appellant deserves consideration that while imposing 

substantive sentence, the factum of compromise between the parties is indeed a 

relevant circumstance which the Court may keep in mind.”

 The Hon'ble Apex Court in the said case further held as follows:

“12, In later decisions including in Ram Lal Vs State of J&K, [(1999)2 SCC 

2131], Bankat V. State of Maharashtra, [(2005) 1 SCC 343], Mohar Singh V. State of 

Rajasthan [(2005) 11 SCC 226], Nanda Gopalan V. State of Kerala [(2015) 

11 SCC 137], Shankar V. State of Maharashtra, [(2019) 5 SCC 166], this court has 

taken  note  of  the  compromise  between  parties  to  reduce  the  sentence  of  the 

convicts even in serious non-compoundable offences.

13. Given this position of law and the peculiar circumstances arising out 

of subsequent events, we are of the considered opinion that it is a fit case to take a 

sympathetic  view  and  reconsider  the  quantum  of  sentences  awarded  to  the 

appellants.  We say so because : first,  the parties to the dispute have mutually 

buried their hatched. The separate affidavit of the victim inspires confidence that 
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the apology has voluntarily been accepted given the efflux of time and owing to the 

maturity brought about by age. There is no question of the settlement being as a 

result of any coercion or inducement. Considering that the parties are on friendly 

terms now and they inhabit the same society, this is  a fit  case for reduction of 

sentence.

14. Second, at the time of the incident, the victim was a college student, 

and  both  appellants  too  were  no  older  than  20-22  years.  The  attack  was  in 

pursuance  of  a  verbal  altercation  during  a  sports  match,  with  there  being  no 

previous enmity between the parties. It does raise hope that parties would have 

grown up and have mended their ways. Indeed, in the present case, fifteen years 

have elapsed since the incident. The appellants are today in their mid thirties and 

present little chance of committing the same crime.

15. Third,  the  appellants  have  no  other  criminal  antecedents,  no 

previous enmity, and today are married and have children. They are the sole bread 

earners of their family and have significant social obligations to tend to. In such 

circumstances, it might not serve the interests of society to keep them incarcerated 

any further.

16. Finally,  both  appellants  have  served  a  significant  portion  of  their 

sentences. Murali has undergone more than half of his sentence and Rajavelu has 

been in jail for more than one year and eight months.

17. Considering  all  these  unique  factors,  including  the  compromise 

between  the  parties,  we  deem  it  appropriate  to  reduce  the  quantum  of  the 

sentence imposed on the appellants. The appeals are, therefore, partly allowed and

sentence of both the appellants is reduced to the period already undergone by 

them. Consequently, they are set free and their bail bonds, if any, are discharged. 

Any pending applications are disposed of accordingly.”

(10) In  the  course  of  hearing,  the  learned  counsel   for  the  appellant  has 

submitted the deed of mutual agreement in between the parties  from perusal of 

which, it appears that being unable to live together, they dissolved their marriage. 

Therefore, the compromise  arrived at in between the parties is not a compromise 
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where both the parties have agreed to live together as husband and wife, rather 

they dissolved their marriage being unable to live together as husband and wife.

(11) The  learned  trial  court  after  holding  guilty  sentenced  the  accused  to 

undergo simple imprisonment for six months and fine of Rs.1,000/-, in default, to 

undergo 20 days simple imprisonment. Therefore, the sentence imposed by the 

learned trial court is also the lesser side and the fine imposed is also of minimum 

amount. Therefore, I do not find any illegality in the impugned judgment and the 

learned trial  court  has rightly  held  the accused guilty of commission of offence 

punishable u/s  498-A I.P.C and sentenced him to undergo imprisonment  for  six 

months and pay fine of Rs.1,000/- only.

  Accordingly, the appeal is dismissed on contest.

 Send back the LCR along with a copy of this judgment and order. 

           Given under my hand and seal of this court on this  9th day of  March, 2021.

Dictated & corrected by me                                                     Shri B. Roy, AJS

                                                                              Addl. Sessions Judge

                                                                                      Dhubri

Addl. Sessions Judge,Dhubri
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