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IN THE COURT OF THE  SESSIONS JUDGE 

SONITPUR AT TEZPUR 

PRESENT : Sri A.K. Borah, 
   Sessions Judge, 
   Sonitpur, Tezpur. 

 

CRIMINAL APPEAL  NO. 10(S-3) OF 2016 

  

     Sri Sajal Chandra Dey      

    S/o Late Bimal Chandra Dey, 

    Dhekiajuli Ward No. 6,   

    P.S. : Dhekiajuli, 

  Dist. Sonitpur . …….. accused/Appellant 

 

-VERSUS-  

 

State of Assam………… Respondent 

(Represented by Public Prosecutor, Sonitpur, 

Tezpur) 

A P P E A R A N C E 

 

For the Appellant : Mr. S. Das and Mr. A. Das , Advocate.  

 

For the State  :  Sri H.P. Sedai,  P.P. 

    

Date of Argument : 10-11-2016.    

 

Date of Judgment : 17-11-2016.                               

 

 J U D G M E N T 

1.   This appeal is directed against the Judgment and Order 

dated 06-08-2016  passed by Ld. Principal Magistrate, Juvenile Justice 

Board, Sonitpur, Tezpur in G.R case No.1215/2005 u/s 302 of the IPC 

against the appellant/ Child in conflict with law convicting and sentencing 

him u/s 302 of the IPC and sending him to Special Home for six months.   
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2.        The fact of the case in brief is that according to FIR that on 14-

07-2005 at about 4 p.m. when the informant’s son was playing Carrom 

board with the Child in conflict with law along with some other friends, on 

some simple altercation on money, the Child in conflict with law inflicted a 

blow on the head of his son Ganesh Karmakar with a bamboo stick 

causing serious injuries. The victim was immediately taken to Tezpur and 

from Tezpur to Guwahati for further treatment but the victim dies on the 

way.    

 

3.   After receipt of the ejahar Rangapara police registered a case 

vide Rangapara PS case No.187/05 U/s. 302 of IPC, made investigation, 

arrested the Child in conflict with law and  after completion of 

investigation the O/C, Rangapara PS filed charge sheet against the Child 

in conflict with law  u/s 302 of the IPC. 

 

4. On being appearance of the Child in conflict with law, Ld. Trial 

Court after hearing both the sides framed charge U/s. 302 of IPC. 

Particulars of the charge read over and explained to the Child in conflict 

with law  to which he pleads not guilty and claimed to be tried. After 

examination of 7 witnesses learned trial court convicted the Child in 

conflict with law u/s 302 of the IPC.  

 

 5.     Being aggrieved by aforesaid Judgment and order, the 

appellant i.e. the Child in conflict with law preferred this appeal on the 

following grounds in addition to other grounds : 

 

6.   Grounds:-  

i)  The impugned judgment and order of sentence and 

conviction of the learned Principal Magistrate, Juvenile 

Justice Board, Sonitpur, Tezpur  is against law, equity and 

facts on case law.  

ii) The  learned Principal Magistrate, Juvenile Justice Board, 

Sonitpur, Tezpur  erred in law as well as in fact in 

conviction and sentencing the appellant/ Child in conflict 

with law. 
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iii) The learned Principal Magistrate, Juvenile Justice Board, 

Sonitpur, Tezpur gave findings against the Child in conflict 

with law is based mainly on presumption, conjectures, 

surmise which is inadmissible in law.  

iv) The learned Principal Magistrate, Juvenile Justice Board, 

Sonitpur, Tezpur  committed grave error in drawing 

inference against the appellant/ Child in conflict with law 

and the findings of the learned Principal Magistrate, 

Juvenile Justice Board, Sonitpur, Tezpur  being not 

sustainable in law has to be set aside. 

v) The learned Principal Magistrate, Juvenile Justice Board, 

Sonitpur, Tezpur passed the judgment and order without 

corroborating the statement of witnesses as such, 

committed grave error. 

vi) PW 1 and 2 are hearsay witnesses who arrived at the 

place of occurrence after the incident and after the 

incident, the victim came back to his house by himself. PW 

3,4 and 6 are the eye witness but they have stated 

differently and contradicted the statements of each other. 

PW 5, the Doctor who had conducted the post mortem on 

the deadbody of the victim and on examination he found 

multiple injuries on the body of the deceased especially on 

the front side of the head of the deceased. But the PW 4 

stated that the victim was hitted on the back side of his 

head. But the learned trial court without giving attention 

regarding the period of earlier detention, without perusing 

the social investigation report and thus arrived at a wrong 

findings. 

vii) The sentence passed by the learned Principal Magistrate, 

Juvenile Justice Board, Sonitpur, Tezpur  is much hard, too 

severe and cannot be sustained in any view of law.         

 

7.   I have also heard argument put forwarded by ld. counsel of both 

sides. 
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Decision and reasons and reasons for decision: 

   

8. Learned counsel for the appellant/ Child in conflict with law  

submitted that the Ld. Trial Court convicted the accused without properly 

perusing the statement of witnesses since there is no any materials to 

convict the appellant/ Child in conflict with law in the alleged charged 

section. So, the appellant/ Child in conflict with law is required to be 

acquitted.  

 

9. On the other hand, Learned P.P. submitted that the Ld. Trial Court 

rightly convicted the appellant/ Child in conflict with law since there is 

sufficient materials against the Child in conflict with law as to the alleged 

charge as such praying for upholding the conviction Judgment.  

 

10. Keeping in mind the rival submissions advanced by learned 

counsels of both the parties, the moot point is to discuss in this appeal is 

that whether the Ld. Trial Court without considering the evidence 

available on the record convicted the Child in conflict with law without 

properly perusing the evidence available on the case record.  

 

11. Before parting with the appeal, I would like to mention that it 

would be justified to peruse the evidence available in the records since 

the learned counsel for the appellant strenuously argued that the 

Judgment and order is not passed on evidence available on record by the 

learned trial court.    

  

12. Before going to detail discussion I would like to see the evidence 

of witnesses.   

 

13.    PW 1 Suresh Sah, who is not an eye witness deposed that  in the 

year, 2005 the Child in conflict with law, the deceased and two other boys 

were playing carrom near his house. When a quarrel took place between 

the Child in conflict with law and deceased Gonesh Karmakar and the 

child in conflict with law inflicted a blow on the head of Gonesh Karmakar. 

The victim was immediately taken to Rangapara, thereafter to Tezpur and 
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while he was being taken to Guwahati, he died on the way. He stated 

that he came to know about the incident from his sons and others.  

 

14.  PW 2 Smt. Baban Devi, who is also not an eye witness to the 

occurrence, stated that the incident took place about 4/5 years ago. At 

aboput 10/11 a.m. of the said day, the Child in conflict with law   along 

with Biswajit, Gonesh and Ashok were playing carrom. In the mean time, 

an altercation took place between the child in conflict with law and 

Gonesh. The child in conflict with law assaulted Gonesh by means of a 

bamboo on his head as a result he died. Then he was taken to his home. 

Lateron he was died. Though she has been exposed to long cross 

examination as to the evidence at the relevant time the deceased along 

with the child in conflict with law, Biswajit and Ashok were playing carom, 

during that time when quarrel took place in between the child in conflict 

with law and Gonesh, the child in conflict with law assaulted Gonesh by 

means of a bamboo stick on his head and at last he died, has remained 

unshaken.            

 

15. PW 3 Sri Ashok Kr. Roy, the eye witness to the incident, stated 

that the incident took place about 5/6 years ago. On that day he along 

with Biswajit, Saju and Gonesh were playing carom near the house of 

Suresh Sah. Then the child in conflict with law Sajal came to join them. 

While they were playing carrom Gonesh asked Sajal to give Rs. 8/9 which 

is his due then Sajal refused to pay, which lead to quarrel took place 

between them. Initially, Gonesh pushed Sajal, he fell down, then Sajal 

took a bamboo stick and assaulted on the head of Gonesh. Thereafter, 

Gonesh fell down and Sajal fled away. Then Kartik Karmakar, the brother 

of Gonesh and Bolu took Gonesh to their home. They have also returned 

to their own home. Then he came  to know that when the family 

members of Gonesh feed Gonesh with some food, then blood was found 

to have been oozing from his mouth. Then he was taken to Tezpur 

hospital and again referred to Guwahati but he died on the way to 

Guwahati. During investigation, police has seized the bamboo stick where 

he put his signature in the seizurelist. Ext. 1 is the said seizurelist and Ext. 

1(1) is his signature. Though he has been exposed to long cross-

examination the evidence as to he saw the child in conflict with law Sajal 
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after quarreling assaulted the deceased by means of a bamboo stick on 

his head causing him fell down and subsequently, the deceased died on 

the way to hospital of Guwahati, has remained unchallenged.  

 

16.   PW 4  Sri Shyam Babu Sah stated before the court that the 

incident took place on or about 3 p.m. of 2005. At the relevant time he 

was playing carrom near the house of Suresh Sah along with Ashok, and 

Biswajit. The child in conflict with law Sajal Dey and Gonesh were also 

there. Sajal asked some money i.e. Rs. 16/- from Gonesh, but Gonesh 

refused to pay, then Sajal assaulted Gonesh by means of a bamboo stick. 

As a result, Gonesh sustained injury. On being seen the incident, he 

called Kartik, the brother of Gonesh. Then Kartik took Gonesh to his 

home. Thereafter, Gonesh was taken to hospital. After about one day 

Gonesh died on the way to Guwahati. During investigation police has 

seized the bamboo stick vide Ext.1 and Ext.1(2) is his signature. His 

statement was recorded u/s 164 Cr.P.C. Ext. 2 is his statement u/s 164 

Cr.P.C and Ext. 2(1) and 292) are his signatures. Though he has been 

exposed to long cross-examination the evidence as to at the relevant time 

Sajal and Gonesh took quarrel with each other and thereafter Sajal 

assaulted Gonesh whereby Gonesh sustained injury, on being seen the 

incident he called kartik, the brother of Gonesh, kartik took Gonesh to his 

home, then Gonesh was taken to hospital, in the next day on the way o 

Guwahati Gonesh was died has remained unchallenged.  

 

17. PW 5 Dr. Teg Bahadur Chetry deposed that on 14-07-2005 he 

was posted at KCH, Tezpur as SDM & H.O. On that day he conducted 

post mortem on the deadbody of Gonesh Karmakar in connection with 

Rangapara PS Case No. 187/05 u/s 302 of IPC dated 14-07-2005. The 

deadbody was escorted and identified by UBC1404 Nilambar. On 

examination he found the following: 

 i) a male deadbody, rigor mortis present, ii) swelling of forehead 

on right side, iii) frontal bone is fractured, iv) Frontal bone is fractured, v) 

Menings are congested, vi)sub-dural haematoma present and vii) multiple 

abrasion are seen on the back.  
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 All the injuries were antemortem in nature. In his opinion, the 

cause of death is due to coma as a result of head injury sustained by the 

deceased.                     

 

18. PW 6 Biswajit Karmakar who is also an eye witness of the 

incident, stated that at the relevant time he was playing carrom in the 

courtyard of Suresh Sah at about 3.30 p.m. Then the child in conflict with 

law also came to join them, then they told him that he was allowed to 

play only after completion of their game. Then the child in conflict with 

law and Gonesh started to play. Gonesh is to get Rs. 9/- from the child in 

conflict with law. The child in conflict with law after taking the money 

received from Gonesh was ran away, then a dashing and pushing taken 

place in between them, Then the child in conflict with law assaulted 

Gonesh by means of a lathi on his head as a result Gonesh became 

senseless. After pouring water while Gonesh get sense they sent Gonesh 

to their home. He saw swelling injury on the head of Gonesh. They 

informed the matter to the parents of Gonesh stating that the child in 

conflict with law has assaulted Gonesh. Lateron, Gonesh was died. Then 

the father of Gonesh filed this case.    

 In cross-examination, he admitted that though a dashing and 

pushing took place in between the deceased and the child in conflict with 

law but they think that they were making friendly fight. So, they did not 

give such importance. Then Gonesh went to his home on foot.  

 

19.  PW 7 I.O. Ziaur Rahman Khan has stated that on 14-07-2005 

while he was posted as an Attached officer he was entrusted to 

investigate a case based on an ejahar filed by Binay Karmakar. During 

investigation, he rushed to the place of occurrence, prepared the sketch 

map, recorded the statement of witnesses and seized one four ft length 

bamboo stick from the place of occurrence. He recorded the statement of 

complainant in the police station. He saw the deadbody of deceased lying 

in the court-yard. He arranged to inquest upon the deadbody and then 

sent the deadbody for post mortem examination to KCH, Tezpur. He was 

ordered to record the statement of Biswajit Karmakar, Shyambanu and 

Ashok Kr. Roy u/s 164 Cr.P.C. through the learned Court. Ext. 4 is the 

ejahar upon which he investigated the case. In Ext. 4 he saw the 
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signature of O/C Bishnu Dolakashoria, Ext. 5 is the sketch map and Ext. 

5(1) is his signature. Ext. 6 is the inquest report and ext. 6(1) is his 

signature. After completion of his investigation, SI Paran Kr. Sarmah, filed 

charge sheet u/s 302 of the IPC. Ext. 7 is the charge sheet and Ext. 7(1) 

is the signature of SI Paran Kr. Sarmah. He saw the material exhibit i.e. 

bamboo stick which was seized through Material Ext. 1.  

 In cross-examination, he admitted that Ext. 1 is the seizurelist as 

to detail description of bamboo stick.                     

 

20. These much is the evidence of prosecution.   

 

21. A careful perusal of the record it appears that no doubt PW 1 

Suresh Sah and PW 2 Smt. Baban Devi are not eye witnesses to the 

occurrence but PW 3, 4 and 5 all are eye witnesses to the occurrence. PW 

3 stated that at the relevant time he along with PW 4 and 5 were playing 

carrom infront of the house of PW 1 Suresh Sah. Then the child in conflict 

with law came to play with them and joined in playing. While they were 

playing an altercation took place for an amount of Rs. 8/9 which is due to 

him. Then it turned to exchange of marpit. At first, Gonesh pushed Sajal 

and he fell down. Then Sajal took a bamboo stick and assaulted on the 

head of Gonesh as a result Gonesh fell down and Sajal fled away. Then 

the brother of Gonesh, Kartik and Bolo took Gonesh to their house. They 

also returned to their home. They heard that blood was coming out from 

the mouth of Gonesh. Then he was removed to Tezpur Hospital and again 

referred to Guwahati. On way to Guwahati he was died. The aforesaid 

evidence adduced by PW 3 is supported by PW 4 and PW 6 who were 

present at the place of occurrence. PW 4 and 6 are independent eye 

witnesses. They were playing with PW 4 just before the incident. They 

have also stated that while they were playing carom, the child in conflict 

with law joined them then a quarrel took place in between the deceased 

and the child in conflict with law where the child in conflict with law 

assaulted Gonesh on his head by means of a bamboo stick as a result, he 

fell down. The injured was taken to his home. In the next day, while he 

vomiting blood, he was taken to Tezpur Civil Hospital and Tezpur Civil 

Hospital referred him to Gauhati Medical College & Hospital. On way to 

Guwahati, the injured was died. PW 3, 4 and 6, the eye witnesses to the 
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occurrence clearly described about the whole story. All were stated in the 

same tune. Though they have been exposed to long cross-examination 

but their presence at the place of occurrence cannot be doubted. The 

witnesses duly been cross-examined and not even a suggestion has been 

made to them that they had any reason for implicating the child in 

conflict with law falsely. The ingredients and circumstances clearly 

disclosed that the child in conflict with law initially took altercation with 

the deceased for Rs. 8/9 which he is to get from the deceased. Then after 

pushing and dashing incident, the child in conflict with law assaulted 

Gonesh with a piece of bamboo on his head as a result he fell down and 

in the next day, the injured was removed to Kanaklata Civil Hospital, 

Tezpur then he was referred to Guwahati.  It may also be noted that the 

evidence given by PW 3, 4 and 6 are tallied with their statement made 

before the Magistrate u/s 164 Cr.P.C. Besides, their statements are 

corroborated with the statements recorded by police u/s 161 Cr.P.C. 

Therefore, considering the previous statement made by the aforesaid 

three eye witnesses and the surrounding circumstances, their evidence 

cannot be thrown overboard simply on the ground that their evidence 

come from interested parties.  

 

22. Learned counsel for the appellant submitted that there is an 

enmity between the family members of the complainant and the family 

members of the child in conflict with law due to some disputes. As such, 

the complainant and other witnesses may falsely implicate the child in 

conflict with law. 

 It has been held in Suresh Rai Vs. State of Bihar, reported in 

AIR 2000 SC 2207 that – 

“Enmity, undoubtedly is a double edged weapon; it may be 

a motive for commission of crime; it may also be a motive 

for false implication.”       

 

23. Here in the present appeal as discussed herein before, PW 3, 4 

and 6 all were independent eye witnesses and they are neighbours of 

both the parties. They equally have a good relation with the complainant 

as well as the family members of the child in conflict with law. There is no 

evidence or any circumstance to infer that they have any enmity to the  
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child in conflict with law to implicate him falsely. All these eye witnesses 

including the other witnesses clearly shows that due to demand of some 

money which is due to the child in conflict with law, initially a quarrel took 

place where deceased pushed the child in conflict with law and then the 

child in conflict with law take a bamboo stick and assaulted on the head 

of the deceased, as a result he fell down. In the next day, the injured was 

removed to KCH, then referred him to GMCH and on the way to Guwahati 

the injured was died. Therefore, the question of any enmity between the 

parties to implicate the child in conflict with law is not at all arise in this 

case. Learned counsel for the appellant submitted that the evidence of 

the so-called eye witnesses, PW 3, 4 and 6 cannot be relied on. Had they 

really seen the incident, none of the said persons could have rescued the 

victim from the clutches of the child in conflict with law.     

 In this context, I may cite a case law viz., Hari Singh M. Vasuva 

Vs. State of Gujrat reported in AIR 2002 SC 1212. It has been held in 

that case that – 

“ only because the eye witness failed to intervene to safe 

the deceased, cannot be a ground to reject his testimony 

particularly when he was not asked as to what restrained or 

refrained him from intervening to safe the deceased.”     

 

24. In the instant case as discussed above, all the aforesaid eye 

witnesses i.e. PW 3, 4 and 6 were duly cross-examined by the defence. 

The direct testimony of the said witnesses corroborated by the medical 

evidence fully established the prosecution version. It is observed that  

none of the aforesaid witnesses was asked as to what restrained or 

refrained from intervening to safe the deceased. Under such 

circumstances, their evidence cannot be thrown overboard only because 

none of the said eye witness intervene the child in conflict with law 

assaulting the deceased. Learned counsel for the appellant urged that 

there is no credible evidence by which the prosecution tried to incriminate 

the child in conflict with law. 

 I cannot agree with the aforesaid submissions of learned counsel 

for the appellant. As here in the instant case, there is a clear evidence 

that PW 1 and 2 on being came to know about the incident reached near 

the place of occurrence. PW 3, 4 and 6 were playing carom then the child 
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in conflict with law came to join them. After playing for some time a 

quarrel took place in between the child in conflict with law with the 

deceased for some money. Then the deceased pushing the child in 

conflict with law, immediately the child in conflict with law assaulted the 

deceased on his head by means of a bamboo stick causing him internal 

injury and due to injury sustained in the incident he died after two days. 

This prosecution case is not based on any confessional statement or extra 

judicial confession. This case is based on the evidence of eye witnesses 

corroborated by other circumstantial evidence. While assessing and 

evaluating the evidence of these three eye witnesses (PW 3, 4 and 6) it 

appears the circumstances of the case was such that it was possible for 

these three eye witnesses to present at the scene and there is nothing 

inherently improbable and unreliable. On scrutiny of the evidence of the 

aforesaid witnesses, I find that they are consistent with one another so 

far at the place of occurrence, the manner of assault, the weapon of 

assault used by the child in conflict with law and nothing has been 

brought out in their cross-examination to impeach their testimony. The 

aforesaid oral evidence fully corroborates the medical evidence. As such, 

the evidence of these eye witnesses are convincing and reliable.  

 

25. Here in the present case there is no any dispute that the deceased 

Gonesh was died due to result of injuries sustained particularly as a result 

of head injury. The Doctor PW 5 clearly stated that on examination of 

deadbody he found i) a male deadbody, rigor mortis present, ii) swelling 

of forehead on right side, iii) frontal bone is fractured, iv) Frontal bone is 

fractured, v) Menings are congested, vi)sub-dural haematoma present 

and vii) multiple abrasion are seen on the back and as a result of head 

injury the deceased was died. The injuries are antemortem in nature. The 

defence has failed to cross-examine the Doctor. According to prosecution 

story, the evidence adduced by PWs would go to show that the weapon 

used by the child in conflict with law is a bamboo stick which cannot be 

stated to be a heavy sharp cutting or piercing instrument. The medical 

evidence as discussed above clearly shows that due to multiple injury 

sustained by the injured more particularly the head injury the deceased 

was died.  
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26. Defence plea is total denial while his statement was recorded u/s 

313 Cr.P.C. However there is no any evidence that the child in conflict 

with law has intention to kill his playing mate.  

 

27. In this connection, I may cite a case viz, State of Uttar Pradesh 

Vs. Lakhmi, reported in AIR 1998 SC 1007, where it has been held:- 

 “The mere fact that accused adopted another alternative defence 

during his examination u/s 313 of the Cr.P.C., without referring to 

exception No. 1 of Section 300 of the IPC. Code is not enough to deny 

him of the benefit of the exception, if the Court can cull out materials 

from evidence pointing to the existence of circumstances leading to that 

exception. It is not the law that failure to set up such a defence would 

foreclose the right to rely on the exception once and for all. It is 

axiomatic that burden on the accused to prove any fact can be discharged 

either through defence evidence or even through prosecution evidence by 

showing a preponderance of probability.” 

 

28. In the instant case, as discussed above, from the circumstances as 

narrated above, I have come to conclusion that it is none but the the 

child in conflict with law who killed his playing mate but intention to kill 

his paying mate is not known.  

 

29. It has been held in State of Andhra Pradesh Vs. Rayavarapu 

Punnayya, reported in AIR 1977 SC 45, wherein it has held –  

 “Whenever a court is confronted with the question whether the 

offence is “murder” or culpable homicide not amounting to murder” on 

the facts of a case, it will be convenient for it to approach the problem in 

three stages. The question to be considered at the first stage would be 

whether the accused has done an act by doing which he has caused the 

death of another. Proof of such casual connection between the act of the 

accused and the death, lends to the second stage for considering whether 

the act of the accused amount to “culpable homicide” as defined in 

Section 299. If the answer to this question is prima facie found in the 

affirmative, the stage for considering the operation of Section 300, IPC, is 

reached. This is the stage at which the Court should determine whether 

the facts proved by the prosecution bring the case within the ambit of any 
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of the four clauses of the definition of “murder” contained in Section 300, 

if the answere to this question is in the negative the offence would be 

“culpable homicide not amounting to murder” , punishable under the first 

or the second part of Section 304, depending, respectively, on whether 

the second or the third clause of Section 299 is applicable. If this question 

is found in the positive, but the case comes within any of the exception 

enumerated in section 300, the offence would still be “culpable homicide 

not amounting to murder”, punishable under the first part of Section 304, 

IPC.” 

 

30. In the aforesaid case the Hon’ble Apex Court pleaded to hold that 

- “For the purpose of fixing punishment, proportionate to the 

gravity of this generic offence, the Code practically recognizes three 

degree of culpable homicide. The first is, what may be called “culpable 

homicide of the first degree” this is the gravest form of culpable homicide 

which is defined in section 300 as “murder”  the second may be termed 

as “culpable homicide of the second degree”. This is punishable under the 

1st part of Sec. 304. Then, there is culpable homicide of the third degree. 

This is the lowest among the punishment provided for the three grades. 

Culpable homicide of this degree is punishable under the second part of 

Section 304.” 

 

31. In the instant case as discussed above, there is complete absence 

of good faith on the part of the child in conflict with law. Undoubtedly the 

relation between the deceased and the child in conflict with law nothing 

but playing mate. In the statement u/s 313 Cr.P.C. the child in conflict 

with law simply denied about the incidence. That apart, Doctor’s report 

clearly shows that due to multiple injury more particularly head injjry 

which was antemortem in nature, the deceased was died. But there is no 

any clear evidence that the child in conflict with law had taken undue 

advantage or calculatedly acted in a cruel and unusual manner. In the 

premises, the child in conflict with law must be held guilty of only   

culpable homicide not amounting to murder punishable u/s 304, Part-II of 

the Indian Penal Code. As such, the Judgment and order passed by the 

learned trial court to convict the child in conflict with law u/s 302 of the 

IPC is set aside but convicted u/s 304, Part-II of the Indian Penal Code.  
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32. In considering the circumstances leading to commission of crime, I 

convict the child in conflict with law u/s 304, Part-II of the Indian Penal 

Code and he is fit to be sent to Special Home for 6 (six) months and 

during the period at Special Home he shall be provided counseling.  

 

 The period in which the child in conflict with law was in earlier 

detention shall be set off. 

  

33. Accordingly, the appeal is partly allowed.  

 

34.  Send back the GR Case No. 1215/05 along with a copy of this 

Judgment to the learned Principal Magistrate, Juvenile Justice Borad, 

Sonipur, Tezpur for taking necessary action.   

35.  Given under my Hand and Seal of this Court on this the 17th day of 

November, 2016. 

 

             (A.K. Borah) 

   SESSIONS JUDGE,   

  SONITPUR: TEZPUR 

  

Dictated and corrected by me 

 

 

 

(A.K. Borah) 
SESSIONS JUDGE, 
SONITPUR :: TEZPUR 
  
   
 
Dictation taken and transcribed by me: 
   
 
( R. Hazarika), Steno  

    

  

    


