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                IN   THE   BOARD  OF  JUVENILE  JUSTICE,  SONITPUR 

                                       G.R.Case No. 169/2015 

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

 

                                                     STATE 

                                                        Vs 

                      PRANJAL SATNAMI AND GONESH SATNAMI 

                                                                        …Children in conflict with law. 

PRESENT: 1) JYOTISMITA SARMA, A.J.S. 

  Principal Magistrate, Juvenile Justice Board. 

  Sonitpur. 

                    2) Purneswar Nath 

                    Member, J.J.B 

                    3) Gita Upadhyay 

                    Member, J.J.B 

For the Prosecution: Learned A.P.P. L. Hazarika and R. Goswami  

For the Defence: Learned Counsel P. Sarma 

Particulars Explained On: 07/10/2015  

Evidence recorded on: 09/11/2015, 18/01/2016 and 17/5/2016. 

Argument heard on: 24/5/2016  

Judgment delivered on: 27/5/2016 

 

                                                        JUDGMENT 

 

1. The prosecution case in brief is that informant Mangal Satnami lodged an ezahar 

on 01/7/2015 stating that on 01/6/2015 at about 11 am, when he was not present 

at his house child in conflict with law Septa Satnami, Pranjal Satnami, Krishno 
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Satnami and Gonesh Satnami asked his son Amal Satnami out of the house on the 

pretext that his elder brother was calling him outside. Later in the day, at about 5 

PM, when informant returned from his work, he could not find his son and 

searched for him. At that time one Rita Boro told him that she saw his son along 

with the 4 children in conflict with law thereafter then he interrogated Krishno 

Satnami, Krishno Satnami took him to the ditch near the railway line the dead body 

of his son was recovered. Post mortem was conducted on the body wherein it was 

found that the deceased was strangulated. The ezahar was accompanied by a copy 

of the post mortem report. 

2. On receipt of the ezahar, a case was registered at Halem P.S. bearing number 

Halem P.S. No-25/2015  u/s 302 IPC and investigation was conducted by the I/O.   

1. After completion of investigation the police found sufficient materials and 

submitted charge-sheet against the Children in conflict with law Pranjal Satnami 

and Gonesh Satnami U/S 302 I.P.C. vide Charge-Sheet No. 17/15 dated 26/7/2015.  

2. On submission of the charge-sheet, cognizance of offences U/S 302 I.P.C. was 

taken against the children in conflict with law Pranjal Satnami and Gonesh Satnami 

and processes were issued against them. After their appearance, copy was 

furnished to the children in conflict with the law. Particulars of offences U/S 302/34 

I.P.C. are read and explained to the children in conflict with law and they were 

asked as to whether they plead guilty, to which they pleaded not guilty and 

claimed to be tried.  

3. In the course of hearing the prosecution examined the informant and another 

witnesses. Due to lack of incriminating materials prosecution evidence was closed. 

Their statement U/S 313 CRPC was duly recorded. Moreover, defence side declined 

to adduce any evidence. Their case is of total denial. 

 

4. Points for determination:- 

 

A) Whether the children Pranjal Satnami and Gonesh Satnami on 01/6/2015 with 

common intention under the pretext of his brother took Amal Satnami out of his 

home to the ditch near railway line and strangulated him until he died and left his 

body there and thereby committed the offence punishable U/s. 302/34 I.P.C.? 
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5. Discussion, Decision and Reasons thereof:-  

 Heard arguments from both the sides. Perused the Case Record. My findings are as 

follows:- 

6. The informant PW1 informant/Mangal Satnami identified the children in 

conflict with law and deposed that at the time of incident he had gone out for 

work. At night at about 8 pm, he received a phone call from Dhaneswar Satnami 

asking him to come home as there is an emergency hearing which he came to his 

home and saw that his nine year old son Amal Satnami is lying dead.  And there 

were lots of people in the house. Police too came to his house. He deposed further 

that he cannot say as to how his son died. 

7. PW2 Saraswati Satnami deposed that on the day of incident, Sepeta, Krishno, 

Pranjal and Gonesh had called out Amal from home to play along with them and 

Amal in spite of PW2’s objection went out along with them. Later when Sepeta was 

asked about Amal, he replied that he was with his brother Ajay. But later Amal was 

found dead. The PW3 however failed to state how Amal died. 

8. In his cross examination, he denied the allegation that C.C.L.s did not call the 

deceased out of this house.  

9. PW3 Prova Satnami deposed that on day of incident, she had gone to work at 

Helem Tea Estate and when she returned from work at about 5pm, her husband 

told her that their son had not returned home after he left with children in conflict 

with law. PW3 asked her son Ajay about Amal but he said that Amal was not with 

him. She thereafter, asked Pranjal, the brother of Pranjal- Sepeta and Gonesh but 

the day to declined knowledge about the missing child. As she was searching for 

the child, Rina Boro told her that the children in conflict with law were playing with 

Amal during day-time in the courtyard and thereafter they had gone to the fields. 

On hearing this fact, PW3 again went to the house of Gonesh and questioned him 

and this time he replied that her son has drowned. Then Gonesh’s brother Krishna 

took them to the fields with knee length water where the PW3’s son was found 

dead. 

10. During cross examination, she denied the suggestion that she did not state in S. 

161 statement that Gonesh’s brother had led them to the place where the dead 

body was found. She admitted that police recorded the statement of the one and 

half months of the incident. 
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11. PW4 Dhaneswar Satnami deposed that on 01/6/2013 when he was returned 

home from market he heard that a boy had drowned. He immediately went to 

place of occurrence which is a ‘bil’ and found a dead body of a boy. 

12. During cross examination he admitted that the unknown houses of people in your 

place of occurrence and that the incident took place during the rainy season. 

13. PW5 Jitu Satnami deposed that on hearing about the death of his brother’s son, 

he went to his house and went to police station. He is a inquest report witness but 

he failed to state as to what is Exhibit 3. 

14. PW6 Piyarilal Satnami deposed that on the day of incident after he returned 

from work at about 5 pm, he heard that Amal has not been found and learnt that 

Amal had gone to play along with Krishna and Sepeta and since then had not 

returned home. Later when searched, Amal was found dead in water. She deposed 

that she does not know how he died. She in her cross examination had admitted 

that she does not know as to what incident took place. 

15. PW7 Rinamoni Das Basumatary deposed that on the day of incident Gonesh 

and Amal were playing together and after some time they left for their house. At 

about 2 PM, Amal, Gonesh and another boy went to the waters with fish stick. She 

deposed that she does not know what happened thereafter but she has heard that 

Amal had died. During cross examination she admitted that she does not know 

how the incident took place and that she has no personal knowledge regarding the 

incident. 

16. PW8 Dr. Dipak Kumar Biswas deposed that on the documents/6/2015 when he 

was posted as senior medical and health officer, Behali P.H.C. he conducted post-

mortem of the dead body Aman Satnami, S/O Mangal Satnami with reference of 

Halem P.S. Case no. 07/15 dated 02/6/2015 and that the body was identified by 

W.B.C. Dhan Sonowal, Mangal Satnami and Jiten Satnami. He stated that he found 

slight nasal discharge without froth, 1 abrasion 2cm x 0.1 cm right lateral aspect of 

an anterior ancillary line at the fifth rib, bilateral cyanotic area of size 2 x 3cm of 

the neck( signs of pressure caused over both side of neck due to capilary 

haemorrhage). The stomach had only food and larynx was congested but without 

froth, lungs was congested. Eventually they found to be ante-mortem in nature. 

The presence of cyanotic area around the neck, absence of froth over nostrils and 

mouth, absence of water in stomach and respiratory tract and in lungs suggest 

homicidal forceful shallow water drowning with strangulation. Asphyxia is the 

reason as death took place as a result of strangulation. 
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17. It is seen that none of the prosecution witnesses are eyewitnesses to the incident. 

None of the prosecution witnesses have deposed that they saw the incident 

themselves. It is seen, that PW1, PW2, PW3 and PW6 deposed that prior to the 

recovery of dead body of the deceased, the children in conflict with law were seen 

playing along with the deceased in the courtyard. The fact is found to be proved by 

the cogent evidence of the prosecution witnesses. It is also deposed that the 

brother of C.C.L. Gonesh- Sepeta showed the dead body in the ditch. This fact in 

no way attracts the arrayed children in conflict with law to the death. 

18. Further, the dead body of deceased Amal Satnami bears strangulation marks over 

his neck. This fact is proved by the medical evidence of the doctor who conducted 

the post-mortem. He has deposed in his evidence that the children in conflict with 

law Pranjal Satnami and Gonesh Satnami are between 8 to 10 years of age are 

incapable of strangulating the deceased. 

19. Therefore, it is found that there is no eye witness to the incident in which the 

children in conflict with law killed the deceased. Also, while no weapon of offence 

has been recovered from the children in conflict with law. It is found that 

prosecution has failed to prove that the strangulation marks found over the neck of 

the deceased Amal Satnami belonged to the hands of the children in conflict with 

law Pranjal Satnami and Gonesh Satnami. 

20. In other words, there is no direct evidence connecting Pranjal Satnami and Gonesh 

Satnami to the offence of causing death of Amal Satnami.  

21. Further, it is seen that both the children in conflict with law are between the group 

of 8/10 which is a tender age. At this age, it is highly improbable that these 2 

children could strangulating someone and make him drown. The 2 children were 

very thin and fragile in appearance found to be incapable of strangulating a person 

elder to them.  

22. Also, the intention to cause death of Amal is also not found with the children in 

conflict with law. 

23. In the light of above discussion, the Board finds that the prosecution has failed to 

prove that Pranjal Satnami and Gonesh Satnami on the eventful day strangulated 

Amal and caused his death and thereafter left him in the water. The allegation of 

murder by the two children in conflict with law is found to be not proved at all. 
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                                                           ORDER 

 

24. Hence considering the above discussions, the children in conflict with law are found 

not guilty of the alleged offences and are accordingly acquitted and set at liberty 

forthwith.   

 

25. Pronounced by me in this open Court, this 27th day of May, 2016 and given under 

my hand and seal of this Court. 

 

 

                                      JyotismitaSarma 

                                                                          Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate,(S), 

                                                                          Tezpur, Sonitpur   
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                                              APPENDIX 

 

 

    PROSECUTION EXHIBITS  

                                            EXHIBIT 1- EZAHAR 

 

    DEFENCE EXHIBITS 

     NONE 

  

    PROSECUTION WITNESSES 

      

    P.W.1 MANGAL SATNAMI 

                                         P.W.2 SARASWATI SATNAMI 

                                         P.W.3 PROVA SATNAMI 

                                         P.W.4 DHANESHWAR SATNAMI 

                                         P.W.5 JITU SATNAMI 

                                         P.W.6 PIYARILAL SATNAMI 

                                         P.W.7 RINAMONI DAS BASUMATARY 

                                         P.W.8 DR. D. K. BISWAS 

                                          

                                       

              DEFENCE WITNESSES 

                NONE 

 

 

 


