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IN THE COURT OF ADDL. SESSIONS JUDGE (FTC), SONITPUR AT TEZPUR 
 

SESSIONS CASE NO.  :-  209 of 2018 
             (Under Section 370 (4) of IPC) 

 
 

Present     :-  R. Baruah 
      Addl. Sessions Judge (FTC),  

Sonitpur, Tezpur. 
 

Prosecutor     :- State of Assam 
 
       -Vs- 
 
Accused    :-  Ramesh Bhumij @ Bijoy 

S/o Late Lodar Bhumij. 
Resident of village No. 1 Namonigaon. 
PS – Rangapara 

      Dist- Sonitpur, Assam 
 
Date of framing charge  :- 12.10.2018 
 
Date of Recording Evidence   :-  04.12.2018, 25.01.2019 & 17.06.2019 
 
Date of examination of accused u/s  :-  03.07.2019 
313 of Cr.P.C. 
 
Date of Argument    :-  03.07.2019 
 
Date of Judgment    :-  16-07-2019 
 
Counsel of the Prosecution  :-  A Baruah & J Baruah,  
      Addl. Public Prosecutors, 
      Tezpur. 
 
Counsel for Accused   :-  R. Baruah, Legal Aid Counsel   
    

J U D G M E N T 

1.   In this case above accused are put for trial for the allegation of 

charge Under Section 370 (4) of IPC. 

2.   The prosecution case in brief is that on 05.08.2018 informant 

Tilutama Tanti lodged FIR before the In-Charge Rangapara Police Station stating 

that on 03.08.2018 her fifteen years old daughter at 10:00 AM went to 

Dhulapadung T.E. Hospital for bringing medicine. Since then her whereabout is 

not known. Search was conducted for tracing her but could not succeed.   
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3.  On receipt of the FIR, the O/C Rangapara Police Station registered 

the same as  Rangapara P.S case no. 142/2018 under sections 366 of IPC and 

endorsed the same for investigation.  

4.  Police after completion of investigation, submitted charge sheet 

against the accused under 366 of IPC and laid the same before the learned CJM, 

Sonitpur, Tezpur for trial. Accordingly, the learned CJM, Sonitpur, Tezpur 

transferred the case to the Court of learned Judicial Magistrate First Class, Tezpur 

for trial. Since the offence is triable by the court of Sessions, the same was 

committed to the Court of Sessions after furnishing the relevant copies under the 

provisions of Cr.P.C. 

5.   On production of the accused and after hearing the learned 

advocate for both the sides, charge Under Section 370 (4) of Indian Penal Code 

framed against the accused. The above offense read over and explained to the 

accused to which he pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried.  

6.   To substantiate the case, prosecution has examined as many as 9 

(nine) nos. of witnesses. The prosecution witnesses namely 1. Smti. Tilottama 

Tanti (PW1), 2. Smti. Bhoma Tanti (PW2), 3. Shri Kedar Nath Tanti (PW3), 4. Sri 

Gobinda Karmakar (PW4), 5. Sri Shantanu Tanti (PW5) 6. Smti. „X‟ (PW6) (name 

of victim changed for confidentiality), 7. Sri Kanhayna Telenga (PW7), 8. Sri Bijay 

Nath Sahani (PW8) and 9. Sri Srikumar Neog (PW9) (I.O.)  

7.   Accused is examined under section 313 Cr.P.C. The defence plea is 

of total denial and defence has declined to adduce defence evidence.  

8.   I have carefully gone through the record of the case and heard the 

learned Counsel for both the sides.  

9.   The learned Addl. PP has submitted that prosecution has been able 

to prove the charges against the accused and hence, accused may be convicted. 

10.   On the other hand learned defence Counsel has argued that the 

accused are implicated falsely in the present case.   

11.   The point for decision in this case is –  
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(1) Whether the accused on 03.08.2018 at 
10:00 AM at Dhulapadung T.E. Line No. 2 
under Rangapara P.S. committed the 
offence of trafficking for the purpose of 
exploitation, recruited, transported the 
minor girl ‘X’ aged 15 years by using 
threats/by using force?  

Discussion, Decisions and reasons for decision: 

12.   Before appreciating the evidence, I am of the opinion that the 

evidence so adduced by the prosecution witnesses needs to be reflected.  

13.   PW1 is the informant. She stated in her evidence–in-chief that her 

daughter „X‟ went to the medical of the tea estate. As her daughter did not went 

to the school hence she scolded her and asked her to go to the medical. PW1 

scolded her daughter saying that if she do not go to medical she have to go to 

the school. PW1 said that she went to her work at 7:00 AM. When she came to 

her house at 11:00 AM she could not find her daughter. Her daughter-in-law Uma 

Tanti told her that victim went to the medical and has not returned. PW1 went in 

search of her daughter. It was Thursday on Sunday she informed the police. On 

Sunday some boys of the village informed her that they saw the victim with the 

accused at Rangapara in a hotel. On questioning Ramesh informed the boys that 

he sent back the victim giving her Rs. 10/-. The boys brought Ramesh to the 

police station. Later on her daughter informed her over phone that she is at 

Bengenakhowa, Golaghat. Her daughter informed her that Ramesh kept her one 

day at Barjuli in a residence of another person. Her daughter also informed that 

Ramesh sold her. Police brought her daughter from Golaghat and treated by 

doctor and recorded the statement. At that time the age of her daughter was 15 

years. PW1 exhibited the FIR as Ext. 1. Police gave her daughter in her custody.  

  In cross examination the PW1 amongst other said that she do not 

remember on which date her daughter went missing. She gave the birth 

certificate of her daughter to the police. In the morning of day of incident she 

scolded her daughter. Police recorded her statement. PW1 denied that she did 

not state before police that on Sunday people informed her noticing the accused 

and her daughter together. PW1 denied that she did not state before police that 
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Ramesh gave Rs. 10/- to her daughter and send her to her home. PW1 denied 

that her daughter never over phone told her that she is at Bengenakhowa. Her 

daughter called her after 4/5 days from personal phone. She had not been to 

Golaghat. She found her daughter at the police station. The contents of the FIR 

was read over to her. PW1 denied that accused never took away her daughter. 

PW1 denied that it is a fact that accused send back her daughter after giving Rs. 

10/-. The accused was found by her nephew Shantanu and Kedar. She saw the 

accused in the police station for the first time. Her daughter called her from 

Golaghat only and not earlier. PW1 denied that the accused is implicated falsely.   

14.   PW2 said that informant as follows: 

“I know the informant. She is my aunti. I do not know the accused. The 

incident took place about two months back. At the time of incident the victim was 15 

years old. On the day of occurrence „X‟ went to the medical at around 9 AM, but, she 

did not return. After seven days on making contact „X‟ told over phone that she was 

taken to Golaghat by one Ramesh and she is working there. „X‟ also told that the 

owner of the house do not allow her to receive phone calls. Police of Rangapara 

recovered „X‟ and brought her to Tezpur.”  

In cross examination the PW2 said as follows:  

“Police recorded my statement.  

It is not a fact that I did not state before police that “after seven days 

on making contact „X‟ told over phone that she was taken to Golaghat by one 

Ramesh and she is working there. „X‟ also told that the owner of the house do not 

allow her to receive phone calls”. 

“After recovery I talked with „X‟. It is not a fact that „X‟ after quarreling 

with her mother went out of the house on her own and accused Ramesh is no way 

connected with the incident. is her aunt. She do not know the accused. At the 

time of incident the victim was 15 years old on the day of occurrence.”   

15.   The PW3 said as follows: 

“I know the informant and victim. I know the accused. The incident 
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took place on 03-08-2018. „X‟ is my cousin sister. On the day of occurrence she had 

been to the hospital for collecting a medical certificate, but, she did not return from 

the hospital. I was at my duty. After returning from duty I came to know that „X‟ has 

not returned. We informed the matter to police of Rangapara. After about 5 (five) 

days police recovered „X‟ from Golaghat. „X‟ later on told us that she met Ramesh in a 

train and informed me that she has come out of the house in search of work. Then, 

Ramesh agreed to engage her in a work. One night she was kept at Borjuli TE and 

on the next day she was handed over to another person at Bindukuri.”  

In cross examination the PW3 said as follows: 

“I personally do not know when and how „X‟ went out of the house. I 

only heard that she left the house after quarreling with her mother. I saw the 

accused Ramesh Bhumij in the police station for the first time. I came to know that 

he hails for Namonigaon. Police recovered „X‟ from a Maruwari Family of Golaghat. I 

do not know the name and address of the said family of Golaghat. Police recorded 

my statement.  

It is a fact that I did not state before police that “„X‟ later on told us 

that she met Ramesh in a train and informed me that she has come out of the house 

in search of work. Then, Ramesh agreed to engage her in a work. One night she was 

kept at Borjuli TE and on the next day she was handed over to another person at 

Bindukuri”, but the same fact was narrated by „X‟ in presence of police at Police 

Station. At the time or recording statement of „X‟ by police, I was not present.  

It is not a fact that Ramesh is not at all connected with the present 

case.” 

16.   The PW4 said as follows: 

“I know the informant and victim. I do not know the accused. I have 

seen the accused for the first time today. The incident took place about 3/4 months 

ago. I came to know from informant about 3/4 months back that her daughter „X‟ is 

missing. I heard that after search police recovered the daughter of informant from 

Golaghat. I also heard that she was sold to work in a household.” 

In cross examination PW4 stated as follows: 
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“Today what I have stated is heard by me. I never talked with „X‟. I 

have personally not aware where was „X‟ and from which place she was recovered.”  

17.   The PW5 said as follows: 

“I know the informant and victim. I know the accused. The incident 

took place about 5 months ago. „X‟ went missing. She was recovered by police from 

Golaghat. „X‟ told us in the police station that accused took her to Golaghat.” 

In cross examination the PW 5 said as follows: 

“Police has not recorded my statement. Today for the first time, I am 

stating about the incident. I saw accused in the police station. „X‟ identified the 

accused in the police station.  

It is not a fact that „X‟ never identified the accused in the police station.  

Myself, informant Tiluttoma Tanti, Dugeswari Gowala, Kedar Nath and 

Gobinda Karmakar went to the police station. I do not know when the victim went 

missing and only after coming to know her recovery, I went to the police station.  

It is not a fact that „X‟ has not talked with me.” 

18.          The PW6 (victim) said as follows: 

“Informant is my mother. The incident took place about three months 

back. In the morning on Thursday, I came out of the house because my mother 

scolded me. I went to Dekargaon Railway Station. Accused Ramesh after noticing 

him at Dekargaon Railway Station, asked me whether I will work. Since I came out 

of the house with intention to not to return home, I agreed to go with Ramesh. 

Ramesh took me to Bindukuri and handed me over to one old person named Jogen. 

Then, Jogen took me to Bengenakhowa, Golaghat. The name of the owner is Payel. 

Payel kept away my mobile phone. Two boys who work in the house of Payel told me 

that from there the girls are sold to other places and asked me to make contact with 

my family member. They gave me their phone and I called my friend Pratap. Pratap 

informed my mother. Police was informed by my family. Police make contact with 

Payel and she brought me back to Rangapara Police Station. The police of Rangapara 

brought me to the Court for recording my statement and took me to the doctor for 
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examination. Pratap is my friend. Ext.2 is my statement recorded under Section 164 

CrPC and Ext. 2(1) to Ext.2(3) are  my signatures.  

One Kamal gave Rs.5000/- to Jogen and Ramesh, after I was brought 

to Binduguri. Kamal in my presence, counted the cash and thereafter Jogen and 

Ramesh divided the money in my presence. I can identify if Kamal is produced 

before me. Kamal is also a resident of Binduguri.”  

In cross examination the PW6 said as follows: 

“I studied at Namonigaon ME School in Class-IX. Once I failed in Class-

IX. On Sunday I went to Golaghat. I do not remember the date. My mother scolded 

me and hence, I went out of the house. I went out of the house with intention that I 

will not return and that I will work and earn my livelihood. From home, I went to 

Rangapara Railway Station and then to Dekargaon. At around 9 AM I went from 

home. I walked from my house to Thakurbari Railway Station(Rangapara) for ½ an 

hour up to about 4 PM, I was at Rangapara. It was dark when I reached Dekargaon 

Railway Station. The accused was alone when we met at Dekargaon Railway Station. 

I told him that I came out from my home and will work and not return to my home. 

Again we return by train to Borjuli. We landed at Rangapara Railway Station. At 

around 8/10 PM we reached Rangapara Railway Station on our way to Borjuli. The 

accused forcibly took me to Borjuli. Ramesh told that it was the home of his brother 

at Borjuli. I have not called my mother by phone from Borjuli. I was having my cell 

phone with me at that time. We walked from Rangapara Railway Station to Borjuli No 

4 for ½ an hour by the Tea Garden. I told the occupants of the house at Borjuli that 

accused brought me forcibly. There were five members in the house at Borjuli i.e. 

two grown up persons and three children. I stayed with the lady of that house. In 

the next morning, we came to Rangapara Station. By bus we came to Bindukuri. 

There were other passengers in the bus. I have not shouted or told the passengers 

of the bus that accused brought me forcibly. I do not know the location of the place 

of Jogen. We went to the house of Jogen by Scooty of Kamal. It took around ½ an 

hour. We travelled for about 10 kms. I stayed in the house of Jogen on Saturday. On 

the next day I went to Golaghat with Jogen by bus. I have not shouted or narrated 

that I have been brought forcibly. I told Jogen that I will work. For about one week I 

stayed at Golaghat . The household at Golaghat is in Town area. I told Payel that I 

came to work.  
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It is not a fact that I did not state before police that “Payel kept away 

my mobile phone. Two boys who work in the house of Payel told me that from there 

the girls are sold to other places and asked me to make contact with my family 

member. They gave me their phone and I called my friend Pratap. Pratap informed 

my mother”. It is not a fact that I did not state before police that “One Kamal Gave 

Rs.5000/- to Jogen and Ramesh, after I was brought to Bindukuri. Kamal in my 

presence, counted the cash and thereafter Jogen and Ramesh divided the money in 

my presence”. When I came to Court for recording my statement, my mother and my 

aunt Durgeswari also accompanied me to the Court. It is not a fact that I have 

deposed before the Magistrate as taught by my mother and my aunti Durgeswari. It 

is not a fact that as it was night and I was alone, to give me shelter, Ramesh took 

me to Borjuli. It is not a fact that on the next date near Hanuman Mandir, 

Rangapara, Ramesh gave me Rs.10/- and asked me to return to my home and 

thereafter Ramesh went to his home. It is not a fact that thereafter I on my own 

went to some other place. It is not a fact that I cooked up a story that accused 

taking me to Bindukuri and Jogen taking me to Golaghat. It is not a fact that I went 

to some other place and later on cooked up a story. It is not a fact that for the sake 

of me and my families prestige, implicated the accused falsely. It is not a fact that 

my age is more that 18 years. It is not a fact that accused is not at all involved in the 

present case.” 

19.  The PW7 said as follows: 

“I do not know the informant. I know the accused. About three months 

back, one night accused brought the victim „X‟ to my house. Accused told me that „X‟ 

is his sister. I offered food to the girl and she stayed at my house for the night. On 

the next morning(Saturday), Ramesh came out with the girl from my house. Ramesh 

told me that he is taking back the girl to her house. On Monday, police came to my 

house with Ramesh and enquired about the girl. Ramesh told me that he gave 

Rs.10/- to the girl near Hanuman Mandir and asked her to go to her home. Police 

enquired whether the girl stayed in my house at night, to which I admitted. Today, I 

came to know that the girl has been recovered.    

Ext.3 is my statement under Section 164 CrPC and Ext. 3(1) to Ext.3(4) 

are my signatures.”  
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 In cross examination the PW7 said as follows: 

“Ramesh used to work with me. Earlier Ramesh visited my house. At 

around 8.30 PM night Ramesh visited my house along with the girl. My house is 

about 3/4 km away from the Rangapara Railway Station. I talked with the victim at 

night. My wife talked with the girl. The girl told me that she came out of the house. 

The girl talked with her mother over phone at night and informed about her location. 

I asked the victim to go back to the home next day as she is a small girl. In the next 

morning at around 8 AM, Ramesh and the girl came out from my house. Ramesh 

came out of the house saying that he will send back the victim to her house. After 

that I met Ramesh in the Rangapara Police Station on Monday. I do not know what 

happened after the girl came out from my house. I have met the girl at the police 

station.” 

20.   The PW8 said as follows: 

“I do not know the informant and victim. I know the accused. The 

incident took place about 7/8 months back. At the time of incident, at afternoon I 

went to Railbazar with a passenger. There I noticed accused along with 2/3 persons 

taking liquor. They also offered me. Thereafter, I left the place. I noticed some 

household articles purchased by the accused.”   

In cross examination PW8 said as follows: 

“I do not remember the date of occurrence.” 

21.   The PW9 (I.O.) said as follows: 

“On 05-08-2018, I was posted as attach officer at Rangapara PS. On 

that day one Smti Tiluttama Tanti lodged FIR stating inter alia that her minor 

daughter (15 years) went for purchasing medicine in the morning at around 10.00 

AM and thereafter she was missing. OC of the PS endorsed me to investigate the 

case. Ext.1 is the FIR and Ext.1(2) is the signature of the then OC Khurshed Ali. 

Accordingly, I visited the place of occurrence, drew the sketch map of the place of 

occurrence, and recorded the statements of witnesses including the informant. 

During investigation from sources, I came to know that victim has been confined at 

Golaghat in the residence of one lady name Payel. When the victim was contacted 

over phone, then, the family member of Payel brought back victim to the police 
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station. On enquiry I came to know that the accused Bijoy @ Ramesh Bhumij took 

the victim from Tezpur to Golaghat and kept in the house of Payel. I recorded the 

statement of victim and forwarded the victim before the Magistrate along with three 

witnesses for recording their statements under Section 164 of CrPC. The victim was 

not sent for medical examination as her mother declined for the same. I arrested eh 

accused and forwarded to the Court. After completion of investigation I submitted 

charge sheet against the accused under Section 366 of IPC. Ext.4 is the sketch map 

and Ext.4(1) is my signature. Ext.5 is the charge sheet and Ext.5(1) is my signature.” 

In cross examination PW9 said as follows: 

“I received the ejahar on 05-08-2018 at around 3.00 PM. I visited the 

place of occurrence at 4.20 PM and reached the place of occurrence at around 4.50 

PM. The place of occurrence is the residence of informant. I recorded the statement 

of witnesses on the same day. I visited the place of occurrence once only. Except 

Dhulapadung TE, I have not visited other places for investigation. I have not 

collected Birth Certificate of victim, as the mother of the victim refused the give the 

same. The victim was also not sent for examination by doctor as the mother of 

victim declined for the same. I have not recorded the statement of Payel nor shown 

her name as accused in this case. Victim was produced in the police station on           

09-08-2018 at around 6.10 PM by the mother of victim and one Shantanu Tanti. I 

have not ascertained from where Shantanu and mother of victim recovered the 

victim. I  have not recorded the statement of the family members of Payel because, I 

came to know that they handed over the victim to the mother of victim. I have 

arrested the accused on 07-08-2018 at the police station as public produced him.  

PW1 Tiluttama Tanti did not state before me that on Sunday, people 

noticed the victim and the accused loitering and taking tea in the hotel. PW1 not 

state before me that she enquired from the accused Ramesh and Ramesh informed 

her that he gave money to the victim and sent her to the home.  

PW2 Bhoma Tanti did not state before me that “after seven days on 

making contact „X‟ told over phone that she was taken to Golaghat by one Ramesh 

and she is working there. „X‟ also told that the owner of the house do not allow her 

to receive phone calls”.  

PW3 Kedar Nath Tanti did not state before me that “„X‟ later on told us 
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that she met Ramesh in a train and informed me that she has come out of the house 

in search of work. Then, Ramesh agreed to engage her in a work. One night she was 

kept at Borjuli TE and on the next day she was handed over to another person at 

Bindukuri”.  

It is not a fact that I have not recorded the statement of Shantanu Tanti 

@ Tufan. 

PW6(victim) did not state before me that “Payel kept away my mobile 

phone. Two boys who work in the house of Payel told me that from there the girls 

are sold to other places and asked me to make contact with my family member. They 

gave me their phone and I called my friend Pratap. Pratap informed my mother”. 

PW6 also did not state before me that “One Kamal Gave Rs.5000/- to Jogen and 

Ramesh, after I was brought to Bindukuri. Kamal in my presence, counted the cash 

and thereafter Jogen and Ramesh divided the money in my presence”. 

It is not a fact that accused never took away the victim to any place. It 

is not a fact that victim is major girl and willingly went to somewhere. It is not a fact 

that to save her own dignity and respect, she concocted a story and narrated the 

same to her mother and thereafter, her mother lodged the ejahar believing the same 

to be true. It is not a fact that I, without conducting proper investigation, submitted 

the charge sheet against the accused without any material.”  

22.   The defence has admitted of meeting the victim prior to the 

recovery of victim. The defence case is that accused in fact met the victim and 

provided her shelter for a night in the house of his brother and on the next day 

he gave Rs. 10/- to the victim to go to her home. The PW7 admitted that the 

accused broght the victim to his house for giving shelter. The PW7 said that the 

victim stayed with his wife in the night.  

 In a criminal trial it is for the prosecution to prove the guilt of the 

accused beyond all reasonable doubts. The part admission of accused cannot be 

said to admission of all ingredients so contained in the charge.  

23.   It is to be noted that victim on her own came out of the house with 

intention to earn her livelihood. In cross examination the PW6 said that she told 

the accused that she has come out of the house for work and will not return to 
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her home. Then they went to Borjuli. Though PW6 said that she was forcibly 

taken by the accused to Borjuli, the facts and evidence do not support her. The 

PW6 said that when she was at Borjuli, she was in possession of a cell phone but 

did not call her mother. The PW7 stated that while the victim stayed in his house 

at night she called her mother over phone and informed about her location. The 

PW3 said that the victim informed him that accused agreed to engage the victim 

in a work and one night she stayed at Borjuli T.E.. The element of threat given by 

accused to the victim is not made aware to the PW3. The evidence of PW3 is 

relevant in view of the fact that the informant (PW1) mentioned that she came to 

know about her daughter after 4-5 days from PW3 and PW5.  

24.  It is true that in cases of trafficking of minor child consent of the 

child is irrelevant. But to convict a person for the offence of trafficking the 

evidences should be reliable and without any loopholes. The prosecution has 

exhibited the statement of victim recorded u/s 164 of Cr.P.C.. In the statement 

u/s 164 Cr.P.C. the victim amongst other stated that after reaching Bindukuri, 

Ramesh took her to house of Jogen. On Saturday she stayed in the house of 

Jogen and Ramesh left. In the next morning Ramesh came and talk with Jogen 

and after that Jogen in a bus took her to Golaghat to work in the house of a lady 

named Payal. And on that day Jogen took Rs. 5,000/- from Payal and divided the 

amount with Ramesh. Jogen came back after keeping her at Golaghat.  

During her examination-in-chief the PW6 said the following: 

“One Kamal gave Rs.5000/- to Jogen and Ramesh, after I was brought 

to Binduguri. Kamal in my presence, counted the cash and thereafter Jogen and 

Ramesh divided the money in my presence. I can identify if Kamal is produced 

before me. Kamal is also a resident of Binduguri.” 

The victim seems to be developing the facts regarding the incident. In 

court she says that Ramesh stayed back and Jogen took her to Golaghat. The fact of 

transaction of money as per her statement took place at two places i.e. at Tezpur 

and at Golaghat. In court the PW6 has added another person involved in the case 

namely Kamal. The defence denied that PW6 never stated before police about Kamal 

giving money to Jogen and Ramesh and both dividing the money. The PW9 has 
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confirmed that the PW6 never mentioned about Kamal giving money to Jogen and 

Ramesh.  

25.  From the statement of witnesses it can be noticed that  all the 

witnesses are not confirm how the victim landed at the police station from Golaghat. 

The PW1 said that she found the victim in the police station. The victim said that the 

police of Rangapara made contact with Payal and she brought her to Rangapara 

police station. The PW9 (I.O.) said that the family member of Payal brought back the 

victim. In cross examination PW9 said that he did not recorded the statement of 

Payal nor shown her as accused. The PW9 further added that victim was produced in 

the police station by her mother and one Shantanu Tanti and he has not ascertained 

from where Shantanu and mother of victim recovered the victim.  

 The above shows that the I.O. has in a very casual manner conducted 

the investigation of the case. The I.O. is not sure from where the victim is recovered. 

It is not clear whether the victim was in fact sold to a household at Golaghat. 

Nobody from Golaghat is examined as witness to prove that it is the accused who 

took the victim to Golaghat. No one from Golaghat is shown as accused if involved in 

the trafficking of victim. The I.O. seems to have not examined the chain as narrated 

by the victim leading to her moving to another district. It is not the case of the 

prosecution that they are not aware regarding the facts leading to the missing of the 

victim. The victim had given statement before the magistrate regarding her sale but 

the I.O. did not deem it fit to conduct investigation towards those angle.  

26.  Certain facts in this case are to be considered. The accused and victim 

are not known to each other till they met at a railway station. It is on the plea of 

victim that accused took her to give shelter for a night as she declined to go back to 

her house. The accused has not ill treated the victim while she was with him.  

27.  The prosecution though arrested the accused on the indication that 

accused somewhere involved in the moving of victim to another place, the links 

leading to moving of victim to Golaghat from Rangapara are not proved. No money 

recovered by the police allegedly changed hands during moving of the victim. The 

vital witnesses of the case are withheld by the prosecution for reasons best known to 

it.  

28.  In view of the above, it is held that the prosecution failed to prove 
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the charge against the accused u/s 370 (4) of IPC. The accused is acquitted and 

set at liberty forthwith.  

29.   The accused is inside that jail. He is allowed to go on bail of Rs. 

5,000/- (Rupees Five Thousand) with a suitable surety of like amount. The bail 

bond shall remain in force for six months from today.   

30.   Free copy of judgment be furnished to the accused. 

31.   Copy of judgment be forwarded to Ld. District Magistrate, Sonitpur 

in terms with the provisions of law.  

   Given under my Hand and Seal of this Court on this the 16th day of 

July, 2019.  

  
(R Baruah) 

Addl. Sessions  Judge (FTC), 
 Sonitpur,Tezpur. 

 
Dictated and corrected by me. 
 
  
    (R Baruah) 
 Addl. Sessions  Judge (FTC),                       
  Sonitpur,Tezpur. 
 
 
Dictation taken by me: 
 
 
Sri Jitumoni Boro, Computer Typist         

 


