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IN THE COURT OF THE ADDITIONAL SESSIONS JUDGE(FTC) 

SONITPUR AT TEZPUR 

 

PRESENT : R Baruah, 
   Addl. Sessions Judge(FTC), 
   Sonitpur, Tezpur. 

 

CRIMINAL APPEAL  NO. 02 (S-1) OF 2019 

 

1. Smti Puja Devi Chetry @ Puja Chetry, 
D/O Late RudraBahadurChetry,  
Resident of vill – Tingharia, 
PO – Mansiri, PS – Tezpur, 
Dist. Sonitpur (Assam)………………………...the Appellant. 
 
   - Versus – 
1. State of Assam 
 
2. Sri RupakSutar, 
S/o Sri Kumar Sutar, 
3.MissParboti Devi,  
D/o Sri Kumar Sutar, 
Both are resident of Vill–Borjhar, 
PO – Borjhar, PS – Dhekiajuli 
Dist - Sonitpur, Assam…………………….. Respondents. 
 

 

A P P E A R A N C E 

 

For the Appellant : P. Biswas, P. Baruah and N. Sarma 
Ld Advocates.  

 

For the State  : J Baruah & A Baruah, 

    Ld. Addl.P.Ps. 

 

None appeared for the respondent No.2/ informant. 

   

Date of hearing  : 27-05-2019.  

 

Date of Judgment : 11-06-2019. 
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J U D G M E N T 

 

1. This appeal is directed against the Judgment and Order dated 10-12-2018 

passed by Ld. Assistant Sessions Judge, Sonitpur,Tezpur in Sessions Case 

No.100/2016 convicting the accused/appellant U/S 417/419 of IPC and sentencing 

her to undergo simple imprisonment(SI)for 6(six) month sand to pay a fine of 

Rs.2,000/- (rupees two thousand) for the offence under Section 417 of IPC. In 

default of payment of fine to undergo Simple Imprisonment for 2 (two) months. 

Accused /appellant is also sentenced to suffer SI for 1 (one) year and to pay a fine 

of Rs.3,000/- for the offence u/s 419 of IPC. In default of payment of fine to 

undergo SI for three months.  

 

2.  The prosecution case in brief is that on 14.12.2015 the complainant 

Sri Rupak Sutar filed and FIR at Borsola Police Outpost under Dhekiajuli Police 

Station stating inter-alia that around 7 months back his sister Parbati Devi got 

acquainted with a person named Sri Dipak Chetry through an unknown phone 

number and they had a romantic relation over phone. On 02.08.2017 the accused 

DipakChetry came and stayed in their house and told that he would marry his sister. 

On suspicion they and members of local youth association questioned the accused 

Dipak and asked him to bring his guardian. Accused Dipak said he would bring them 

on 13.12.2015. After that villagers left, at around 2 pm accused with a view to sell 

the victim outside the state enticed his sister away. However, with the help of local 

people his sister along with the accused Dipak Chetry was recovered and then the 

accused was handed over to police. Hence the FIR was lodged. On received of the 

FIR it was registered u/s 420/419/370/366 (a) IPC against the accused Dipak 

Chetry. Police went to the place of occurrence and examined the available 

witnesses. Statements of the witnesses were recorded and statement u/s 164 Cr.P.C 

of the victim was also duly recorded.  

 

3.  On completion of investigation, having finding a primafacie case, the 

I/O submitted charge sheet against accused persons Smt. Puja Devi Chetry @ Dipak 

Chetry and Bir Bahadur Chetry u/s 420/419/370/366 (a) of IPC to stand trial in 

court. After committal of the case, the same transferred to the court of Ld. Assistant 
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Sessions Judge, Tezpur for disposal. After completion of the trial the above Ld. 

Court convicted the accused/appellant by the aforesaid impugned judgment. 

4. Being aggrieved and dissatisfied by aforesaid order and Judgment, the 

accused/appellant preferred this appeal on the following grounds: 

 

I. The learned trial court committed error in facts as well as in law in 

passing impugned judgment and order dated 10.12.18 and as such the 

same is liable to be set aside and quashed. 

II. The impugned judgment of the court below is utterly perverse and as 

such if the said judgment is allowed to stand it would occasion failure or 

justice and as such the impugned judgment is liable to be set aside and 

quashed.  

III. The learned trial court passed the impugned judgment on surmises and 

conjecture and perverse reading of the evidences of the record which 

does not warrant conviction and sentenced of the appellant is liable to be 

set aside and quashed. 

IV. The learned court has failed to appreciate the fact and the prosecution 

miserably failed to prove the case beyond reasonable doubt and entire 

evidence of prosecution is inconsistent, does not inspire the confidence 

and brittle with discrepancies and contradictions. Hence the impugned 

judgment and order dated 10.12.2018 is liable to be set aside and 

quashed.  

V. The PW 1 Smt. Parbati Devi, the alleged victim simply stated that she 

developed some romantic relation in telephonic conversation and the 

accused appellant disclosed to her as Dipak Chetry and gave a proposal 

of marriage to which the appellant was invited to her house. However, 

on suspecting the demeanor of Dipak Chetry, the inmates of her house 

asked to come with his guardians. Thereafter PW 1 Smt. Parboti Devi 

went with the appellant for a walk to his aunt’s house. Thereafter, the 

information and other inmates of the house suspecting appellant as a 

female person went to the house of the aunt and brought them back 

lodged the FIR and handed over to the appellant to the Police. This does 

not fall under the offence u/s 417 & 419 of IPC. Hence the conviction 
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under these twoSections is not maintainable and is liable to be set aside 

and quashed.  

VI. The PW 2 Narayan Chetry could not say anything except that the 

appellant stated that she was introduced by Bir Bahadur while PW 3 

Kuber Chetry stated that he had no knowledge about relationship 

between Parbati and Puja Devi while PW 4 Gobinda Sutar stated that 

accused appellant gave the proposal of marriage. All these witnesses 

could not prove the case u/s 419 & 417 of IPC. As such the impugned 

order and judgment is liable to be set aside and quashed.  

VII. The appellant submits that PW 5 Nil Bahadur Chetry, PW 6 Rupak Sutar 

and PW 7 Dipak Parajuli virtually could not say anything while PW 3 

Kuber Chetry stated that he had no knowledge about any relationship 

between Parbati and Puja Devi while PW 4 Gobinda Sutar stated that 

accused appellant gave the proposal of marriage. All these witnesses 

could not prove the case u/s 419 & 417 of IPC. As such the impugned 

order and judgment is liable to be set aside and quashed. 

VIII. While PW 8 I/O who conducted the investigation utterly failed to 

investigate the case in a proper manner and thereby caused injustice to 

the appellant. 

IX. No proper ingredients of Section 417 & 419 of IPC has not been proved 

beyond reasonable doubt. Moreover it is an attempt of proposal is given 

but no marriage took place as such the alleged office is incomplete and 

the accused deserved benefit of doubt.  

X. The accused is a woman who is just 24 years of old and deserves the 

benefit of probation of offenders act. 

XI. The learned court below ignored the serious contradictions and thereby 

failed to appreciate the evidence in its proper perspective and as well as 

failed to apply its judicious mind while passing the impugned judgment 

and order. Hence the impugned order and judgment is liable to be set 

aside and quashed. 

XII. Prior to this appeal the appellant was also convicted with the Sessions 

case no. 100/16 and corresponding to GR case 3359/15 made an appeal 

and which was registered as Criminal Appeal No. 26 (S-4) 17 which was 

placed before Additional Sessions Judge Learned D. Ullah and due course 
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of hearing the learned Addl. Sessions Judge passed an order and 

judgment dated 20.09.18 with the direction to the Subordinate Court i.e. 

Assistant Sessions Judge, Sonitpur at Tezpur as per Sessions Case No. 

100/16 shows that the statement of accused persons were recorded u/s 

313 of Cr.P.C. as per order dated 17.05.17 but the form of statement u/s 

313 of Cr.P.C. are not available in the case record. The table contents 

reveal that there are 46 sheets from 1 to 46 in file No. “A” as well as 41 

sheets in file “B” of Sessions Case No. 100/16. Probably due to 

inadvertency the said mistake occurred the learned trial court without 

giving the opportunity of explaining the incriminating evidences it would 

not be proper to pass a judgment against the accused persons. In the 

instant case also, as the statement of the accused persons u/s 313 

Cr.P.C. is not available as such I am of the opinion that any finding i.e. 

judgment passed against the accused is certainly be treated as non-

application of the principle of natural justice, therefore I deem it fit and 

proper to remand the case record of Sessions Case No. 100/16 to the 

trial court for recording the statement of the accused persons u/s 313 

Cr.P.C., after hearing both sides and to dispose the case in accordance 

with law.  

XIII. The appeal was allowed on contest.  

XIV. The judgment and order of conviction and sentence dated 02.08.2017 

passed by the Learned Additional Sessions Judge, Sonitpur, Tezpur in 

Sessions Case No. 100/16 is set aside.  

XV. That u/s 300 of Cr.P.C. person once convicted or acquitted not to be 

tried for the same offence.  

XVI. In view of the matter the conviction and sentenced is liable by the 

Sessions Judge passed on 10.12.18 is liable to be set aside and quashed.  

 

5. On the rival submissions of the parties, the following points are to be 

determined; 

i) Whether the judgment and order of the learned trial court is 

based on proper appreciation of evidence available in the record?  
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ii) Whether the judgment and order of the learned trial court needs 

interference? 

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

learned advocates for both the sides.  

7.  Before discussing the evidence recorded by the ld. Trial Court and 

the appreciation made by the ld. Trial Court, I deem it necessary to reflect here the 

evidences of the witnesses. 

8.  The PW1 is the victim. She said that she knows the 

accused/appellant Puja Devi. In the month of December 2015 the incident occurred 

and prior to seven month of incident she got introduced with one Bikash. And 

Bikash introduce her to the accused Puja @ Dipak to be a very good boy and 

suitable for her. Thereafter she started telephonic conversation with accused Dipak 

Chetry @ Puja thinking him to be a man and their romantic relationship started. She 

did not realize that Puja @ Dipak was a girl because on the phone he sounded and 

acted like a man. At that time he was residing at Delhi and proposed to come to her 

house in connection with their marriage. In December 2015, Dipak @ Puja came to 

her house then other villagers gathered and enquired about his background and 

asked him to bring his guardian. Puja @ Dipak agreed to bring his guardian in the 

evening. However, the accused/appellant told her that villagers are going to create 

trouble and therefore he took her to her aunty’s house. By that time her brother 

and villagers came to know that accused Puja @ Dipak is actually a female and 

came in search of them. They were brought from the aunty’s house to police 

station. When the villagers threaten, the accused admitted that he is not a man but 

actually a women. PW1 said that she gave statement before the Magistrate. 

 In her cross examination she said that accused Bir Bahadur never came to 

her house. They went to the house of her aunt Geeta Devi. She went to her aunty’s 

place because accused told her that public will beat both of them. They walked to 

the aunty’s place and it took around 1 (one) hour. The accused Dipak @ Puja did 

not misbehaved with her or done anything to her. Accused stays and acts like a 

male and never look like a female. While going to her aunty’s place they came 

across lots of people but she never mentioned where they are going. She told her 

aunt that they had come for a social visit. PW 1 denied that accused never asked 
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her to go to the aunty’s place or never proposed to marry her. PW 1 said that 

accused Puja proposed to marry her only when people gheraoud him. PW 1 said 

that the people beaten up the accused. 

9.   The PW2 said that in the month of December 2015, 

accused/appellant came to the house of victim and the public enquired about his 

identity because he was staying in the house of PW 1. It appears to them that the 

accused Dipak is not a male but a female and the address given by accused seems 

to be doubtful. So, they asked accused to come with his guardian. The brother of 

victim namely Rupak Sutar informed that victim called the accused and she is going 

to marry the accused. They came to know that the accused and victim went to the 

house of aunt of the latter. The PW 2 and members of public went to the house of 

the aunt of PW 1 and recovered both the victim and the accused and brought them 

to the village. The accused Dipak admitted that he is in fact a female named Puja 

and not a male named Dipak. The accused was handed over the police. The victim 

informed them that she came to know the accused over telephone and developed a 

romantic relation with Dipak and the said Dipak was introduced to her by 

BirBahadur. 

 In cross the PW 2 said that village of the aunt of victim is about 30-35 km 

from their village. He never show Bir Bahadur in the village. 

10.    The PW 3 said that in the month of December 2015, accused Puja @ 

Dipak came from Delhi and residing in the house of PW 1. PW 1 told them that she 

is in love with accused and they are going to get married. They asked accused 

Dipak to bring his guardian. Thereafter, both accused and Puja ran away from the 

house. They searched for them and on the next day they came to know that victim 

and accused are in the house of aunt of victim at Singri. Then he along with three 

others brought them to the village and interrogated the accused and came to know 

that he is a female named Puja. They handed over him to the police. Accused Puja 

admitted before them that he is a female.Both victim and accused told them that 

accused Puja was intending to take the victim to Delhi. 

 In cross examination the PW 3 said that in the police station the accused 

told that he will take victim to Delhi after marrying her.  The PW 1 had gone with 

the accused Dipak on her own will and when they went to bring her back she did 
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not wanted to come. PW 3 denied that Puja never said that she was intending to 

take the victim to Delhi. 

11.    PW 4 said that accused Dipak @ Puja maintained love affair with 

victim through phone. Thereafter, accused came to the house of victim and 

proposed to marry her. The villagers are informed and they asked to bring the 

guardian of accused. After 2 (two) hours accused eloped with the victim to Singri. 

The victim called her brother from Singri and they recovered both the accused and 

victim and brought to the village. On interrogation they came to know that accused 

Dipak is actually a female and her name is Puja. The victim also told them that 

accused is a female and village women confirm it. The accused Dipak admitted that 

he is a female. Victim told them that accused intended to take her to Delhi to sell 

her. In cross examination the PW 4 said that Singri is about 8-9 km. from the house 

of victim. About 15 (fifteen) villagers gathered at the time of interrogating the 

accused and admitted that he will marry Puja. PW 4 denied that victim never told 

him that accused intended to take her to Delhi and sell her. PW 4 denied that the 

villager beaten up the accused and therefore under pressure she stated that she 

was taking the victim away.  

12.   PW 5 said that Puja came to their village in disguise of a man and 

stayed in the house of victim for 2-3 days. They came to know that accused Puja 

intended to marry the victim. The victim and Puja ran away and recovered from 

Singri. They came to know that accused Puja intended to sell victim somewhere. He 

has no knowledge about the deeds of other accused Bir Bahadur. In cross 

examination the PW 5 said that Puja was dressed like a guy and stays in that way. 

Puja and victim stayed in the house of victim’s aunt for a night at Singri. He has not 

gone to Singri he has no knowledge about the relationship between the victim and 

Puja. He heard from villagers that accused intended to sell the victim.  

13.    The PW 6 is the brother of the victim. He said that Dipak Chetry 

came to their house and later on they came to know that his name is Puja Chetry. 

He had come to the house to take the victim and stayed in the house for two days. 

He do not know whether the victim and accused contacted over phone. The 

accused stayed in their house on the pretext of marrying the victim and after two 

days left for Singri and stayed there for a day. Victim told him that BirBahadur is 
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also involved in the incident. He lodged the FIR against the accused. In cross 

examination the PW 6 said that the accused person stays at Tezpur Khonamukh. He 

know the accused since the time they came to the house. Accused Puja Chetry and 

victim stayed in their sister’s residence at Singri but he do not know how they 

stayed at Singri. He saw the accused Puja always dressed up as a boy and never 

seen in other dress. The accused Puja was handed over to the police station after 

getting them from Singri. The accused Puja was being bashed by the villagers and 

PW 6 ran away. After bashing up the accused was handed over to police. A nearby 

lady told that accused and victim were at Singri. He is not aware whether accused 

BirBahadur is involved in the incident. His sister did not told him anything why 

accused Puja had come.  

 When the PW 6 was questioned by the court, he said that Dipak Chetry 

projected himself as a man. When the villagers came to the house and asked the 

accused, he told that he intends to marry the victim and then he came to know the 

fact. After bringing the accused from Singri they came to know that Dipak Chetry is 

actually a women, named Puja Chetry, and so the marriage was not solemnized.  

14.    PW7 said that accused persons are known to him on 10.12.2015, the 

incident occurred. Dipak Chetry @ Puja came and stayed at the house of victim for 

2-3 days and therefore he along with other villagers went to the house of victim to 

enquire. Dipak told that they are in love and intends to marry. Then they asked 

Dipak to bring his guardian and accused assured that in the afternoon he will bring 

his guardian. Later on, brother of victim informed that Dipak and victim ran away 

from the house. On the basis of information given by Rupak, they went to Singri 

and found them in the house of victim’s aunt at Singri and they were brought to the 

village. Rupak told them that the Dipak is actually a female. They asked the village 

women to confirm and they confirmed that Dipak is a female. In cross examination 

the PW 7 said that he always saw the accused Puja dressed like a man. The victim 

and accused probably stayed for a night at Singri PW7 denied that Puja was 

assaulted in the village. 

15.    The PW 8 is the I.O. of the case. He seized one distribution card, one 

ATM card of Indian Overseas Bank, one ATM card of ICICI Bank, One ESIC and one 

identity card from the accused Puja Chetry. In cross examination the PW 8 stated 
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amongst other that the seizures of documents and preparation of sketch map on 

the basis of GDE No. 241 dtd. 14.12.2015 and not based on FIR. In the GDE, the 

name of Bir Bahadur Chetry is not mentioned. He has not visited Singri. He collected 

a school certificate of victim where her date of birth is 07.07.1991. He has not 

collected the call details of the phone calls between Puja and victim. PW 8 denied 

that victim is not a minor and have gone with the accused Puja on her own will to 

visit her cousin sister.  

16.   The charges against the accused before the trial court are under 

section 420/419/370/366-A/34 of IPC. The learned trial court under paragraph 17, 

18, 19 and 20 of the judgment discussed the evidences on record and concluded 

that no case is made out against both the accused under section 370 and 366-A of 

IPC. It is not proved that the accused persons removed the victim as slave by the 

accused. In fact, none of the witnesses pointed that attempt made by the accused 

to remove the victim as slave against her will. The PW1 during cross examination 

stated that the accused Puja Chetry did not ill-treated her while she stayed in the 

house of her aunt. It is not proved that the victim was removed from her house to 

Singri, to the house of her aunt in order to force or seduce her to illicit intercourse. 

The learned trial court has rightly came to the conclusion that the offence under 

section 370/366-A of IPC not proved against the accused persons. 

17.  The learned trial court while discussing in order to see whether the 

prosecution could prove the charge u/s 420 of IPC, came to the conclusion that the 

accused Puja Chetyr @ Dipak has committed the offence under section 417 of IPC 

and not under section 420 of IPC.  

  In the present case the charges against the accused persons includes 

section 420 and 419 of IPC. Section 416 provides as follows; “A person is said to 

“cheat by personation “if he cheats by pretending to be some other person, or by 

knowingly substituting one person for another, or representing that he or any other 

person is a person other than he or such other person really is. 

Explanation- The offence is committed whether the individual personated is 

real or imaginary person. ” 
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Punishment for committing the offence u/s 416 is provided in section 419 of 

IPC. 

To prove an offence under section 420 of IPC it must be proved that the 

victim parted with his property acting on a representation which was false to the 

knowledge of the accused and the accused had dishonest intention from the 

beginning.  

It should be marked that in both the sections i.e under section 420 and 416 

of IPC the charges included offence of cheating. Under both the sections, the minor 

offence of cheatings included. Under both the sections, one can be convicted for the 

offence of cheating, if proved and other ingredients are shortcoming. Further, the 

main charge against the accused persons are cheating by impersonation. Hence, in 

my considered opinion, while discussing the offence under section 420 of IPC, the 

court needs to trace strictly whether the offence u/s 420 of IPC is committed by the 

accused. The learned trial court while discussing section 420 of IPC has referred to 

section 415 of IPC. It should be remembered that section 415 of IPC can be 

referred while discussing the offence under section 417/ 419 of IPC also.  

Under section 420 of IPC it must be proved that victim parted with her 

property acting on the false representation of the accused and the accused knew 

about the same from the beginning. The PW1 said that she was not misbehaved by 

the accused. The evidence on record has not proved that due to the deception of 

the accused persons the victim delivered any property, make, alter or destroy any 

valuable security, or anything which is signed or sealed and which is capable of 

being converted into a valuable security.  

18.  In the present case the PW1 is the material witness. The PW1 said 

that she started telephonic conversation with accused Dipak Chetry @ Puja thinking 

him to be a man and their romantic relationship started. She did not realized that 

Puja @ Dipak was a girl because on the phone he sounded and acted like a man. At 

that time he was residing at Delhi and proposed to come to her house in connection 

with their marriage. The defense has not brought from the mouth of the witnesses 

regarding the purpose of visit of the accused to the house of the victim other than 

the talk of marriage. The PW1 said that she and accused, both fell in love with each 

other. The belief of the PW1 that the accused maintain voice like a man and act like 



Page 12 of 14 
 

Page 12 of 14 
 

a man confirmed by the other witnesses. The PW 5 said that Puja was dressed like 

a guy and stays in that way. The PW6 said that he saw the accused Puja always 

dressed up as a boy and never seen in other dress. The PW 7 said that he always 

saw the accused Puja dressed like a man. These shows that the accused over phone 

pretended himself to be animaginary man over phone while talking to the victim 

and after coming to the house of the victim, he maintained that he looks like a man. 

The evidence of record reflects that on enquiry further by the women villagers, it is 

confirmed that the accused is a female and not a male. Though the accused under 

section 313 of Cr.P.C said that he gave his identify to the villagers and did not 

conceal anything, it has not come during examination of the witnesses that accused 

deliberately disclosed his identity to the people. It is only when she was questioned, 

she revealed her real identity. It should be remembered that the accused never said 

that he disclosed to the PW1 (with whom she is connected romantically pretending 

to be a man) that he is in fact a female and not a male. 

 The learned trial court after quoting section 415 of IPC, in paragraphs 7, 8, 9 

10 and 11 discussed and came to the conclusion that the victim felt utterly 

humiliated that she was having a romantic relation with a female.  

 The learned trial court has rightly concluded regarding the harm caused to 

the victim by the acts of the accused. The explanation to section 415 of IPC refers 

to the actual deception itself. The accused until pressed and questioned by the 

villagers did not divulge that he is a woman. Had the victim known that the accused 

is a woman, perhaps she would not have advanced for the romantic relationship. In 

fact, the relationship had caused harm to the victim in the mind and reputation, if 

not to her body and property, as per definition of cheating under IPC. .  

19.    The learned trial court while discussing the complicity on the part of 

the accused has also referred to the explanation appended to section 416 of IPC. 

The explanation to section 416 of IPC provide as follows; “The offence is committed 

whether the individual personated is a real or imaginary person.” 

  The victim has maintained that the accused introduced himself to be 

a male and her name is Dipak Chetry. It is already discussed in the earlier part of 

this judgment at what stage the accused divulged that she is in fact a female and 

not a male. The victim fell in love with the accused taking him to be a male and the 
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discussion came to the stage of marrying the accused. Due to the initiative of the 

villagers it could be ascertained that the accused is a female. The PW8 said that 

during investigation he seized certain documents from accused Puja Chetry vide 

exhibit-4. There is no suggestion by the defense to the PW8 that the seizure is not 

made from the accused Miss Puja Chetry. These documents reflect that the accused 

is daughter of Late Rudra Bahadur Chetry, and one of the same issued by an 

organization situated at Noida. The impersonation by the accused as an imaginary 

person and pushing a girl of tender age to fall in love followed by creating the 

environ for marriage in the mind of the victim and subsequently coming to know 

about the truth, will naturally harm the victim in her mind and reputation. 

  The learned trial court has rightly come to the conclusion that the 

accused has committed the offence under section 419 of the IPC.  

20.   The argument of the learned Advocate for the appellant that accused 

is tried for the offence twice cannot be accepted in view of the fact in the previous 

appeal the appellate court restricted itself regarding examination of the accused 

under section 313 of Cr.P.C. The previous judgment was set aside to record the 

statement of the accused u/s 313 of Cr.P.C so that the accused is not prejudiced. 

21.  In view of the above discussion and reasons, this appeal is partly 

allowed. The conviction and sentence of the accused/ appellant under section 417 is 

set aside. The conviction of the accused under section 419 of IPC is upheld. 

22.  It is further submitted by the learned Advocate appellant that the 

accused is a woman, who is just 24 years old and deserves the benefit of doubt. 

The prosecution could bring out during trial that the accused resides at different 

places in the country. It cannot be ensured that the accused is having any fixed 

place of abode. Regarding the releasing of the accused under probation, the learned 

trial court has provided sufficient reasons for not giving the benefits to the accused/ 

appellant, which can be agreed. 

23.  The trial court record reflects that the accused/ appellant was inside 

the jail from 15-12-2015 to 16-02-2016, i.e. for more than 2 (two) months. 

24.  Hence, considering all the above facts, the sentence passed by the 

learned trial court for committing the offence under section 419 of IPC is modified.  
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  The accused / appellant is sentence to undergo simple imprisonment 

for a period for 2 (two) months and pay fine of Rs. 5000/- (rupees five thousand). 

In default of payment of fine, the accused shall further undergo simple 

imprisonment for a period of 2 (two) months. The period already undergone inside 

the jail be set off. 

  The fine amount so realized from the accused be handed over to the 

victim as compensation. 

25.  The seized documents be returned to the accused without any 

conditions. 

26.  The accused/ appellant is ask to comply with the above sentence 

within 11th July, 2019. 

27.   Copy of judgment be furnished to the accused/appellant. 

28.  Let the records of Sessions case No.100/2016 be sent back to the 

Court of learned Assistant Sessions Judge, Tezpur, Sonitpur, along with the copy of 

this judgment. 

 Given under my Hand and Seal of this Court on this the 11thof June, 

2019. 

( R Baruah) 
       Addl. Sessions Judge(FTC), 
                Sonitpur,Tezpur. 
Dictated and corrected by me. 

 

(R Baruah) 

Addl. Sessions Judge (FTC),  

      Sonitpur,Tezpur. 

 

Dictation taken and transcribed by me: 

(Smt. Pori Das), Steno. 


