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IN THE COURT OF THE ADDITIONAL SESSIONS JUDGE No.2 

SONITPUR:: TEZPUR 

 

Sessions Case No. 10 of 2015 

Under section 376(1)/417 I.P.C 

(Arising out of G.R. Case No. 277 of 2009) 

 

State of Assam 
-Vs-  

Dipankar Borah ...Accused 
  

Present 
Ms. A. Ajitsaria, AJS, 

  Addl. Sessions Judge No.2, Sonitpur, Tezpur 
 

Date of Evidence : 20.03.2015, 19.05.2015, 26.06.2015 

Date of Argument : 08.02.2016, 16.3.2016 

Accused absent on : 30.3.2016 

Date of Judgment : 31.3.2016 

 
For the State : Sri Khemraj Adhikary, Addl. Public Prosecutor 
For the Accused : Sri Putul Borah, Advocate 
 

J U D G M E N T 

 

1. The prosecution case in a nutshell, is that, “X” filed an FIR on 18.02.2009 

at Jamuguri PS stating, inter-alia, that since the past two years the accused 

Dipankar Borah had been visiting her house and he promised to marry the 

informant and on the said pretext, induced her to enter into sexual intercourse 

with him. It was further stated that the accused made her pregnant and later, he 

fled. The same was registered as Jamuguri PS Case No. 14/2009. 

  

2. After due investigation, charge-sheet was submitted against the accused 

person, namely, Sri Dipankar Borah, Sri Rupam Baruah and Smt Pari Baruah under 

section 376(1)/420 IPC. 
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3. The accused persons entered appearance and after observing necessary 

formalities, the offence being Sessions triable, was committed to the Court of 

Sessions for trial by the Ld Sub Divisional Judicial Magistrate, Sonitpur, Tezpur.  

 

4. After hearing both sides and on perusal of the police report furnished u/s 

173 of the Cr P.C. Accused, Sri Rupam Baruah and Smt Pari Baruah were 

discharged by this Court vide order dated 20.1.2015. Formal charge u/s 

376(1)/417 IPC was framed, read over and explained to the accused Dipankar 

Borah, to which he pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried. Hence, this trial.  

 

5. In support of the case, the prosecution examined ten witnesses and 

defence examined none. The plea of defence is of total denial.  

 

6. After closure of the prosecution evidence, the accused person was 

examined u/s 313 of the CrP.C. 

 

POINTS FOR DETERMINATION 

(i) Whether the accused committed rape upon “X” ?  

(ii) Whether the accused entered into sexual relationship with “X” by 

promising to marry “X”; a promise which, the accused, from the very 

inception never intended to fulfil ?  

 

7. I have carefully examined the evidence on record and heard arguments of 

both sides.  

DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF  

8. PW 1, Balika Sitala stated that the accused and “X” were in love with each 

other since the past one and a half years before the occurrence. The accused took 

“X” away and stayed with “X”. After a month, the accused left “X” when she was 

pregnant and she came back to her father’s house. PW 1 further stated that the 

accused kept fleeing. There was a meeting in the village at Bormutha Guptchar. In  
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the meeting, “X” informed everyone that she was pregnant with the accused. 

News live, news channel carried the interview of “X” where too, she said that the 

accused had made her pregnant and left her.  

 

9. In cross examination PW 1 stated that the Mahila Samity had called for a 

meeting after “X” had approached the Mahila Samity. PW 1 stated that the 

Gaonbura and VDP Secretary attended the meeting, police had not come to the 

meeting because they had not been called. PW 1 stated that the accused was 

afraid to come to the meeting. PW 1 denied the suggestion that Dipankar was not 

connected with the instant case and it was only because he would have been 

beaten up in the meeting that he did not go to the meeting. 

 

10. PW 2/X/the prosecutrix stated that the accused and she were in love for 

about one and a half years. The accused promised to marry her and entered into 

sexual relationship. PW 2 stated that as a result of the sexual intercourse with the 

accused, she became pregnant. She informed the accused about her pregnancy. 

PW 2 stated that the accused asked her not to worry as the accused would take 

her in marriage. PW 2 stated that on January 8th, 2009 the accused took her and 

they stayed at Balijan, Bagapathar, Gohpur in the house of Purna Biswakarma. 

They resided there, till 24th January, 2009. PW 2 further stated that parents of 

Dipankar Borah used to call them and say that they would give them in marriage 

and they should return to their house as Dipankar was their only son. PW 2 stated 

that they told her that they would have her checked up. On 24th January, 2009 she 

was brought to the nursing home at Tezpur; where the sister and brother-in-law of 

the accused were present. PW 2 stated that though they had stated that they 

would have her checked but later she learnt that they had taken her for abortion. 

PW 2 stated that the accused along with his sister and brother-in-law, pressurised 

her to undergo abortion but, she had not agreed for abortion. PW 2 stated that 

thereafter, she and the accused went to Toubhanga and stayed there in the house 

of Ratan Linku. PW 2 stated that one day, there was a phone call that the father 

of the accused was unwell and therefore the accused went to his house, however, 

the accused, did not return. PW 2 stated that the accused attended her phone call 
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for three days and assured her that he would come but instead, he fled to Delhi. 

PW 2 stated that the accused rang her from Delhi once but thereafter, he never 

rang. PW 2 stated that women from Toubhanga took her to her parent’s house in 

her village; there was a meeting, where the accused did not come nor his family 

members attended the meeting. After the meeting, villagers went to the house of 

the accused but the family members of the accused, feigned ignorance and stated 

that they had no knowledge about the occurrence. Thereafter, she lodged FIR 

(Ext. 1). PW 2 stated that her medical examination was conducted and she was 

produced before the Magistrate, who recorded her statement (Ext 2). PW 2 stated 

that she gave birth to a son on 13th May, 2009, out of the relationship with the 

accused.  

 

11. In cross examination, PW 2 stated that after she became pregnant, with 

Dipankar, she had gone to Gohpur with him. PW 2 stated that till the accused left 

for his home to meet his father on receipt of the information that his father was 

unwell, there was no quarrel between them. PW 2 stated that she had entered 

into sexual relationship out of love and as the accused promised to marry her. PW 

2 stated that he could not say in which Nursing Home she was taken and that she 

had informed the police about the Nursing Home. PW 2 denied the suggestion that 

there was no sexual intercourse with her and the accused and that she was not 

taken to the nursing home for abortion. PW 2 stated that she had filed an MR Case 

No. 167/2014 in the Tezpur Court for maintenance. PW 2 further stated that in MR 

Case No. 167/2014 she had written that the accused, before 5 years married her 

in a mandir at Gohpur and put sindur on her head and thereafter they lived 

together as husband and wife. PW 2 stated that she had filed the maintenance 

case against the accused claiming herself to be the wife of the accused. PW 2 

stated that there was a village meeting and Newslive had attended the meeting 

and that the meeting had not been attended by any police personnel. PW 2 denied 

the suggestion that she had falsely implicated the accused; that meeting was 

called to pressurise the accused and that was the reason why he had fled. PW 2 

stated that Ratan Linku and his wife Rupali Linku were still alive and that she had 

informed the IO about Ratan and Rupali. 
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12. PW 3, Sri Krishna Sharma stated that the occurrence was of the year 

2009. He heard from “X” that the accused had made her pregnant, saying that he 

was in love. PW 3 stated that there was a meeting in the village which Dipankar 

did not attend. In the meeting “X” has stated that the accused had promised to 

marry her and that was the reason she had entered into a sexual relationship and 

that the accused had made her pregnant. PW 3 stated that “X” delivered a son out 

of the said relationship. 

 

13. In cross examination, PW 3 stated that he was the VDP Secretary. PW 3 

stated that he was the bailor of Rupam and Pari Baruah, when the police had 

arrested them in connection with the instant case. PW 3 stated that he did not 

have personal knowledge about the occurrence. PW 3 sated that he had deposed 

on the basis of the version of “X” . 

 

14. PW 4, Buddhimaya Biswakarma stated that “X” was his daughter. PW 4 

stated that the accused had stated that he used to love his daughter and he would 

marry her and so saying, the accused entered into physical relationship with his 

daughter and she became pregnant and gave birth to a boy. PW 4 stated that 

there was a meeting in the village with regard to the occurrence but the accused 

did not attend but, he fled, whereafter FIR as lodged by his daughter.  

 

15. In cross examination, PW 4 stated that the accused was in love and the 

accused had promised to marry his daughter but he had not seen the accused and 

his daughter enter into sexual relationship. 

 

16. PW 5, Purna Biswakarma stated that occurrence was of January, 2009. 

The accused and “X” came to his house in the evening. “X” was his wife’s sister’s 

daughter. PW 5 stated that “X” informed him that they had married and had come 

to stay in his house. PW 5 stated that they stayed in his house for about 18 days. 

In between, the accused went to his house twice or thrice. PW 5 further stated 

that he told them that he was not financially sound and thus could not keep them 
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in his house for long and, as such, he asked them to make alternative 

arrangements. PW 5 stated that the accused and “X” then left his house.   

 

17. In cross examination, PW 5 stated that the accused had never earlier 

gone to his house, “X” had brought him to his house on the relevant date. PW 5 

stated that since “X” informed him that they would roam about in nearby places, 

therefore he had allowed them to stay. PW 5 denied the suggestion that in order 

to compel the accused to marry “X”, he forcibly kept the accused in their house 

and that “X” was not married to the accused. PW 5 stated that he could not say 

where the accused and “X” had entered into marriage, nor did he have any 

personal knowledge about their marriage.  

 

18. PW 6, Hemkumari Sonari @ Nagini stated that “X” was her aunt’s 

daughter. PW 6 stated that the accused and “X” had come to their house and 

stayed for a few days, they roamed about in Gohpur. PW 6 stated that “X” and the 

accused informed them that they had married in a mandir. During their stay, the 

accused had, a couple of times, gone to his house. PW 6 stated that both were 

there for about 18 days, but since they/PW 6 were poor, they asked the accused 

and “X” to make alterative arrangements, whereupon both left. 

 

19. In cross examination, PW 6 stated that “X” had taken the accused to their 

house in the evening and that no one else from X’s family had come along with 

them. PW 6 stated that she had not seen the accused marry “X”. Since they 

informed them that they had got married, they believed them. PW 6 stated that 

since “X” was related to her/PW 6 and had she been married openly they would 

have been invited. PW 6 denied the suggestion that she had deposed falsely.  

 

20. PW 7, Sibamaya Sonari stated that in January, 2009, the accused and “X”  

informed of their marriage in a Mandir and stayed in the house of Purna 

Biswakarma for about 18 days and thereafter they left.  
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21. In cross examination, PW 7 stated that the accused had not visited the 

village prior to the date on which “X” had taken him. PW 6 stated that she had 

not seen the accused and “X” marry. PW 7 stated that their village consisted of 

Nepali people and the accused was an Assamese boy. The accused and “X” were 

residing as husband and wife in the house of Purna, who was his nephew’s son. 

PW 7 denied the suggestion that the accused was forcibly confined in the house 

of Purna by them and that they were not residing as husband and wife. PW 7 

further stated that he could not recall whether he had stated before the police 

that they were residing as husband and wife.  

 

22. PW 8, Srilal Sonari stated that occurrence was of 9.1.2009, Dipankar Bora 

and “X” came and stayed in the house of Purna Bahadur, his neighbour by 

representing that they had married in a Mandir. PW 8 stated that while residing 

for about 18 days, Dipankar Borah had twice or thrice visited his own house.  

 

23. In cross examination, PW 8 stated that he had stated the date to be 9th 

for the first time in the Court and that he had not stated the same before the 

police. PW 8 stated that “X” had taken the accused to their village and that the 

accused had never earlier gone to their village. PW 8 stated that “X” had 

informed them that she was married.  

 

24. PW 9, Dr. Achinta Kumar Baruah stated that on 21.02.2009, he examined 

“X”, in connection with Jamuguri PS Case No. 14/2009 and his findings were as 

follows: “Height 146.5 cm, Weight 45 kg, Teeth Upper 16 Lower 16. Secondary 

sexual characters; Breast well developed and sign of pregnancy present. Public 

and auxiliary hairs present and of adult type. Vulva and vagina healthy. No sign 

of injury present. Pregnant by 32 weeks of gestation: with active foetal heart 

sound audible. X-ray of the wrist, iliac crest adviced but Reports not available. 

USG report shows 32.2 weeks of gestation, weighing 1450 gm.”  PW 9 opined 

that no sign of recent rape was found on her body, she was pregnant by 32.2 

weeks of gestation and no sign of injury was found on her body or private part. 

PW 9 also stated that radiological finding being absent, clinically she was found 
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to be above 20 years of age. PW 9 exhibited the medical examination report as 

Ext. 9.  

 

25. In cross examination, PW 9 stated that in the police requisition the age of 

“X” was written as 24 years and in his report, he had opined that “X” was above 

20 years of age.  

 

26. PW 10, SI Kulendra Bharali stated that on 19.2.2009 he was posted at 

Jamuguri PS. On that day, “X” lodged an FIR (Ext. 1) and the same was 

registered as Jamuguri PS Case No. 14 of 2009 u/s 376/420 IPC. PW 10 stated 

that during the course of investigation, he visited the place of occurrence and 

prepared sketch map (Ext 5). PW 10 further stated that he sent the victim girl, 

“X” for medical examination and forwarded her for recording her statement u/s 

164 CrP.C. PW 10 stated that records revealed that charge-sheet (Ext. 6) was 

submitted by SI Loknath Deka.  

 

27. In cross examination, PW 10 stated that he started investigation after the 

FIR was lodged. PW 10 stated that both PW 5 and PW 6 had stated before him that 

the accused and “X” had come to their house and they had stayed there for about 

18 days/few days. PW 10 further stated that the area where Purna resided was a 

Nepali dominated area. In the sketch map he had shown the house of “X” as the 

place of occurrence. PW 10 stated that he could not say when the accused visited 

the house of “X”, which he had shown to be the place of occurrence and that there 

was nothing in his case dairy to that effect. PW 10 stated that during investigation 

he learnt that “X” had taken the accused and resided in the house of PW 5.  

 

28. In the instant case, the accused is facing the charge of having committed 

rape upon “X” and also for having entered into sexual relationship with “X” on the 

promise of marrying her.  

 

29. From the medical report (Ext 3) and the version of the prosecutrix/X, it is 

apparent that she was a major, having crossed the age of 18 years. The medical 
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report further shows that X was 32.2 weeks pregnant at the time of examination, 

that is, 21.2.2009. This indicates that the pregnancy started sometime in the month 

of July, 2008. Both in the FIR and before this Court, X has stated that she and the 

accused were in love since 1 ½ years before the date of occurrence. The date of 

occurrence, as per “X”, that is 30.1.2009, on which day, “X” had stated that the 

accused left her and never returned. Thus, taking the said date to be the base 

date, one and a half year, would be mid of year 2007. The deposition of X as to the 

time since she and the accused were in love, has necessarily to be construed to be 

since the mid of year 2007.  No suggestion has been put forward by the defence to 

“X” that the accused and “X” did not have any love affair before the FIR was lodged 

by “X”. The evidence of “X” to the effect that after she became pregnant with the 

accused, she informed him about the same whereupon he assured her not to worry 

as he would take her in marriage and thereafter both went to Gohpur, has remain 

undemolished, in as much as, the defence has not confronted “X” in respect of the 

said version. It may be noted that “X” has been consistent with regard to the same, 

as would be evident from a bare reading of Ext 2, her statement u/s 164 CrPC.  

 

30. Further scrutiny of the evidence of the prosecutrix shows that she has 

consistently stated that since the accused had promised to marry her, she had 

entered into sexual relationship with him. From the trend of cross examination, it is 

seen that the accused has not denied that he was having a love affair with X and 

that because of the same, there was sexual intercourse between the accused and 

X, what has been denied by the accused is that (i) he promised to marry X (ii) that 

he voluntarily resided with X in the house of PW 5 and (iii) that it is because of his 

act of sexual intercourse with “X” that “X” became pregnant. It is to be noted at 

this point and in this context, the defence through suggestion to PW2/prosecutrix 

has sought to portray that the accused did not ever enter into sexual intercourse 

with the prosecutrix. But ironically at the same time, it has been elicited and 

confirmed by the defence (from PW 2) that it was out of love that the prosecutrix 

entered into sexual relationship with the accused. Hence, the so called denial is self 

defeating. 
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31. Since, the age of prosecutrix is seen to be clearly above the age of 18 years 

and since admittedly the prosecutrix had voluntarily entered into sexual intercourse 

with the accused, both being in love, the ingredient of “rape” as envisaged u/s 375 

IPC, is not attracted. In view of several judgments of the Hon’ble Supreme Court 

including Deepak Gulati vs State Of Haryana reported in (2013) 7 SCC 675, 

this Court is not inclined to discuss the element of “consent”, more so, when the 

reason for entering into sexual intercourse by X has been stated to be both “love” 

and “the promise to marry”. Hence, in view of the latter, this Court has no 

hesitation to conclude that it is not a fit case for holding the accused guilty u/s 376 

(1) IPC.   

 

32. This Court now analyses the second charge, that is, u/s 417 IPC. Section 

415 IPC reads as follows:  

 

“415. Cheating : Whoever, by deceiving any person, fraudulently or dishonestly 
induces the person so deceived to deliver any property to any person, or to 
consent that any person shall retain any property, or intentionally induces the 
person so deceived to do or omit to do anything which he would not do omit if 
he were not so deceived, and which act or omission causes or is likely to cause 
damage or harm to that person in body, mind, reputation or property, is said to 
"cheat". 

 
Explanation. A dishonest concealment of facts is deception within the meaning of 
this section.” 
 

Section 417 IPC reads as follows: 

“417. Punishment for cheating: Whoever cheats shall be punished with 
imprisonment of either description for a term which may extend to one year, or 
with fine or with both.”  
 
 
33. While interpreting the ingredients required to attract section 415 IPC, which 

defines cheating, a catena of judgments including Dilip Singh alias Dilip Kumar 

v. State of Bihar, reported in (2005) 1 SCC 88 and Bipul Medhi –vs- State of 

Assam by the Division Bench of Hon’ble Gauhati High Court reported in 2006 (3) 

GLT 585 and others, needs to be kept mind, wherein, it has been held, inter alia, 

that  in  order  to  attract  section  415   IPC   in  such  cases, it  is  incumbent on   
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the part of the prosecution to establish from the facts and circumstances that there 

was “dishonest intention on the part of the accused, right from the inception”. 

 

34. With regard to the element of “dishonest intention from its inception”, there 

is no straight jacket formula to evaluate the same and the same has to be 

ascertained from the facts and circumstance of the case at hand. Hence, in the 

instant case, it is now to be analysed, whether the facts and circumstances as laid 

down by the prosecution in the instant case, establishes that the accused had 

“dishonest intention right from the inception”. 

 

35. Ld Counsel for the defence, referring to the evidence of the prosecutrix, 

submits that the prosecutrix has admitted that she had filed an application seeking 

maintenance (MR Case) from the accused and in the said application, she had 

stated that the accused was her husband and that they had married. Relying on the 

same, Ld Counsel for the defence submits that the prosecutrix cannot be held to be 

trustworthy, in as much as, in the instant case she has not stated that the accused 

was married to her but has alleged that the accused promised to marry her. Ld 

Counsel further submits that X has admitted that she went to Gohpur, after she 

was already pregnant. Moreover, the medical report (Ext 3) shows that the 

prosecutrix was 32.2 weeks pregnant as on 21.2.2009, indicating thereby that she 

was pregnant since about July, 2008. Hence, submits the Ld Counsel, since the 

accused went with the prosecutrix after she was pregnant, it ought to be inferred 

that the accused had nothing to do with the pregnancy of X.  

 

36. With regard to the element of marriage, it is to be noted that PW 5, PW 6, 

PW 7, PW 8 have stated that they had not witnessed the marriage of the accused 

and X, but both believed the representation made to them about their marriage. No 

suggestion has been put forward to PW 5, PW 6 to the effect that the accused and/ 

or X had not represented before them to that effect. For a woman, in order to 

procure shelter for her and her paramour, more so when she is pregnant, by using 

the factum of marriage, as a tool, is certainly probable.  The fact that the 

prosecution has not, through the prosecutrix, laid before this Court that the 
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accused had married the prosecutrix, in the considered view of this Court, does not 

assist the defence in any manner what so ever, in as much as, the defence story 

with regard to marriage with the prosecutrix is that of complete denial. That X, has 

stated that she was the wife of the accused, in the MR proceeding, to secure 

maintenance for herself and her son is thus of no consequence in the instant case 

and the prosecutrix cannot be held to be un-trustworthy only on the said ground, in 

as much as, awareness in respect of the broader principles which have been 

evolved to grant maintenance u/s 125 CrPC, in a typical rural set up, is still a far 

cry. 

 

37. PW 5/Purna, PW 6/Hemkumari, PW 7/Sibamaya and PW 8/Siblal have 

corroborated each other on the point that the accused and X resided for about 18 

days in the house of PW5/PW6. Close scrutiny of their cross examination shows 

that it has been suggested to PW 5 and PW 7 that accused was forcibly kept in the 

house of PW 5, so as to compel him to marry X. The version of PW 5 and PW 6 to 

the extent that during the brief stay in the house of PW 5, the accused had, a few 

times visited his own house (parents house) has remained undemolished, which, 

indicates that the probability of the accused being forcibly kept in the house of PW 

5 in order to compel the accused to marry X, is not believable.   

 

38. It is not the story of the defence that the accused and X did not reside in 

the house of PW5. As already highlighted hereinbefore, the defence has elicited 

from the prosecutrix that they went to Gohpur when she was already under the 

condition of pregnancy and suggested to PW 5  and PW 7 that the accused was 

forcibly kept in the house of PW 5. That the accused would, without any reason, 

accompany a pregnant lady to the house of one of the relatives of the said lady and 

reside with the said pregnant lady, without there being any casual connection, is 

highly improbable, unnatural and unbelievable. The latter therefore, answers the 

submission advanced by the Ld Counsel for the defence in this regard. It is to be 

noted that in a proceeding such as the instant one, the question of pregnancy or 

that of paternity of a child, has no nexus. 
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39. The following circumstances thus, emerge (i) that there was a love affair 

between X and the accused (ii) that both the accused and X entered into sexual 

relationship (iii) that X entered into physical relationship both out of love and 

because the accused had promised to tie the marital knot (iv) that even after 

learning about the pregnancy of X, the accused, did not immediately marry X but 

went and resided with X, in the house of PW 5 (iv) that the accused visited his 

parents house 2-3 times while residing in the house of PW 5 (vi) that ultimately, 

the accused abandoned X and though he contacted her a couple of times over 

phone, but he never returned. 

 

40. The aforesaid circumstances, coupled with the consistent stand of X that 

she consented to sexual intercourse with the accused, as he had promised to marry 

her, clearly indicates the intention of the accused; the clinching factor being that 

inspite of getting sufficient time to marry (both having left their respected homes 

and having resided together), the accused did not marry X. It has been specifically 

stated by X that after she declined to end her pregnancy, “thereafter”, she and the 

accused went to Toubhanga and stayed together in the house of Ratan Linku. 

Though the said Ratan Linku is not a witness in the present proceeding but 

nevertheless, there is not a whisper from the defence, that the accused never went 

to Toubhanga with X or that he never resided or last resided at Toubhanga with X. 

Again, there is not even a suggestion by the defence that the accused had not left 

X at Toubhanga and that women of Toubhanga had not taken X and handed over X 

to her parents, after she had been abandoned by the accused. In absence of 

which, the version of X, remains intact and consistent, further fortifying that from 

the very inception, the accused had the intention of deceiving X, if need be, on the 

ground of belonging to another community (a suggestion which is apparent in the 

cross examination of PW 7 and PW 10) and that his promise was nothing but a 

hoax. 

 

41. Hence, in the ultimate analysis, it is concluded that the prosecution has 

been able to establish, beyond reasonable doubt that the accused from the very 
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inception had the intention to deceive X, within the meaning of section 415 IPC and 

consequently it is held that the accused is liable to be convicted u/s 417 IPC. 

 

42. In the result, the accused, Dipankar Borah is acquitted under section 376 

(1) IPC and convicted under section 417 IPC.  

 

HEARING ON SENTENCE 

 

43. Convict, Dipankar Borah is heard in person. He submits that he is the sole 

earning member of the family since his old parents are dependent on him and 

they do not have anyone else to look after them. Hence, the accused/convict 

prays that he may be dealt with leniently. 

   

44. Considering all the aspects including the element of the indulgence given 

by X, this Court is of the considered view that imposition of fine only, would 

serve the cause. The accused/convict, Dipankar Borah is thus sentenced to pay 

fine of Rs.20,000/-, in default, R.I. for 2 months, u/s 417 IPC.  

The fine, if realised, be paid to PW 2/X/the prosecutrix.  

 

45. In the facts and circumstances of the case, this Court refrains from 

passing orders for compensation u/s 357 CrPC.  

 

46. Let a free copy of this judgment be furnished to the convict immediately. 

 

47. Let a copy of this judgment be forwarded to the District Magistrate, 

Sonitpur, Tezpur u/s 365 of the CrPC. 

 

48. The judgment is signed, sealed and pronounced in open court, in the 

presence of both sides, on this the 31st day of March, 2016.    

     

      Additional Sessions Judge No. 2, 
                Sonitpur, Tezpur. 
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A N N E X U R E 

 

1. Witnesses for Prosecution: 
  

 P.W. 1 : Balika Sitala 
 P.W. 2 : “X” (name withheld) 
 P.W. 3 : Sri Krishna Sharma 

  P.W. 4 : Buddhimaya Biswakarma 
 P.W. 5 : Purna Biswakarma 
 P.W. 6 : Hemkumari Sonari @ Nagini 
 P. W. 7 : Sibamaya Sonari 
 P. W. 8 : Srilal Sonari 
 P. W. 9 : Dr.  Achinta  Kumar Baruah 
 P. W. 10 : SI Kulendra Bharali 
 
 

2. Witnesses for Defence  : NIL 
 
 

3. Court Witnesses :  NIL 
 

4. Prosecution Exhibits: 
   Ext. 1 : FIR 
   Ext. 2 : Statement of “X” u/s 164 Cr. P. C. 
   Ext. 3 : Injury Report 
   Ext. 4 : Ultra sound report 
   Ext. 5 : Sketch Map 
   Ext. 6 : Charge-sheet  
 

5. Defence Exhibits : NIL 
 

6. Material Exhibits: NIL 
 
 

Addl. Sessions Judge No.2 
Sonitpur, Tezpur 

 

    


