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IN THE COURT OF THE PRINCIPAL MAGISTRATE 
::::::::: JUVENILE JUSTICE BOARD: BONGAIGAON :::::::::

GR CASE No. 605/2010.       
U/Ss.366/367 IPC.

                                                                  State of Assam
          -Vs-

                 1. Alom Mandal.
                           2. Sohidul Mandal.

Present:   Sri A. U. Ahmed, AJS
                 Principal Magistrate,
                 Juvenile Justice Board,
                 Bongaigaon.

Name of the informant:
                 Md. Abdus Sattar,
                 Son of Late Asimuddin Dewari,
                 Vill- Ambari, PS. Abhayapuri,
                 Dist-Bongaigaon.       
Advocates appeared:
                For the Prosecution: Mr. T. K. Bhowmick, Assistant PP.
                For the Defence:  Mr. P. K. Das.

Argument heard on: 20.06.2013.
Judgment Pronounced & Delivered on: 20.06.2013.

J   U   D   G   M   E  N   T

1.                     The prosecution case in brief is that 07.12.2010 the 

informant  lodged  written  ejahar  with  Abhayapuri  Police  Station 

stating inter-alia that while on 03.12.2010 at 11:00 AM his minor 

daughter Miss Sufia Khatoon came to the house of one Abdul Latif 

situated  in  Ward  No.1  Hirapara,  Abhayapuri  the  juvenile  Alom 

Mandal  with  the  connivance  of  one  Kalachand  Mondal  forcibly 

took her into a Maruti Car and thereafter in said Maruti Car she was 

taken  to  somewhere.  On  04.12.2010   at  10:00  PM  Kalachand 

Mondal came
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                                                                                          Contd.....P/

2.

to his house and  threatened him with dire consequences. On receipt 

of  the  written  ejahar,  Abhayapuri  PS registered  as  criminal  case 

U/Ss.  366-A/447/506/34  IPC  and  started  investigation.   On 

completion  of  investigation,  charge-sheet  was  submitted 

U/Ss.366/367 IPC against the juveniles.   Hence, the prosecution 

case has come up.

2.                        On completion of the appearance of the juveniles,  

copy was furnished to them. The particulars of the offence U/Ss. 

366/367 IPC was duly explained to the aforesaid juveniles to which 

they pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried.

3.                        During trial, the prosecution has examined as many 

as 4 (four) prosecution witnesses. The examination of the juveniles 

U/S.313 CrPC is dispensed with. Defence has examined none. Plea 

of defence is of total denial.

4.                         : POINTS FOR DETERMINATION :

                (a) Whether the juveniles committed the offence U/ss.  
                      366/367 IPC? 

5.                   :   DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF   :

                We have very carefully gone through threadbare marathon 

argument duly advanced by the Ld. lawyers of the both sides. In the 

very outset,  Ld. Defence counsel has strongly contended that the 

prosecution has miserably failed to prove its  case U/Ss.  366/367 

IPC against the juveniles.  On the other hand, the Ld. Assistant PP 

refuting the aforesaid submission has submitted that prosecution has 

succeeded comfortably in establishing its case against the juveniles 

in conflict with law.  Prior to rebutting the rival contention of both 
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sides, it would be appropriate to scrutinize the evidence on record. 

Hence, I like to move on evidence on record.

                                                                                          Contd.....P/

3.

6.                       PW1 is the informant who has stated in his testimony  

that in the year 2010 the occurrence took place.  On the day of the 

occurrence at 8:00 AM his daughter came to the house of one Abdul 

Latif.  While  his  daughter  Sofia  Khatun  (victim  girl)  came  to 

Abhayapuri Bazaar the juvenile took her to Guwahati.  Thereafter, 

the victim girl was recovered from the possession of the juvenile 

accused person in Guwahati.

7.                        PW2 is the Abdul Latif who has stated in his 

testimony that on the day of the occurrence the victim Sufia and 

Rashida came to his house and the victim girl Sufia came out from 

his house saying that she would make shopping. 

8.                       PW3 is the Medical Officer Dr. Badal Ch. Sarkar who 

on 09.12.2010 examined Sufia Khatun.  Ext1 is the medical report 

which shows that at the time of occurrence the victim girl Sufia was 

above 18 years.

9.                PW4 is Investigation Officer who has stated in his 

testimony that on 07.12.2010 he was attached to Abhayapuri PS as 

Officer-in-Charge and on that  day on receipt  of  a  written ejahar 

from the informant he registered a criminal case and on the same 

day  at  3:15  PM  he  visited  the  PO,  drew  the  sketch  map  and 

recorded the witnesses found available there.  On 08.12.2010 from 

the  secret  information  he  came  to  know  that  the  juveniles  was 

coming towards Bongaigaon from Guwahati with the victim in Bus 

and thereafter  he  along with the  staff  camped at  Deohati  and at 
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10:00 PM finding the juvenile and the accused person coming in a 

Bus  from Guwahati  apprehended  the  juveniles  and  recorded  the 

statement of the victim. On the following day he got the victim girl 

medically examined.  On

                                                                                           Contd....P/

4.

completion of investigation SI  Akram Ali  submitted charge-sheet 

U/Ss.109/366/506 IPC against  the  juveniles  in  conflict  with law. 

Ext2 is the charge-sheet.  

10.           Upon perusal of the case record, it appears that during 

investigation  the  IO  got  the  statement  of  the  victim  recorded 

U/S.164  CrPC  by  the  Magistrate.   From  her  said  statement,  it 

clearly shows that she fled away with the juvenile Alom Mandal on 

her goodwill.  From the cross-examination of PW2 it clearly shows 

that the victim girl was not taken away or enticed away from his 

house  forcibly.   The  medical  report  shows  that  at  the  time  of 

occurrence the victim girl was above 18 years.

11.                   The fact of the prosecution case entirely rests on 

evidence of victim girl Sufia Khatun.  The case record shows that 

coercive  measures were taken for  ensuring the  attendance of  the 

victim  girl  before  the  court  for  her  deposition.   From  the  case 

record, it appears that the informant received the summons issued to 

Musstt. Sufia Khatun, but he refrained from producing her before 

the Court for her deposition.

12.          In the result we find the prosecution has failed to  

prove its case beyond all reasonable doubts against the juveniles.  

Hence,  on  benefit  of  doubt  the  juveniles  are  hereby  acquitted  

from the charge brought against them and they are set at liberty  
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forthwith.  The bail bonds stand cancelled.  Accordingly, this case  

is disposed of on contest.  

13.               The Judgment is pronounced and delivered in the 

open Court on this 20  th   June, 2013   under my hand and seal of this 

Court.

                                                                                                      
Contd...P/5.

        (Sri A.U. Ahmed)
                               Principal Magistrate

                                                                                    J.J.B, Bongaigaon.

       
                     (Sri Dulal Chadra 

Basak) 
                Member
         J.J.B, Bongaigaon. 

                                                                                  (Smt. Ranu 
Choudhury) 

                Member
         J.J.B, Bongaigaon. 

                 Dictated and Corrected by me…….

                         

                  (Sri A. U. Ahmed) 
                Principal Magistrate
              J.J.B, BONGAIGAON.

 
            

*****


