
 1 

 

 

IN THE THE COURT OF THE SESSIONS JUDGE, UDALGURI, ASSAM 

 

Present    :  Sri A.K.Borah, 

        Sessions Judge,  

    Udalguri, Assam.  

 

Reference    : Special (POCSO) No.07/2015.  

Complainant             :  State 

          Vs 

Accused     :  Jatin Boro 

 

Charge : U/S 366(A) IPC R/W Sec. 4 of POCSO Act. 

 

Dates of hearing  : 23.6.15, 23.6.15, 4.7.15, 24.7.15,30.7.15, 

4.8.15. 

Date of Judgment   : 18.8.2015 

For the State   : Mr. B. Das, Public Prosecutor, Udalguri. 

For the accused : Mr.T.C.Boro, Advocate. 

 

J U D G M E N T 

 

1.  In this case accused Jatin Boro is put for trial for allegation of charges 

U/S 366 (A) IPC R/W Sec.  4 of POCSO Act.   

 

2. The prosecution case, according to FIR, in brief, is that on 11.3.15 at 

about 4 PM the informant’s 14 years old daughter was missing while she went 

to Harisinga. Later on, she came to know that one Jatin Boro, aged about 75 

years of Satgiri village under Tangla P.S. kidnapped her.  Hence this 

prosecution case.  

 

3. The FIR was lodged by informant, Smti. Champa Rava on 13.3.15 

before the O/C, Harisinga P.S. On receipt of the ejahar the O/C, Harisinga P.S. 
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registered the case vide Harisinga P.S. case No. 23/15 U/S 366 (A) IPC. After 

completion of usual investigation, the O/C, Harisinga P.S. sent up the case for 

trial against the accused U/S 366 (A) IPC R/W Sec. 4 of POCSO Act. 

4. On appearance accused before this court and after hearing both parties 

framed charge U/S 366(A) IPC R/W Sec.4 of POCSO Act. Particulars of the 

charges are read over and explained to the accused, to which he pleaded not 

guilty and claims to be tried.   

5.  To substantiate the case, prosecution examined as many as nine 

numbers of witnesses which include the complainant, victim and other most 

material witness.   

 After completion of prosecution evidence accused is examined U/S 313 

Cr.P.C. All the allegations made against the accused and evidence appears 

against the accused put before him for his explanation where he denied the 

evidence and allegation declined to give defence evidence.  

 

6. I have also heard argument put forward by ld. Counsel for both sides. 

   

   POINT FOR DETERMINATION   

 

7. The point for decision in this case are- 

 (i) Whether the accused on 11.3.15 at about 4 PM at Mowamari under 

Harishinga P.S. kidnapped Miss Khanima Rabha, a  girl under eighteen years of 

age, with intent that she may be forced to illicit intercourse with the accused? 

(ii) Whether on the same day, time and place accused attempted to commit 

sexual assault upon Khanima Rabha, a 14 years minor girl? 

 

DECISIONS, DISCUSONS AND REASONS FOR DECISION 

 

8. To arrive at a judicial decision, let me appreciate the evidence on 

record. 

9.  PW1, Mohit Rabha stated that he knows the informant, accused as well 

as victim. The incident took place on or about 3 months ago. He heard that 

accused kidnapped victim and so he went to the house of victim to know about 

the incident.  
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10.   PW.2, Pramodd Rabha stated that the informant is his sister-in-law. He 

knows the accused. The incident took place on 3 months ago. During that time 

the victim was only 14/15 years old. On being come to know about the incident 

he alongwith some villagers went to the house of accused. In the house of 

accused, while they  enquired the inmates of the house stated that the victim 

was not at their home. But they noticed some wearing apparel of the victim in 

their bamboo fencing. Then they confirmed that accused forcefully taken the 

victim and kept and confined in their home. The villagers of the accused also 

stated that accused has kept confined victim in their home. Then the other 

family members of the accused scolded them. But ultimately police has 

recovered victim from the house of the accused. Accused is an innocent 

person.   

 In his cross-examination he admitted that he has not stated to police 

that they saw wearing apparel of the victim on the bamboo fencing of the 

accused. He could not recollect the date of birth of the victim. 

11. PW.3, Sri Obang Mize stated that on 16.3.15,  while he was posted as 

Munsiff cum Judicial Magistrate, 1st Class, Udalguri in connection with Harisinga 

P.S. case No.23/15, he has recorded  the statement of Miss Khanima Rabha, 

aged about 14 years, on being produced and identified by WPC/236 Anjumani 

Deka. Accordingly, She made statement voluntarily before him in his chamber. 

At the time of recording her statement there was none in his chamber other 

than him and victim. After recording her statement he has read over it to her 

which she accepted as correct and put her signature. Ext.1 is the statement of 

Kharima Rabha and Ext.1(1) is his signature.  

 

12. PW.4, Smti. Champa Rabha, the complainant stated that victim is her 

daughter. The incident took place about 4 months ago. Her daughter Khanima 

went to Harishinga for doing labour. She went alone as usual. She was 14 

years old at that time. On that day Khanima did not return. They searched her. 

Villagers also searched her. She alongwith villagers Mohit, Krishna, Pramod etc. 

went to search the victim. They confirmed that accused kidnapped victim and 

kept her confine when they saw the wearing apparel of victim. The villagers of 

the accused stated that her daughter was not there. They also misbehaved 
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them. Thereafter she filed the ejahar. At night police recovered victim from the 

house of the accused. Victim stated to her that accused kidnapped her and 

forcefully took to his home. At that time she raised alarm. Accused kept 

confined victim in his house and forced victim to marry him. The accused is a 

married person. He has two married daughter who live separately. After 

recovery police medically examined the victim. Victim’s statement was also 

recorded U/S 164 Cr.P.C.    

 Though she was exposed to long cross-examination but the evidence as 

to she saw a wearing apparel of victim in the house of the accused, police 

recovered victim from the house of the accused,  victim stated to her that 

accused forcefully kidnapped her and  kept confined her, forced victim to 

marry, has remained unchallenged. 

 

13. PW.5, Krishna Rabha stated that complainant is his sister-in-law and 

victim is his niece. He knows the accused, who was present in the dock. The 

incident took place on 11.3.15. On that day the victim was missing while victim 

went out. They vigorously searched. Accused was a labour in construction of 

embankment. The victim also a co-labour of the said construction. So, they 

suspected accused in kidnapping the victim. Accordingly he alongwith villagers 

Pramod, Mintu Rabha, Niladhar Rabha, mother of the victim went to the house 

of the accused. They noticed the wearing apparel of the victim in the house of 

the accused. Then they enquired the matter in the house of accused but they 

refused. The villagers also did not co-operate. But while they did nothing, in 

the next day they filed the ejahar and police recovered the victim girl from the 

house of the accused. The victim girl in front of the villagers stated to him that 

the accused forcefully took her from the road. 

 In his cross-examination defence elicited  nothing except giving many 

suggestions. 

14. PW.6, Chandra Kanta Rabha stated that he knows the complainant as 

well as the accused. On 11.3.15 accused forcefully kidnapped the daughter of 

informant. On being informed the matter to villagers, about 15/16 persons 

went to the house of the accused in search of the victim but they could not 

find the accused in his house. 
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15. PW.7, the victim girl stated that complainant is her mother. She knows 

the accused. The incident took place 4 months ago. On that day she went to 

Harisinga to recharge her mobile. On being seen her, accused forcefully took 

her to his home. Accused told her that there is “AATHMANGALA” (an 

entertainment given to the bridegroom at the bride’s house on the eighth day 

after marriage) in his house. As she belongs to poor family so she desired to 

enjoy the feast of “AATHMANGALA” and went with him on cycle. He also told 

her that after “AATHMANGALA” he will bring her back. But the accused 

forcefully kept her in his house. At night he asked her to sleep with his 

daughter. While she tried to escape from the house of the accused, he 

(accused) confined her by locking the door. In the next day when their 

villagers came in search of her, the villagers of the accused keep her hiding.  

On Friday the villagers of the accused forcefully performed her marriage with 

the accused against her will and forced her to sleep with the accused. At night 

accused forcefully committed misdeed with her by opening her clothes 

including “MEKHELA”.  She resisted but could not succeed. On Saturday police 

recovered her and medically examined her. Her statement also recorded before 

the Magistrate U/S 164 Cr.P.C. Ext.1 is her statement U/S 164 Cr.P.C. and 

Ext.1(2) is her signature.  

         In her cross-examination she admitted that she did not raise 

alarm when accused took her in bicycle. On the way to the house of accused 

she met so many persons, even she met her villagers, but she did not tell to 

any one about forceful taking. The villagers of the accused kept her in a 

separate house. She admitted in cross-examination that though she went for 

“AATHMANGALA”  at her own will so she did not complain to any body at first.  

16. PW.8, Dr. Pritirekha Saikia stated that on 15.3.15, she was serving as 

Sr. M. & H.O. at Mangaldai Civil Hospital.  On that day, she examined the 

victim Miss Khanima Rava, D/o- Sri Bipul Rava of village Muwamari, under 

Harisinga P.S. in reference to Harisinga P.S. case No.23/15 U/S 366(A) IPC. 

The girl was escorted by WPC/235 Anjumani Deka. On examination, she  found 

the following:-  

 

Physical examination:- 
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Height- 160 cm, weight- 45 Kg, teeth- 14/14, hair- present, axillary hair- 

present, pubic hair- present, breast-  developed, hymen- absent, valve- NAD, 

uterus- OS-closed; admits 1 finger, vagina- NAD, libia:mazora- NAD, libia: 

minara- NAD.  

 No injury mark on her private parts.  

Mental condition- good.  

Vaginal swab examination for spermatozoa:- no spermatozoa is seen. 

 

RADIOLOGICAL EXAMINATION:- 

X-ray for age determination:- Approximate age 16 to 17 years (according to 

the expert opinion of the Radiologist, report is enclosed). 

Examination of urine- Pregnancy test negative. 

 

Ultrasonography report:- U/S of lower abdomen  reveals normal echo feature 

of organs imaged.  

 The doctor opined that no comment could be given regarding sexual 

intercourse. No injury mark on her private parts. Approximate age 16 to 17 

years. Ext.3 is her report and Ext.3(1) is hersignature.  

 

17.  PW.9, SI of Police Soneswar Borah, who is I.O. of this case, stated that 

on 13.3.15 he was posted as O/C at Harisinga P.S. On that day informant Smti. 

Champa Rabha filed a written ejahar. Accordingly he registered it and he 

himself took the charge of investigation. He visited the place of occurrence and 

recorded the statement of witnesses. On 14.3.15 he  caught victim and 

accused Jatin Boro from the house of accused. Jatin Boro is a married person. 

After interrogation accused was arrested and the victim was given in custody. 

The victim was medically examined and her statement was also recorded U/S 

164 Cr.P.C. through a Magistrate. Informant Champa Rabha put her thumb 

impression in the ejahar. Ext.3 is the said ejahar. Ext.3 (1) is his signature with 

registration note. Ext.4 is the sketch map wherein Ext.4(1) is his signature. 

After completion of investigation he filed the charge-sheet against the accused 

U/S 366(A) IPC R/W Sec.4 of POCSO Act. Ext.5 is the charge-sheet. Ext.5(1) is 

my signature. 



 7 

 In his cross-examination he admitted that witness Pramod Rabha did 

not state to him that when they went in a vehicle in search of the victim they 

saw cloths of the victim in the house of accused. He also admitted that 

accused Krishna Rabha did not tell him that accused took the girl forcefully. 

Likewise, he admitted in cross-examination that victim did not tell him that 

accused forcefully committed misdeed to her.  

 From the school admission Register, the Headmaster issued a certificate 

showing the age of victim as 16 years 5 days.  

18. These much is the evidence of prosecution.  

19.  I have heard argument put forwarded by the ld. Counsel for both 

sides. 

20. Defence plea is total denial while his statement was recorded U/S 313 

Cr.P.C. 

21. Ld. Counsel for accused submitted that this is a case which is concocted 

one as the informant himself stated that other than victim none has seen the 

incident. Besides, the most material witnesses i.e. the villagers of accused to 

whom PW.2, PW.4, PW.5 and PW.6 alleged to have met at the time of 

searching the victim was not examined by the prosecution. Despite there is 

many embellishment in the statement of witnesses. The statement made by 

victim before this court that accused after kidnapping her forcefully committed 

misdeed to her was stated to police and the Magistrate. As such, this a vital 

contradiction. So, the statement of victim not at all reliable to convict the 

accused. As such, prosecution has failed to prove the alleged charge against 

the accused.  Hence accused is liable to be acquitted on benefit of doubt.  

22.  Per contra Ld. P.P., Udalguri submitted that the prosecution has ably 

proved the alleged charges.  Hence accused is required to be convicted under 

the alleged sections of law.  

23. Keeping in view the argument advanced by the ld. Counsel for both 

sides, I am going to dispose the case as follows.  

24. To prove the offence U/S 366 (A) IPC, prosecution must prove that:-  

(i) a minor girl below the age of 18 years is induced by the accused; 

(ii) she is induced to go from any place to do any act, and 
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(iii) she is so induced with intent that she may be or knowing that it is 

likely that she will be forced or seduced to illicit intercourse with 

another person.  

 

 

25. A close scrutiny of the record, it appears that the FIR was lodged by 

the mother of the victim after two day of incident. No doubt FIR does not gives 

any explanation as to lodging the same in late. Though informant is not an eye 

witness to the occurrence but she vividly describe the whole story before the 

court. According to her she filed the ejahar while her minor daughter was 

missing when her minor daughter went to market at Harisinga. FIR also reveals 

that she came to know that accused kidnapped his daughter. She (as PW.4) 

vividly describes the whole story in the court.  

26. Ld. Counsel for accused submitted that FIR does not give any clue of 

the incident. Secondly, FIR is silent as to any explanation for delay in filing the 

same. Thirdly, the informant is not an eye witness. Hence praying for 

disbelieve the FIR.  

27. A careful perusal of whole case record including the evidence,  

it appears that complainant, Champa Rabha filed the ejahar after two days of 

the incident.  

28. It appears the FIR filed by complainant bears some details  

outlined of the prosecution case. It must be remembered that FIR is  

only an initiation to move the machinery to investigate into cognizable  

offence. It has been held in Baldev Singh -Vs- State of Punjab  

reported in AIR 1996 SC 372 that- 

“The FIR is not a substantive piece of evidence, it is only relevant in judging 

the veracity of prosecution case and the value to be attached to it depends on 

the facts of each case. Only the essential or broad picture need to be stated in 

the FIR and all minutes details need not be mentioned therein. It is not a 

verbatim summery of the prosecution case. It need not contain details of the 

occurrence as if it were an "Encyclopedia" of the occurrence. It may not 

be even necessary to catalogue the over acts therein. Non mentioning of 

some facts or vague reference to some others are not fatal."  



 9 

29. Here in the present case, the FIR was filed by PW 4, who is  

an widow and not such a literate person. She even not known how to put 

her signature. She lodged the FIR after two days of the incident. It is fact 

that the occurrence was such a heinous she might have been very 

emotional and in disturb the set of mind. Under the aforesaid 

circumstances it is not expected like the complainant of the case to state 

detail outlines of the case in the FIR.  

30. Another point raised by Id. counsel for accused that the  

alleged incident had taken place on or about evening of 11.3.15  where as 

the FIR was filed by complainant on 13.3.15. In spite of the  

police station is situated at a close distance from her home.  

On that count Id. counsel for accused raised doubt to the occurrence.  

It is true that the FIR filed by complainant does not bear any  

explanation as to file it in late. On being came to know about the missing of 

her minor girl they have been vigorously searched alongwith PW.1, 2, 5 and 6. 

There is an ample evidence that they have been went to the house of the 

accused and they were confirmed the presence of victim inside the house of 

the accused while they noticed the wearing apparel of the victim in the 

bamboo fencing of the house of the accused. But she has not been cross-

examined by the defence as to the aforesaid point.  

31. Here in the present case, the statement of victim cannot be raised 

doubt to the occurrence because, it is not only the victim, the other witnesses 

PW.2,4, 5,6  and PW.7 (victim) all were supported the prosecution case.  

32. As submitted by ld. counsel for accused the FIR does not bear the 

explanation  as to lodging the same lately.   

33.  In this connection, I may cited the case law viz state Vs Gurmit Singh, 

wherein the Hon’ble Apex Court pleased to hold that – 

"The court can not over looked the fact that in sexual offence delay in  

lodging of the FIR can be due to variety of reasons particularly the  

reluctant of the prosecutrix or her family members to go to the police  

and complained about the incident which concerns the reputation of  

the prosecutrix and the honour of her family. It is only after giving it a  

cool thought that a complainant of sexual offence is generally lodged.  
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34. Here in this present case since the statement of victim is reliable and 

cogent and the accused adduced no any defence evidence. That apart, the 

victim’s statement is corroborated with the statement recorded by Magistrate 

U/S 164 Cr.P.C.  So, the question of raising any doubt  to the occurrence for 

delay in lodging the FIR is not arise.  

35. Another point raised by ld. counsel for accused that there is only one 

witness i.e. the victim who has stated about the incident. Other than victim 

none is eye witness to the occurrence. It is well settled by a catena of decision 

of the Supreme Court that there is no rule of law or practice that the evidence 

of the prosecutrix cannot be relied upon without corroboration and as such it 

has been laid down that corroboration is not a sine-quona for a conviction in a 

rape. If the evidence of victim does not suffer from any infirmity and the 

probability factor does not render it unworthy of credence as a general rule  

there is no rule from insist of corroboration except from medical evidence 

where having regard to the circumstances of the case medical evidence can be 

accepted  to be forthcoming.  

36. In the present case, it appears undisputable evidence  of victim is that 

at the relevant time the victim went to Harisinga to recharge her mobile. On 

seen her accused forcefully took her to his home. Initially accused induced her 

that three is an “AATHMANGALA”. Since the victim belongs to poor family so 

she has also urged to enjoy the “AAHMANGALA” and upon her such 

inducement she boarded in the cycle. She (victim) was also assured by 

accused that after attending AATHMANGALA accused has bring back her. But 

in stead of bring back her accused forcefully took her to their home and kept 

her there. There is also evidence that while she (victim) tried to escape from 

the house of the accused, accused confined her by locking the door. There is 

another evidence that in the next day when their villagers came to search her 

the villagers of the village of accused kept her hiding. On Friday the villagers of 

the accused forcefully performed her marriage with the accused against her 

will and and forced victim to sleep with the accused. There is another clear 

evidence that at night accused forcefully committed misdeed to her by opening 

her clothes including Mekhela. Though victim resisted but she could not 

succeed. Though she has been vigorously cross-examined but the evidence as 

to accused induced the victim,, who was under 18 years of age, the victim was 
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induced to go to the house where function of AATHMANGALA was held and 

from there she was again took to house of the accused and accused did as 

above with intend that such victim may be, or knowing that it is likely that she 

will be forced or seduced to illicit intercourse has remained unchallenged. That 

apart, it may be mentioned that the statement of victim made before the ld. 

Magistrate U/S 164 Cr.P.C. is tallied with the statement made before the court. 

Besides, while accused statement was recorded U/S 313 Cr.P.C. he nowhere 

denies that he did not use criminal force to victim by any means. But, he 

simply denied the evidence and allegation made against the accused which 

was put to him. That apart, there is no any evidence that there is any enmity  

with the accused person and victim or other witnesses for implicating the 

accused person falsely. There is no any evidence that informant filed a false 

case to malign the accused roping a case of kidnapping and sexual 

harassment.  

37. It is true that in the present case PW.8 Dr. Pritirekha Saikia stated that 

on 15.3.15, while she was serving as Sr. M. & H.O. at Mangaldai Civil Hospital 

she examined the victim of Harisinga P.S. case NO. 23/15 U/S 366(A) IPC. 

Doctor opined that (1) no comment could be given regarding the sexual 

intercourse, (2) no injury mark detected on her private part, (3) approximate 

age 16 to 17 years.  

38. Ld. Counsel for accused vehemently argued that the case is concocted 

one as there is no spermatozoa found in the private parts of the victim. Ld. 

Counsel for accused again submitted that the case was filed due to some 

grudge against the accused.  

39. In this connection, I may mentioned a case law i.e. State of H.P. Vs. 

Gyan Chand, reported in AIR 2001 (SC) 2075, wherein the Hon’ble Apex court 

pleased to held that – 

“The discovery of spermatozoa in the private part of the victim is not a must to 

establish penetration. There are several factors which may negative the 

presence of spermatozoa.” 

40. In the instant case, it appears neither prosecutrix, nor the informant 

had been cross-examined for bitter enmity or any  grudge between the 

informant and accused. Even if there be any enmity to arose grudge with the 

accused, it is absurd to think that a mother of the minor prosecutrix would 
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falsely involved his daughter in such a heinous crime of kidnapping and sexual 

assault. So, in the present case merely because no spermatozoa found in the 

private part and case was filed on bitter enmity cannot be a ground to reject 

the prosecution story.  

 

41. As discussed above, here in the present case, the victim has vividly 

describe the whole incident how she was kidnapped and thereafter she was 

kept confined in the house of the accused and she has been forcefully sexual 

intercourse by the accused. There is nothing to disbelieve upon the statement 

of victim. There is an ample evidence of PW.2, 4, 5 ,6 that when they searched 

victim they noticed wearing apparel of the victim in the bamboo fencing of the 

accused whereby they confirmed about the presence of victim in the house of 

the accused. All the aforesaid witnesses categorically stated that though the 

accused or the inmates of the house of the accused denying the presence of 

victim in their home, but police has recovered the victim from the house of the 

accused. That has been confirmed by the I.O.  

 

 

42. The only plea of the defence that the accused was a man of above the 

age of 45 years. So, would not have developed fancy for a minor girl, which is 

nothing but a fanciful defence. Hence, rejected the said defence plea.  

43. In the present case there is an ample evidence that accused induced 

the victim, a girl under the 18 years of age to go from market area of Harisinga 

to the house of a person where AATHMANGALA function was held. Though the 

victim has been assured to return back to her home, but accused in stead of 

return her back took her forcefully into their home and confined her there 

where accused forcefully committed illicit intercourse. Other than simply denial 

accused nowhere stated anything about the incident. There is an unrebutable 

evidence that accused committed procuration of a minor girl which is an 

offence U/S 366(A) IPC. Hence he is guilty. As such, he is convicted U/S 

366(A) IPC.  

44. Next question comes, whether the aforesaid evidence is sufficient to 

convict the accused U/S 4 of POCSO Act.  



 13 

45.  To prove the charge U/S 4 of POCSO Act prosecution must prove that 

accused committed any penetrating assault to the victim including (a) he 

penetrate his penis to any extent into the vagina, mouth, urethra or anus of 

the victim or make the child victim to do so with him or any other person or (b) 

he inserts, to any extent any object or a part of the body not being the penis 

into the vagina the urethra or anus of the child or make the child do so with 

him or any other person or (c) he manipulates any of the part of the body of 

the child so as to cause penetration into the vagina the urethra or anus of the 

child or make the child do so with him or any other person or (d) he applied 

his mouth to the penis, vagina, of the child or make the child do so with him or 

any other person. 

46. But here in the present case, the doctor P.W.8, who opined that (1) no 

comment could be given regarding sexual intercourse, (2) no injury mark on 

her private parts. That apart, as stated above neither victim nor any of the 

witnesses including the complainant nowhere stated about the any ingredient 

to book the accused for guilty of U/S 4 of POCSO Act.  

47. So, under such circumstances the allegation of charge U/S 4 of POCSO 

Act is failed and he is acquitted from the charge U/S 4 of POCSO Act.  

48. Accused person is heard on the point of sentence, where he praying for 

leniency stating that he is an old man and the only earning member of his 

family.   

49.  Considering the facts and circumstances, leading to commission of 

crime committed by accused, I am not resort to give the benefit of provision of 

Probation of Offenders Act to the accused person. If the beneficial provisions 

of the probation of offenders Act is given to offender like one punishable U/S 

366(A) IPC by a person aged about more than 45 years for procuration of a 

minor girl, it would not only encourage the escalation of such crime but also 

would became difficult to check or arrest of perpetrator of those crime and 

imperil the movement of poor tender growing several innocent minor girls.  

50. Accordingly, in considering the age, antecedents and circumstances 

leading to commission of crime, I sentenced the accused Sri Jatin Boro R.I. for 

the period of 2 (two) years U/S 366 (A) IPC and a fine of Rs.5000/- (Rupees 

five thousand), i/d, R.I. for 3 (three) months.  

51. The fine if realized be given to the victim as a way of compensation.  
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52. The period of detention of the accused person during investigation, 

enquiry or trial, if any, be set off against the substantive sentence of 

imprisonment U/S 428 Cr.P.C.  

53. Let a free copy of judgment and order be served to the accused.  

54. Let another copy of judgment and order be sent to the ld. District 

Magistrate, Udalguri, under the provision of section 365 Cr.P.C. 

55. Given under my hand and seal of this court on this the 18th    day of 

August,15 at Udalguri Court. 

 

  (A.K.Borah)                                                                                                                                  

Sessions Judge, 

Udalguri, BTAD. 

 

Dictated and corrected by me 

and each page bears by signature. 

 

    (A.K.Borah)                                                                                                                                  

Sessions Judge, 

        Udalguri, BTAD. 

 

 

 

 

     


