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  IN THE  COURT OF THE SESSIONS JUDGE, UDALGURI, ASSAM 

 

  Sessions Case No.82/2017  
  (U/S :370 IPC)  

 
   
 

  State 
           Versus 
           Laxman Tanti 

  S/o- Sri Dinesh Tanti  
  Vill- Bettybari T.E.,  
  P.S.- Mazbat, Dist-Udalguri.  

 
  PRESENT: Sri P.Saikia,A.J.S.,  
        Sessions Judge,  
        Udalguri.  

 
  APPERANCE:  

  For the Prosecution : Sri M.Khaklary, Addl. P.P.,Udalguri  

  A N D  

  For the accused : Mr. M.C. Narzary, Advocate.  

  Evidence recorded on :5.6.18, 30.8.18, 15.11.18. 

  Argument heard on : 28.2.2019. 

  Judgment delivered on: 15.3.2019. 

 

 

J U D G M E N T 

 

1. The prosecuton case, in brief, is that on 6.10.15 the informant Raju 

Tanti lodged an FIR with the O/C, Mazbat PS that in the night of last July,2017 

his wife (real name is withheld, henceforth referred as the prosecutrix) went 

out of his house to an unknown place. He alongwith his family members tried 

their level best to trace her whereabouts but she could not be located. After 

about elapse of three months he came to know that one Laxman Tanti and 

Babi Tanti in league with Manika Karmakar and Susmita Karmakar sold his wife 

in Delhi. When his wife after her missing telephone him for the first time 

informed him that she was staying in Delhi and when he asked her employer’s 

name as well as his address she disconnected the mobile phone. He came to 

know that the employer had been wrongfully detained by her Master.  
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2. Basing on the FIR, the Officer In-charge, Mazbat Police Station 

registered a case being  Mazbat P.S. case No.71/15 U/S 370 I.P.C. and 

commence investigation to it. On completion of investigation the police laid 

charge-sheet against the accused U/S 370 IPC to face trial.  

 

3. The learned Chief Judicial Magistrate, Udalguri on receipt of the charge 

sheet took cognizance of the offence. The offence U/S 370(3) IPC being 

exclusively triable by the court of Sessions  the commitment of the case was 

followed vide order of the learned Chief Judicial Magistrate, Udalguri on 

30.8.17 after complying  with the provision of Section 207 Cr.P.C.  

 

4. On commitment of the case by this court of Sessions with all relevant 

papers and after perusal of the copies of the documents supplied U/S 173 

Cr.P.C. my learned predecessor in office having found a prima-facie made out 

U/S 370 IPC framed charge thereunder. The accused pleaded not guilty and 

claimed to be tried.  

 

5. In order to bring home the charge, the prosecution has examined four 

witnesses including the informant, the prosecutrix and the I.O. of the case. 

Hereafter, the statement of the accused was recorded U/S 313 Cr.P.C. The 

accused took the plea of complete denial and adduced no evidence for 

defence.   

 

6. In the perspective of the above facts and circumstances of the case, 

the point for determination in the case is set forth as follows:  

 Whether in the month of July,2015 the accused disposed of the 

prosecutrix in Delhi as a slave  and thereby committed an offence punishable 

U/S 370 IPC?  

  

7.  I have heard argument rendered by the learned counsel of both the 

sides and also minutely scrutinised the evidence on record in its entirety to 

arrive at a just decision in the case. 

 

DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF: 
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8.   PW1 is Sachin sona. He is not an eye witness to the occurrence. He 

has, however, deposed that the occurrence took place in the year 2015. The 

father of the prosecutrix submitted a petition alleging that the accused Laxman 

Tanti took hid daughter to Delhi. He was present when the FIR was lodged by 

the father of the prosecutrix. Thereafter, he alongwith the husband of the 

prosecutrix went to Delhi and the prosecutrix was recovered from a Asharam in 

Delhi situated at Rohini with the help of Rohini police station.  

 

9. In cross-examination he has stated that he does not know how the 

prosecutrix went to Delhi and who had taken her.  

 

10. PW2, Raju Tanti is the husband of the prosecutrix who lodged the FIR. 

According to him the occurrence took place about 3 years ago. On the day of 

occurrence at about 4 PM he returned from his shop situated in the market but 

he found his wife missing from his home. Then he made search of her 

whereabouts but she could not be traced out. After 3 months from the date of 

missing of his wife he received  a telephone call from his wife who told him 

that she was at Noida in Delhi. She also stated that accused after abducting 

her sold her in Delhi. On coming to know about her abduction he lodged an 

FIR with the police. Thereafter, he alongwith one Sachin Tanti went to Delhi to 

bring back his wife who was working in the house of one person. His wife had 

given him the address of the police where she was staying. Accordingly, they 

found his wife in the house of that unknown person and informed the matter 

to Delhi police. With the help of police from Delhi he brought his wife to his 

home. He proved and marked the FIR as Ext.1 wherein Ext.1(1) is his 

signature. 

  

 

11. In cross-examination he stated that he did not lodge the FIR 

immediately after coming  to know about missing of his wife from his house as 

he thought that she would come back on her own. He did not witness as to 

abduction of his wife by the accused. The FIR was written by a scribe but he 

did not put his signature thereon. His name was written by someone else as 

the first informant of the case. Before the incident he used to quarrel with his 
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wife regarding some domestic matters. He has denied the defence suggestion 

that as he used to quarrel with his wife without any rhyme or reason and as 

such, his wife voluntarily left his house and the accused was not involved in 

abducting her.  

 

12. PW3 is the prosecutrix. She has deposed in her evidence that before 3 

years ago the incident occurred. At the material time one day two girl of their 

village namely, Susmita Tanti and Manisha Tanti came to their house and 

asked her whether she would go to Delhi for work to income money. She 

agreed to their proposal. Thereafter, Susmita and Manisha introduced her with 

the accused. Accused also asked her whether she would go alongwith him to 

Delhi for work in order to earn money. As she is poor as such she decided to 

go to Delhi alongwith the accused in search of work. The accused kept her in 

the house of one person to do his house hold job in Delhi but she was not paid 

money on the plea that the accused had taken advance money from that 

person. So she rang up her husband and asked him to bring her back home. 

Accordingly her husband brought her back from Delhi to her house. When she 

left her house she did not tell her husband that she would go to Delhi to do job 

there. After her recovery police got her statement recorded U/S 164 Cr.P.C. 

and at the time of occurrence she was 24 years old. 

 

13. In crocc-examination she has revealed that  she herself decided to go 

to Delhi when she came to know that she would be able to make her own 

income. Moreover, her husband used to quarrel with her very often and as 

such, she decided to go to Delhi to find out a job for her own survival. The 

accused had not compelled her to go to Delhi to get a job there. She has 

denied the suggestion that she asked her master for her wage then he told her 

that she would not get money as advance was taken by the accused.  

 

14. PW4, Durga Kingkor Sarma is the investigating officer of the case. His 

as usual routine evidence of investigation discloses that on 6.10.15 while he 

was posted as O/C, Maxbat PS he received an FIR from one Raju Tanti and 

accordingly registered mazbat PS case No.71/15 U/S 370(3) IPC and took up 

the investigation by himself. During the course of investigation he recorded the 

statement of witnesses U/S 161 Cr.P.C. including the prosecutrix and also got 
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the statement of the prosecutrix recorded U/S 164 Cr.P.C. He visited the place 

of occurrence and drew one sketch map thereof. On conclusion of the 

investigation he submitted the FF of the case in charge-sheet U/S 370(3) IPC 

against the accused. Ext.2 is the sketch map. Ext.2(1) is his signature. Ext.3 is 

the charge-sheet and Ext.3 (1) is his signature.  

 

15. In cross-examination he has disclosed that the prosecutrix was 

recovered by the Delhi police with the help of Sachin Sona and Raju Tanti.  

 

16. On overall assessment of the evidence on record as discussed herein 

before what would palpably disclose that there is no cogent and substantive 

evidence to bring home the guilt of the accused in view of the fact that the 

prosecutrix of the case (PW3) has herself nullified the material particulars of 

the case disclosing contradictory statement to the story put forth in the FIR, 

the Ext.1.  

 

17. The prosecutrix (PW3) has categorically disclosed that she is the wife of 

the informant (PW1). She being a married lady and there was having frequent 

quarrel at their house with the informant (PW1) she decided to make her own 

income when one Susmita and Manisha asked her whether she would go 

alongwith the accused to Delhi for work to earn money to which she agreed 

upon. Accordingly in Delhi she stayed as a maid servant in the house of one 

person. When she asked for wages from her master in Delhi it was told before 

her that accused Laxman had already taken her advance. At this she became 

aggrieved and rang her husband (PW1) to take her back to her home. Thus, it 

is obvious that the victim on her own accord went to Delhi for work by making 

her own income. Her only grievance is that she was not paid by the master 

where she was working on the plea that accused Laxman had already received 

the advance on her behalf. But this part of the evidence is not at all buttressed 

by any other evidence as to its truthfulness. But what can be gathered from 

her evidence that she was not transported to Delhi for selling as a slave within 

the ambit of the ingredients of the alleged charge levelled against the accused.  

 

18. This is also what transpires from the testimony of the informant that 

the prosecutrix (PW3) went to Delhi on her own volition for doing work for 
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herself without informing him. Had the accused forcefully taken the prosecutrix 

against her will for transporting as a salve the informant (PW1) would have 

lodged the FIR Ext.1 immediately after the incident. Surprisingly, the informant 

in spite of coming to know about the missing of his  wife (PW3) had remained 

silent for three months till he received one telephone call from his wife that her 

wages had been taken away by the accused as advance as told by the owner.  

 

19. In the face of such incoherent and hazy evidence disclosing no iota of 

evidence to establish the ingredients of the offence, I do not find any 

justification to asses the evidence of the other witnesses who know nothing 

about the incident.  

 

20. On final analysis, I have no option but to disbelieve the prosecution 

story and, therefore, the accused is entitled to acquittal.  

 

21. In the result, I am constrained to hold that the accused Laxman Tanti is 

not guilty U/S 370 IPC. Therefore, he is acquitted thereunder and set him at 

liberty forthwith. 

  

22. Bail bond executed by the accused persons and the surety shall remain 

in force for another six months under the purview of Section 437(A) Cr.P.C.  

 Given under my hand and seal of this Court this the 15th day of 

March,2019.  

 
Dictated and corrected by me and 
each page bears my signatures. 

                                         (P.Saikia) 
              Sessions Judge, 
                  Udalguri. 

   Sessions Judge, 
         Udalguri. 
 

APPENDIX: 
A)Prosecution witnesses: 
 
i) PW1   Sachin Sona 

ii)PW2   Raju Tanti 
iii)PW3  Shanti Tanti 
iv)PW4  Durga Kingkor Sarma 
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B)Defence witness: Nil. 
   

C)Exhibits: 
 
i) Ext.1  FIR 

ii) Ext.2  Sketch map. 
iii) Ext.3  Charge-sheet 
     Dictated and corrected by me. 

 
 
      Sessions Judge, 
          Udalguri 

 

 

 

 

    

 

 
 

 


