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IN THE COURT OF SUB-DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE(M): 
MARGHERITA ,ASSAM.                   

 

Present: Smti. Sushmita Borpujari, AJS. 
Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate (M) 
Margherita. 

C. R. C A S E   NO. 10/2019 

U / r . 6 (a) of Passport (Entry into India)Rules, 1950  

State 

  Vs. 
 

   Md. Suleman Hussain................Accused. 

 

 

Learned Advocate for Prosecution : Mr.  BAPA PURU KASHYTA(Assistant.P.P). 

Learned Legal Aid Counsel for Defence : Mr. Subhajit Debnath. 
 
 

 
Date of charge   : 23.09.2019. 
 

Evidence Recorded on  : 14.08.19; 02.03.20 & 25.11.20 

Accused Examined on  : 09-12-2020. 

Argument Heard on  : 10.12.2020. 

Judgement delivered on  : 28-12-2020. 

 

 JUDGEMENT 

PROSECUTION CASE IN BRIEF:  

1. The concise fact of the prosecution case is that the informant SI(P) Sri 

Apurba Das, Bordumsa P.S forwarded a Non-FIR case NO. 02/19 in connection 

with passport (Entry into India Act 1920 under Rule 6(a) of the passport (Entry 

into India) Rules 1950 before this Court through P.S.I., Margherita. The premises 

on which this case is based, is that  on 04.05.19 at about 10:00 a.m VDP 

personnel of Namholling village under Bordumsa P.S informed at the Bordumsa 



Page 2 of 15 
 

2 
 

Police Station that  they have found one unknown person (the accused person 

namely Md. Suleman Hussain) and who have been detained at the village as the 

said person(the accused)was suspiciously roaming at Namholling village. 

Accordingly, the informant S.I(P)Apurba Das was directed to visit the place of 

occurrence by the Officer-in-Charge of Bordumsa P.S after making Bordumsa P.S. 

GDE No.67 dated 04.05.2019 and the informant  along with staff rushed to the 

place of occurrence. On ground of suspicious the accused person was questioned 

and which revealed that he is a resident of Bangladesh and entered into India 

illegally without any Passport or other valid document and the Informant who is 

also the Investigating Officer of this case filed the Final Report(Ext.4) U/S.6(a) 

Passport (Entry into India) Rules1950 in this instant Non-FIR Case(Bordumsa P.S. 

Non FIR Case No.02/2019) enclosing therein, the extract copy of the relevant GD 

Entry(Ext.1), Statement of the accused person recorded U/S.161 Cr.P.C.(Ext.3) 

and his photograph and form which contained the accused person’s 

fingerprint(Ext.2) .The Investigating Officer also submitted a further status report 

and statements of the witnesses U/S.161 Cr.P.C.  

2. On receipt of the forwarding report along with accused person Md. 

Suleman Hussain, the Learned Predecessor of this court sent the accused to 

judicial custody. The accused person on being asked showed his inability to 

engage an Learned advocate for his defence, thus  Learned Legal Aid Counsel 

Mr. Subhajit Debnath was appointed for his defence. The Learned Predecessor of 

this Court took cognizance of offence u/s 6(A) of Passport Act (Entry into India) 

Rules 1950  and directed for registering the instant Complaint Case and after 

receiving the case on transfer for disposal, the copies of relevant documents 

were furnished to the accused person and the case  proceeded for evidence 

before charge. During the stage of evidence before charge, the prosecution side 

adduced the evidence of four prosecution witnesses including the Investigating 

Officer who is also the informant of this case and the Defence side availed the 

opportunity to cross-examine the witnesses at the stage of evidence before 

charge and their further cross-examination was kept reserved. The Learned 

Predecessor of this court after hearing both sides, framed charge in writing which 

is tagged with C/R. Although the contents of charge framed is of Sec. 6 (a) of 

Passport (Entry into India) Rules, 1950, but perhaps due to typographical error, 

instead of Rule 6 (a) it was typed & printed as Sec. 6 (A) as has recorded by 

order dated 10.12.2020 and has not been objected by the Learned Counsels of 
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both sides. Thus, the same is to be read as Rule 6(a) of Passport (Entry into 

India) Rules, 1950. The accused abjured the guilt and claimed to be tried. 

3.  During the stage of evidence after charge, the prosecution witnesses 

were further cross-examined . After closure of the prosecution evidence, the 

accused person while examined u/s 313 CrPC with regards to the incriminating 

materials available in the evidence of the witnesses, he admitted to the 

incriminating materials appearing in the prosecution evidence to be true  and 

stated of his address to be of Bangladesh . However , the defence declined to 

adduce any  defence evidence. After closure of evidence, I have heard the final 

arguments of the learned advocates of both the sides and thereupon have 

reached the following decision. 

 

4. POINT FOR DETERMINATION: 

 Whether the accused person Md. Suleman Hussain on 04-05-2019 at 

about 10:00 A.M was found suspiciously moving at Namtolling village under 

Bordumsa P.S and have entered into India by water, land or air without the 

possession of a valid Passport and other valid document as such contravened of 

the provisions of Rule 3( Not covered by the exemptions provided under Rule-4) 

and the accused person have entered into India from outside India and thereby 

committed an offence punishable u/r 6(a) Passport (Entry into India) Rule, 1950? 

 

DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF : 

5. On the consideration of materials on record, starting with the testimonial 

evidence of the Investigating Officer who is also the informant of the case, Sri 

Apurba Das, SI of Bordumsa P.S who was examined as PW-4.  

6. Before the consideration of the testimonial evidence of the PW-4 S.I 

Apurba Das, it has become pertinent to refer to the the judgement of the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court State rep. By Inspector of police, vigilance and anti 

Corruption, Tiruchirapalli, Tamil Nadu Vs. Respondent: V. Jayapaul 

reported in MANU/SC/0256/2004 wherein the Hon’ble Supreme Court 

has  held that: 



Page 4 of 15 
 

4 
 

 ‘ Though there is no such statutory bar, the premise on which the High 

Court quashed the proceedings was that the investigation by the same officer 

who ‘lodged’ the FIR would predudice the accused inasmuch as the investigating 

officer cannot be expected to act fairly and objectively. We find no principle or 

binding authority to hold that the moment the competent police officer, on the 

basis of information received, makes out an FIR incorporating his name as the 

informant, he forfeits his right to investigate. If at all, such investigation could 

only be assailed on the ground  of bias or real likelihood of bias on the part of 

the investigating officer. The question of bias would depend on the facts and 

circumstances of each case and it is not proper to lay down a broad and 

unqualified proposition, in the manner in which it has been done by the High 

Court that whenever a police officer proceeds to investigate after registering the 

FIR on his own, the investigation would necessarily be unfair or biased. In the 

present case, the police officer received certain discreet information, which, 

according to his assessment, warranted a probe and therefore made up his mind 

to investigate. The formality of preparing the FIR in which he records the factum 

of having received the information about the suspected commission of the 

offence and then taking up the investigation after registering the crime, does 

not, by any semblance of reasoning, vitiate the investigation on the ground of 

bias or the like factor. If the reason which weighed with the High Court could be 

a ground to quash the prosecution, the powers of investigation conferred on the 

police officers would be unduly hampered for no good reason. What is expected 

to be done by the police officers in the normal course of discharge of their official 

will then be vulnerable to attack. ‘ 

From the virtue of the above referred Judgement, thus there ought not 

arise any question as to the role of the informant being the Investigating Officer 

as to effecting the merits of the case.  

7. Thus, taking into consideration the testimonial evidence of the PW-4 

S.I.Apurba Das(the informant and also the Investigating Officer)  has testified 

that he can recognize the accused via video conferencing(his evidence was 

recorded on 14.08.2019). On 04-05-19 the VDP President of Namholling Gaon 

called him over phone that one stranger was roaming in their area and the said 

person was apprehended by the villagers along with the VDP people. The O/C 

had informed him over phone. Thereafter, the GD entry No. 67 was made and he 
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went to the place of occurrence along with staff. The PW-4 exhibited the Extract 

copy of Bordumsa P.S of GD entry as Ext.1. The said person was apprehended 

along with the villagers. PW-4 S.I. Apurba Das  further deposed that he recorded 

the statement of the witnesses including the VDP. The accused was caught and 

then taken to the medical(hospital) and thereafter the accused was forwarded to 

the Court.  

8. This part as to the accused being found roaming in the said area by the 

villagers along with VDP people has found corroboration from the other 

prosecution witnesses. 

9. The PW-4 S.I.Apurba Das   further testified that the Non-FIR case was 

registered by the O/C and he(PW-4) lodged the complaint in this case and the 

accused was forwarded to the Court. The section which was levelled against the 

accused person is U/S 6 (a) of the Passport (Entry into India) Rules. The accused 

was interrogated and as per the address the accused is a foreigner and as per 

the  statement of the accused, his address is a foreign address. The Final Non-

FIR was filed by PW-4 along with the Final report.He exhibited the form which 

contains the thumb impression of the accused person as Ext.2. He exhibited the 

statement of the accused u/s 161 CrPC which was recorded by PW-4 as Ext.3 

and Ext.3(1) is his signature. Ext.4 is the Non-FIR case and the final report was 

submitted by him and PW-4 exhibited   his signature as Ext.4(1). 

10. In the instant case, corroborating the informant/Investigating Officer, all 

the other prosecution witnesses univocally stated the same as can be seen from 

the testimonial evidence of prosecution witnesses. Corroborating the PW-4(the 

informant), the  PW-1 Sri Narendra Nath Gogoi(his evidence was recorded on  

deposed that he knows the informant and recognize the accused person via 

video conferencing. On the date of occurrence at about 6:00 P.M the said person 

came towards Namholong Gaon in the road. The accused was stopped by some 

of their people. The accused fled away. The accused did not say anything about 

him. The accused was apprehended and brought to him as he was VDP 

president. He asked him. The accused did not say anything. He had used one 

language, but they could not understand it. He could not produce any 

documents. The police Bordumsa came there and the accused was handed over 

to the informant. He also stated it before the police. 

11. Corroborating the PW-4(the informant), the  PW-2, Sri Satya Nath Kachari 

deposed that  he knows the informant and he also recognize the accused person 
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via video conferencing. On the date of occurrence at  about 8:00 P.M/ 9:00 P.M 

while they were on duty they interrogated the accused person. The accused was 

stopped by some people of their committee. The accused fled away. The accused 

did not say anything about him. The accused was apprehended by the committee 

people. He asked him. The accused did not say anything. He had used one 

language but they could not understand it. He could not produce any documents. 

The police of Bordumsa P.S came there and the accused was handed over to the 

police. He also stated it before the police. 

12. The PW-3 Sri Santanu Konwar could also identify the accused and stated 

via video conferencing. The PW-3 stated that accused was a stranger. He was 

roaming around the villagers. They were on duty and they interrogated the 

accused person. The accused was stopped by some people of their committee. 

The accused fled away. The accused did not say anything about him. The 

accused was apprehended by the committee people. He asked him. The accused 

did not say anything. He could not produce any documents. They suspected him 

that he does not belong to their area. The police of Bordumsa came there and 

the accused was handed over to the police. He also stated it before the police.  

13. Thus, from the above testimonial evidence, it is proved by the 

prosecution that the PW-1 Sri Narendra Nath Gogoi, PW-2 Sri Satya Nath 

Kachari, PW-3 Sri Santanu Konwar who are part of the VDP party of the said 

Nam Hollong Gaon could prove that the accused was found on the road by the 

villager and on being asked the accused first fled away and thereafter he did not 

say anything and the language which was spoken by accused could not be 

understood by them. The circumstances shows that the by the physical 

appearance, the language, the way it was spoken imbibed doubt and suspicion 

on the mind of the reasonable villagers as to accused being found at their village, 

as to the fact that he does not belong to their place and this impelled them to 

call the police, the PW-4 (the informant and the Investigating Officer) and the 

PW-4 also proved that during interrogation of the accused, it was known from 

him that he was a foreign national and had a foreign address and also from the 

evidence of the PW-4 S.I Apurba Das  it is corroborated that the accused failed 

to produce any passport or travel document on the demand of the police 

authority. The Ext.3, the statement of accused U/S.161 Cr.P.C . The Ext.4 final 

report of the Non-FIR Case which was submitted by the PW-4 S.I.Apurba Das the 

investigating Officer is an official act and there is no challenge by the defence 
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regarding the doubt of such act of the PW-4. Thus, by virtue of  Illustration (e) of 

Section 114 of The Indian Evidence Act,1872, it could be presumed that the 

investigation of this case has been performed regularly. 

14. During cross examination(dated 14.08.2019) PW-4 S.I.Apurba Das stated 

that his is the complainant and also the investigating officer of this case. Ext. 3 

was recorded by him in Assamese. When PW-4 recorded the statement of the 

accused there was no other independent person present. The accused do not 

know the language, which he recorded his statement. The statement was 

recorded by PW-4 at Thana(police station). 

15. However, the Defence side failed to bring out in cross-examination as to 

the question whether the contents of the statement after it was being written 

was whether read over and translated in the language being understood by the 

accused, the Defence failed to take out the answer in negative during cross-

examination of the PW-4. Thus, as a general procedure of recording of 

statements are followed and the safeguards that are adopted, unless contrary is 

proved, it is presumed that all the safeguards are being followed. 

16. The PW-4 S.I Apurba Das  further stated during cross-examination that 

they did not find any documents from him that the accused belongs to which 

place and country. The accused has been apprehended on suspicion by the VDP 

people/villagers. They were five people along with staff when they went to the 

place of occurrence. There were about 70/80 people at the place of occurrence 

when they reached there. The statements of other independent people were not 

recorded by him except the VDP people even if they were present there. 

17. Thus, it is proved that on being questioned the accused failed to show 

any documents in support of his nationality by showing any citizenship identity 

card, passport.  

18. At this juncture, I would like to visit the Section 106 of The Indian 

Evidence Act,1872 which lays down that – 

Burden of proving fact especially within knowledge: 

When any fact is especially within the knowledge of any person, the 

burden of proving that fact is upon him. 

 The illustration(b) particularly explains the position, which is 

reiterated: 

“Illustration(b) A  is charged with travelling on a railway without a 

ticket. The burden of proving that he had a ticket is on him.” 
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19. As rightly pointed out by the Learned A.P.P. Sri B.Purukayashtha during 

argument, that  like illustration(b) of the Section 106 of The Indian Evidence Act, 

1872, in the instant case , once it is proved that the accused was found without 

any valid document , the burden of proving that the accused had a valid 

document or his being a Indian National , the burden of prove shifts on the 

accused. 

20. During cross examination the PW-4 S.I. Apurba Das  stated that due to 

lack of documents in the possession of a person he or she cannot be termed as a 

foreigner. The implication of the Act under which this case is registered  is for a 

person/foreigner who entered India without any valid documents/passport. He 

also admitted that this section can be applied only against foreigner. The police 

has no power to declare a person as a foreigner. If the accused person  is a 

foreigner or not is not within his knowledge and whether he has been declared 

as a foreigner or not by any competent court. He did not tried to know from the 

competent court whether he is a  foreigner or not. If the police or the public 

apprehends any suspected foreigner the case is to be sent to a Foreigners 

Tribunal. The said case has not been sent to Foreigners Tribunal. 

21. As discussed already that prosecution has proved that the accused could 

not produce any valid documents of travel and passport. Thus, the effort of the 

defence side to bring it out from the mouth of the Investigating Officer that if a 

person do not posses document then he parse do not become a foreigner bears 

no fruit. As discussed already, by Virtue of Section 106 of The Indian Evidence 

Act, 1872 as the prosecution in this instant case proved that the accused is found 

without any valid document like passport or Indian voter identity card, etc. and 

also the accused in his statement U/S.313 Cr.P.C also admitted that he was 

found without any valid document and also during his recording of explanation 

U/S.313 Cr.P.C the accused stated his address belonging to Bangladesh and thus 

now the burden of prove shifts on the accused person to prove that he was in 

possession of valid documents and passport and also it is within the special 

knowledge of the accused as to in what circumstance he was travelling within 

India and how. But the Defence side did not adduce any evidence to prove the 

same.  

22.  Also taking into consideration the cross examination the PW-1 Sri 

Narendra Nath Gogoi , where the PW-1 stated that the accused was 

apprehended by the villagers but he does not know their names. There were 
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40/50 people who were present there. The accused was caught on the basis of 

suspicion. They did not know what his name is and what his address is. He does 

not know how many police officers came there. The police recorded his 

statement. The accused could not speak their language and because of it they 

suspected him. They speak Assamese language and the accused was unable to 

speak Assamese language and because of it he was caught. 

23. PW1 Sri Narendra Nath Gogoi has been further cross examined on 

02/03/2020 after the framing of the charge. During his further cross examination 

he stated that the Investigating Officer has recorded his statement at the police 

station. He is a VDP member and they take part in govt. Activities of their village. 

As the accused could not speak Assamese when they apprehended him thus 

there arose suspicion on him. It is further stated that he does not know the 

nationality of the person apprehended by them. In his further cross examination 

he admitted that if a person cannot speak a certain language, he does not 

become a foreigner as there are numerous language in India. He also admitted 

that he have not stated before the I/O that the accused is a foreigner.  

24. The PW-2 Sri Satya Nath Kachari in his cross-examination also stated that 

The accused did not reply to their questions and because of it he was caught. He 

stated before the police that the accused ran away and he was apprehended. 

There were 40/50 people who were present there. The police was informed by 

the President of VDP. 

25. During cross examination the PW-2 Sri Satya Nath Kachari he stated that 

the accused was apprehended by the villagers. The accused was caught on the 

basis of suspicion. They did not know what his name is and what his address is. 

The police recorded his statement. The accused could not speak their language 

and because of it they suspected him. They speak Assamese language and the 

accused was unable to speak Assamese language and because of it he was 

caught. The accused did not reply to their questions and because of it he was 

caught. He stated before the police that the accused ran away and he was 

apprehended. There were 40/50 people who were present there. The police was 

informed by the President of VDP. 

26.  PW2 Sri Satya Nath Kachari has further cross examined 02/03/2020 after 

framing of the charge. During his further cross examination he also stated the 

same  as stated by PW-1.   PW3 Sri Santanu Konwar has further cross 



Page 10 of 15 
 

10 
 

examined 02/03/2020 after the framing of the charge. During his further cross 

examination the PW-3 also stated the same  as stated by PW-1 & PW2. 

27. What emanates from the consideration of cross-examination of the     

PW-1,PW-2, PW-3 is that they could very well state the circumstances under 

which the accused was suspected and caught by them and villagers and that he 

was not able to speak Assamese language. The learned Defence Counsel raised 

the point that inability to speak a particular language does not make one a 

foreigner. However, as already discussed above, if the accused cannot speak a 

particular language or dialect or from his physical appearance he appears to be 

different from the local people and also could not produce any valid document of 

Indian Nationality which is proved by the evidence adduced by the prosecution, 

other materials and the position of law. Thus, the burden of proving that the 

accused is rather a son of the soil and is a Indian National or he is having a valid 

passport and other document authorising his stay at India is on the accused. But 

as discussed the defence did not  adduce any evidence  to deny the fact 

established by the prosecution. 

28. The Rule 6(a) of the Passport (Entry into India) Rules, 1950 under which 

the accused is charged of , is reproduced hereunder: 

Rule 6 of the Passport (Entry into India) Rules,1950:   

 “Any person who- 

(a) Contravenes or abets the contravention of the provisions of Rule 3 

, or 

(b)  Does, or attempts to do, any act in contravention of any condition 

prescribed under sub-rule(2) of Rule, or 

(c)  Enters or attempts to entre, India on a forged passport or visa, shall be 

punished with imprisonment for a term which may extend to five years, 

or with fine which may extend to fifty thousand rupees, or with both.” 

29.            For attracting the ingredients of Rule 6(a) of The Passport 

(Entry into India) Rules, 1950 , firstly it has to be ascertained whether 

there has been a contravention or any abetment for such contravention 

of the provision of Rule 3 of the The Passport (Entry into India) Rules, 

1950. Thus, in order to have a clear view, the Rule 3 is reproduced hereunder: 

 

Rule 3 of the Passport (Entry into India) Rules,1950:   
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“Save as provided in Rule 4, no person proceeding from any place outside 

India shall enter, or attempt to enter, India by water, land or air— 

 (a) unless he is in possession of a valid passport  conforming to the      

conditions prescribed in rule 5, and  

(b) except through such port (including an airport) or other place as may be 

specified in this behalf by Central Government, and ports or other places 

specified under clause (a) of sub-paragraph (1) of paragraph 3 of the Foreigners 

Order, 1948, shall be deemed to have been so specified.]  

Explanation.—A person entering India by water or air shall not be deemed to be 

proceeding from a place outside India by reason only of the fact that he has 

traversed extra-territorial waters or land in the course of his journey.” 

30. The accused person in the instant case as already discussed in the 

foregoing paragraphs, the prosecution has been successful in proving beyond 

reasonable that the accused person was found loitering in the Indian soil by the 

villagers  which proves that he has entered into India. Now, the accused  did 

not take any plea or proved as to his falling in any of the class of 

persons covered by the exemption Under Rule 4 of the Passport (Entry 

into India) Rules, 1950 which is reproduced hereunder: 

Rule 4 of The Passport (Entry into India) Rules, 1950: 

“(1) The following classes of persons shall be exempted from the provisions of 

Rule 3: 

(b) member of Naval, Military or Air Forces of India,  entering India on 

duty, and members of the family  of any such person when accompanying 

such  person to India on a Government transport;  

 (f) person domiciled in India entering India by land or by air over the Nepalese 

or Bhutanese frontier;  

(g) Nepalese and Bhutanese entering India by land or by air over the Nepalese or 

Bhutanese frontier; 

(h) bona fide Mohemmedan pilgrims domiciled in  India returning from jeddah 

or Basra;  
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(i) other persons or classes of persons specified by  general or special order of 

the Central  Government. 

(2) In specifying any person or class of persons in accordance with the provisions 

of clause (i) of sub-rule (1), the Central Government may prescribe any 

conditions to which the exemption of such persons or class of persons from the 

provisions of Rule 3 shall be subjected.” 

31. Thus accused as has not taken any plea that he is covered by an 

exemption as provided to the classes of persons by Rule 4 and also as proved by 

the prosecution side that the accused could not produce any passport or any 

other valid document when asked for  and as the prosecution has been 

successful in proving beyond reasonable that the accused person was found 

loitering in the Indian soil by the villagers after entering into India from outside 

India which proves that he has entered into India thus the offence under Rule 

6(a) of The Passport (Entry into India) Rules, 1950 is proved beyond reasonable 

doubt by the Prosecution side. 

32. Thus taking into consideration the entire gamut of evidences adduced by 

the prosecution and the position of law as discussed above the prosecution has 

successfully proved beyond reasonable doubt the offence under Rule 6 (a) of The 

Passport (Entry into India) Rules, 1950 and thus the point of determination  is 

decided in affirmative in favour of the prosecution  . 

33. Thus  from the decision and discussion made above, the prosecution has 

successfully proved beyond reasonable doubt that the accused Md. Suleman 

Hussain as to be guilty under Rule 6(a) of The Passport (Entry into India) Rules, 

1950.Accordingly the accused Md. Suleman Hussain is convicted  under Rule 6(a) 

of The Passport (Entry into India) Rules, 1950.  

        O R D E R 

34. I have considered the case of the accused person for extending the 

benefit of Section 360 Cr.P.C  or the provision of  Probation of Offenders Act. In 

the instant case as emanated from the above discussion the accused committed 

the offence by crossing the boundary of the territory of his country and came o 

India without any valid passport and other valid documents and thus it a threat 

to the national security thus it is not a proper circumstance explained to the 
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benefit of Section 360 Cr.P.C or the provisions of the Probation of Offenders Act 

as this kind offence shakes and effects the very fabric of the Indian socio-

economic structure from its roots. Therefore such benefit could not be extended 

to the accused person.  

35.  I have heard the accused person on the question of sentence and the 

accused person sought clemency. The accused person stated that he belongs to 

a poor family and have younger sister and brother to look after and he is a 

vegetable seller and came to India in search for livelihood . The accused also 

stated that this is the first offence.  Therefore leniency in sentence shall be 

extended to the accused person.  

36. Considering the circumstances of the case as well as submission of the 

accused person, this court convicted the accused person Md. Suleman Hussain 

under Rule 6(a) of The Passport(Entry into India) Rules, 1950 with simple 

imprisonment for a period of 2(two)years only and with fine of Rs.1000/-(Rupees 

One Thousand only) in default to simple imprisonment of 1(one) month only . 

37.  Period of detention during the course of investigation, enquiry, trial, if 

any , shall be set off from the sentence awarded. 

38. After serving of the sentence the accused shall be 

deported/pushed back to his country Bangladesh. Let a copy of this 

Judgment and Order be sent to the Learned Superintendent of Police, 

Tinsukia for information and Necessary Action as regard to the accused 

persons deporting/pushing back to Bangladesh after serving the 

sentence. Also send a copy of this Judgment and Order be sent to the 

Learned District Magistrate, Tinsukia for information and Necessary 

Action  . Also , a copy of the operative part of this order be furnished to 

the Superintendent, District Jail , Tinsukia for information and 

necessary action. Inform All Concerned. 

39. A copy of the Judgment shall be given to the accused person free of cost 

immediately. 

40. Accordingly , this case is disposed of on contest. 
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41. The judgement is delivered and the operative part of the same is 

pronounced in the open court, today, the 28th     day of  December, 2020 under 

the hand and seal of this court.  

 

 

Typed on my dictation by 
  Sri Akhim Das, Steno 
  and corrected by me.                                                                         

     ( Smti. S. Borpujari,AJS) 
Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate (M),        
      Margherita , Assam. 
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1.LIST OF PROSECUTION WITNESS: 

  

PW-1-Sri Narendra Nath Gogoi. 

PW-2- Sri Satya Nath Kachari. 

PW-3- Sri Santanu Konwar. 

PW-4- S.I. Apurba Das. 

 

2.LIST OF PROSECUTION EXHIBITS: 

 

Ext.1 – Extract copy of Bordumsa P.S of GD entry. 

Ext.2 – Form containing thumb impression of the accused person. 

Ext.3 –  Statement of the accused  person u/s 161 CrPC. 

Ext.4 – Non FIR case . 

 

 

      3.  LIST OF DEFENCE WITNESS: NIL. 

4.  LIST OF DEFENCE EXHIBITS: NIL. 

5.  LIST OF THE COURT WITNESS: NIL. 

  

 

 

 

(Smti. S. Borpujari, AJS) 

Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate (M),  
Margherita, Assam. 


