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         IN  THE  COURT OF THE ADDL. SESSIONS JUDGE-2(FTC), TINSUKIA. 

 

                         Sessions  case No. 81(CH)2019 
                               U/S.  370 of I.P.C. 
                             

 Present :        Sri  B.  Sutradhar, (AJS), 
                      Addl. Sessions  Judge-2(FTC), 
                      Tinsukia. 

 

 

     The State of Assam 
 

     -Vs- 
                          Sri Mintu  Chiring ----------Accused 

 

Appeared : 

 
              For the State    : Sri R.C Das, Ld. Addl. A.P.P, 
 
              For the accused: Sri L.  Baruah,  Advocate.  
 
               
Date  of  evidence : 07.04.2021 & 08.11.2021.                                 

Date of argument :  12.11.2021 

 Date of judgment :  15.11.2021 

 
 

J  U  D  G  M  E  N  T 

 

1.         The  brief  case  of  the Prosecution  is  that in  

the  year 2012   the accused person taken the daughter  

of  the  informant, Smt. Hiramoni Buragohain to   

Arunachal Pradesh with a  say that  he  will  help  her   
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for  study but  kept  her  in  a  house  of  another  

person as domestic  servant  on  monthly  salary.   The  

complainant did not  receive any information of her  

daughter for long  time and  the  accused used  to  

abuse and threaten the complainant when  she asked  

the  accused to bring the  victim  back. Hence,  this  

case.  

       
2.         Receiving the FIR,  the  Sadiya P.S. registered a 

case and investigated the matter and on completion of 

the investigation, charge sheet was submitted against 

the accused and forwarded him to face the trial. 

 

3.         On  appearance   before   the Ld. Sub-Divisional  

Judicial Magistrate, Chapalhowa, copies were furnished  

to the accused person U/S 207 Cr.P.C and committed the 

case to the Court of Sessions for trial. Accordingly the 

GR case no. 84/2017 was registered as Sessions case 

no. 81(CH)/2019 and transferred to this court for trial. 

 

4.         Upon receiving the record and appearance of 

the accused in this court and upon hearing both sides 

and considering the materials on record, the charge 

U/S. 370 IPC was framed against the accused by my  ld. 

Predecessor. The  particulars of charge was read over 

and explained to the accused and to which he pleaded 

not guilty and claimed to be tried.  
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5.         During trial, prosecution examined three(3) 

witnesses  and  declined  to  adduce any  other  

evidence. The accused was examined u/s 313 Cr.P.C  

and his plea is  of  total  denial. I have heard argument 

put forth by the ld. Counsel for both the sides as well as 

gone through the entire materials available on record. 

 
6.               Point for determination :- 

 
(i)  Whether  since the year 2012  at  Dikrong  

Gaon, Dhomatibil,  Tinsukia the accused 

imported the victim Smt. Hiramoni Buragohain,  

the  daughter of  the  complainant, Smt. Mina 

Buragohain to  Itanagar, Arunachal Pradesh as  

slave  and  detained  her  against her  will and  

thereby committed an offence punishable u/s. 

370 of the IPC ?  

  

          DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF: 

 
7.           PW.1,  Dr. Junuma  Kachari   has  deposed  

that on 29/08/2017,  she  was  working  at  

Chapakhowa FRU  at  M.O  and on  that  day,  at  

about 6 PM, she  examined  one  Hiramoni 

Buragohain, daughter  of Lt. Dhrupo  Buragohain, 

village  Dikom Gaon  under  Sadiya  P.S. The  victim  

was  escorted  by  H.G  Anita  Moran.  During  

examination,  she  found  no  any  physical  external 

injury on her person  alongwith  her  private  parts.  
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Accordingly, she  submitted  her  report. Ext. 1  is  

her  report  and  Ext. 1(1) is  her  signature.   

     
8.         The  cross-examination  of  this  witness was  

declined by defence. 

 
9.          PW.2, Smt. Mina Buragohain is  the   informant  

of  this  case.  She  knows the  accused person. 

Victim Hiramoni  is  her daughter. The incident took 

place  about 3 years ago. Mintu  Chiring   took  her 

daughter  to Arunachal Pradesh with  a say that he 

will  help  her for  study as well as  for domestic help. 

Thereafter they lodged  an  ejahar  about missing  of 

her  daughter. Police recovered  her  daughter and  

brought  to her house.  Now  her  daughter  is  

married  to a  boy of  Arunachal Pradesh. Ext. 2 is  

the  ejahar,  Ext. 2(1) is  her signature.  

 
10.          In  cross-examination  the  PW.2 has  deposed  

that the  case  was  lodged  due to  

misunderstanding  and  after  getting  her  daughter,  

the  matter  was  amicably  settled  between  them.  

She  has  no  objection,  if  the  accused is  

acquitted. 

 
11.            PW.3, Smt. Hiramoni Buragohain has  

deposed  that  she knows  the informant  who is her 

mother. She knows  the  accused person who  is their 

neighbour. The incident took place  about 3 years  
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ago. One  Mintu  Chiring took her to Arunachal 

Pradesh with  a say that  he will  help her for  study 

as well as  for domestic help.  But thereafter he did 

not  send her  to  school  and  engaged  her  in  

domestic  work. As  her mother  did not  get  any  

information for  long time, she  lodged  the  ejahar. 

Thereafter police  recovered  her brought  to her  

house.   

 
12.          In Cross-examination the PW.3 has  stated  

that  the matter  has  already  been amicably settled  

between them and as  the accused is their  

neighbour, she  is not  interested  to  further proceed  

with  the case. Moreover, now  she is married. She 

has no objection,  if  the  accused is  acquitted.   

              

13.          While  going  through  the  evidence of  PW.2  

and PW.3  it  appears  that  PW.3, the victim herself  

does  not  want to  proceed  with  the  case  any  

more.  The  PW.2 stated  that  out of  

misunderstanding  she  lodged  the  case. Both  the  

witnesses belong  from  the  same  family.   

 
14.         The medical  evidence  shows that  the  M/O  

did  not  find  any physical external  injury  on  the 

person of  the  victim alongwith  her private parts. 

  
15.          There  is  no  other  evidence  in  this  case  

being  prosecution  failed  to  produce  any  other   
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witness  in  this  case.   The victim has  stated  that     

the matter  has  already  been amicably settled  

between them and as  the accused is their  

neighbour,  she  is not  interested  to  further 

proceed  with  the case. Moreover, now  she is 

married. She has no objection,  if  the  accused is  

acquitted  and  in  that  situation  I  have  no  

hesitation to  hold  that  the prosecution  side failed  

to prove   the  case.  Hence, I am  of  the  

considered  opinion  that the Prosecution  has  failed  

to prove  the material  ingredient  of  Sec.  370 IPC   

against  the  accused person. Hence the accused is 

acquitted and set at liberty forthwith. 

 

16.          The bail bond of the accused person is 

extended U/S 437 ‘A’ Cr.P.C.    

 
17.          The  case  is  disposed  of  on  contest. 

 
18.          Given under my hand and seal of this Court on 

the 15th day of November, 2021. 

 
      Dictated and corrected by me: 

 
 
 

          (B.  Sutradhar)             (B. Sutradhar) 
Addl. Sessions Judge-2         Addl. Sessions Judge-2           

(FTC), Tinsukia.                                (FTC), Tinsukia.                                          
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A P P E N D I X 
 
 
 

 PROSECUTION WITNESSES: 
 
 
 P.W.1 -  Dr.  Junuma  Kachari, 

 PW.2  -       Smt.  Mina  Buragohain, 

         PW.3 –       Smt. Hiramoni  Buragohain.  

 

 PROSECUTION EXHIBITS 

 

 Ext. 1, Medical  Examination  Report,  

        Ext. 2,  Ejahar.          

            

         

 

                                    (B.  Sutradhar), 
                                       Addl. Sessions Judge-2     
                                                 (FTC), Tinsukia  
 

 

  
 

  
 

  


