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IN THE COURT OF THE SPECIAL JUDGE : : TINSUKIA 

District:  Tinsukia 

  

Present:  Sri C. Das, 

     Special Judge, 

     Tinsukia 

 

POCSO Case No. 70 (M) of 2017 
              U/s.4 of POCSO Act 
 

 

State of Assam………………………………………………………………….Complainant  

- Versus  –  

Md. Afzal Ali, 

S/o Late Laddar Ali,  

R/o Basti No.20 near Railway Station, Digboi,  

P.S. Digboi, 

District: Tinsukia (Assam).….............................................CCL 

 

Appearance: 

Sri B.L. Agarwal, Spl. Public Prosecutor………………..For the State 

Sri G. Borkotoky, Advocate ………………………………….For the CCL 

 

  Date of Evidence :  08.05.2019, 01.06.2019,  

     26.07.2019 & 04.11.2019 

  Date of Argument:  02.01.2021 

  Date of Judgment:   12.01.2021 

  

J   U   D   G   M   E   N   T 

 

1. The case of the prosecution in brief, is that on 17.2.2017, the 

informant/victim (name withheld) lodged an ejahar before the Officer In-charge of 

Digboi Police Station, stating inter-alias that on 16.2.2017 at about 5 P.M., while 

the victim was returning home after fetching water from the public tube-well, the 

child in conflict with law (in short; CCL)  Afzal Ali, with one Hanif Ali and Mukesh 
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restrained her and forcibly took her to the nearby forest, where they committed 

penetrative sexual assault upon her. 

 

2. On receipt of the said ejahar, the police registered the Digboi P.S. Case 

No.34/2017 and the investigation was started. During the investigation of the case, 

the I.O. visited the place of occurrence, examined the witnesses and got the victim 

girl examined medically, followed by collection of her medical report.  Further, the 

I.O. arrested the CCL and remanded him for custody. After completion of 

investigation, I.O. having found a prima-facie case well established, submitted 

charge-sheet against the CCL u/s.376-D/506 I.P.C., read with Section 4 of 

Protection of Children from Sexual Offences Act (in short; the POCSO Act). 

 
3. Accordingly, the CCL when produced before the court, he was furnished 

with copy of the case immediately.  After hearing of the parties and upon perusing 

the materials on record, the charge was framed u/s.4 of POCSO Act against the 

CCL. The charge was read over and explained to the CCL, to which he pleaded not 

guilty and claimed to be tried. 

 

4. In this case, the prosecution examined 6 (six) witnesses including the I.O. 

and M.O. to support its case. The plea of the defence as it appeared from the 

statement of the CCL recorded u/s.313 CrPC, was of total denial. The CCL did not 

adduce any evidence in his defence. The argument of the parties was heard at 

length and the evidence on record was carefully perused. 

 
  POINT FOR DETERMINATION: 

5.  The only point for determination in this case is as to whether the CCL  on 

16.2.2017 near Delhi Public School under Digboi police station, committed 

penetrative sexual assault upon the victim girl? 

 
 DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS FOR DECISION: 

6. During trial of this case, prosecution examined Smti Ayesha Begum, the 

mother of the victim girl as PW1. She deposed that her victim daughter was born in 

the month of July, 2001.  She knows the CCL Afzal Ali.  On the fateful day in the 

evening, her daughter had gone to fetch water from the public tube-well, but she 
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returned empty hand.  She was limping at that time. On being asked, the victim 

told her that three boys, namely; Afzal Ali, Mukesh Sah and Hanif Ali had forcibly 

taken her to a jungle behind the DPS school. The victim also, told PW1 that all the 

three  persons, including the CCL had committed rape upon her. Thereafter, PW1 

went to the police station along with the victim. Police came to her house and 

recorded the statement of her victim-daughter. Police also visited the place of 

occurrence.  Her daughter was sent to the doctor for medical examination and also, 

to the court for recording her statement u/s.164 Cr.P.C. 

 

7. In her cross-examination, PW1 replied that she has three daughters and 

one son. She does not remember when her eldest daughter was born. Her eldest 

daughter is now, married and is blessed with three children. The victim is her 

youngest daughter. Police recorded her statement in connection with this case. 

There are human habitations in and around the public tube-well, where from her 

victim-daughter wanted to draw water.  In order to fetch water from the tube-well, 

people stand in queue. Water supply starts from 3 P.M. and ends at 4 P.M. She 

denied the suggestion that on the day of occurrence, her victim-daughter had a 

dispute with other persons in that queue and during that dispute, the accused 

Mukesh and Hanif entered into a quarrel with her victim-daughter.  

 

8. PW2 is the victim girl. Her name is withheld due to bar of law.  She deposed 

before the court that she knew the CCL Afzal Ali. On the fateful day at about 5 P.M., 

she went to the public tube-well to bring water.  While she was returning home 

after fetching water, the CCL Afzal Ali with Mukesh and Hanif Ali jumped upon her 

and forcibly took her to the forest. Before that, accused Mukesh had put some sand 

into her mouth. All the three persons with CCL disrobed her and forcibly committed 

rape upon her. The CCL Dipu @ Afzal Ali first had sexual intercourse with her. Then 

Hanif had sexual intercourse with her and lastly, Mukesh committed rape upon her. 

After the occurrence, all the three left her in the jungle and she was in the state of 

sub-consciousness. Thereafter, she returned home. She was bleeding from her 

private parts at that time. She informed her mother about the said occurrence.  

Thereafter, she went to the police station and lodged an ejahar, alleging the 

aforesaid facts. She does not remember, who had written the ejahar for her, but the 
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ejahar was written  as per her version. The contents of the ejahar were read over 

to her and thereafter, she had put her thumb impression thereon. Police recorded 

her statement. She was also sent to the doctor for medical examination. She gave 

statement u/s.164 Cr.P.C. 

 

9. In her cross-examination, the victim girl replied that though she remembers 

the date of her birth, but does not remember the date, on which the occurrence 

took place. On the day of occurrence itself, she had gone to the police station. She 

stated before police the date of occurrence. She also, stated the date of occurrence 

before the Magistrate, who recorded her statement u/s.164 Cr.P.C. Whatever she 

has stated in her evidence in the court, she repeated the same thing before the 

Magistrate, who recorded her statement and police. She further replied that the 

tube-well where from she went to fetch water, was situated at a distance of about 

ten minutes walk from her house and around that tube-well, there are houses of 

different persons. When she was examined by the doctor, the doctor found sand 

inside her mouth. She handed over her clothes having bloodstains to police. In 

between the road and the place of occurrence, there is a big wall having a passage, 

connecting both sides. Near the place of occurrence, there are 15/20 houses, which 

are occupied by the IOC employees.   

 

10. PW3 is Nur Jamal Ali, the brother of the victim girl (PW2).  He deposed that 

he knew the CCL Afzal.  He also, knew other two juveniles involved in this case.  

His sister is about 17 years old.  He has brought the birth certificate of the victim 

girl.  M.Ext.1 is the said birth certificate.  According to M. Ext.1, the date of birth of 

his sister is 04.07.2001. He stated that on the fateful day, at about 7.30 P.M., he 

had returned to home from work. His sister told him that on that day, while she 

was bringing water from the public water tank, the CCL and other two juveniles 

forcibly took her to nearby jungle and where, they committed rape upon her, one 

after another. 

 

11. In his cross-examination, PW3 replied that his sister has not gone to school.  

M. Ext.1 was issued in the year 2015 and it was not procured at the time of birth of 



5 

 

his sister (PW2). His parents procured the M. Ext.1. The M.Ext.1 was actually 

procured for getting their names inserted in the voters list. 

 

12. PW4 Smti Khairun Nesa, is the elder sister of the victim girl (PW2).  She 

deposed that she knew the CCL with  other juveniles involved in this case.  The 

victim is her younger sister.  On the fateful day, she had returned from her duty at 

about 6.30 P.M. and then, she came to know from her sister that on that day, while 

she was bringing water from the public tap, the CCL and other two juveniles, 

involved in the case, forcibly took her to a jungle and where, they committed rape 

upon her, one by one. 

 

13. In her cross-examination, PW4 replied that she has come to the court along 

with her brother, after receipt of summons.  She denied that no such incident of 

rape upon her sister actually took place. She also denied that she deposed false 

evidence after being tutored by her sister. 

 

14. PW5 is Dr. Depon Dehingia. He deposed that Ext.1 is a medical certificate, 

issued by him and Ext.1(1) is his signature. He had prepared this from the entries 

made in the hospital register No.1392/17. As per Ext.1, the victim was examined by 

Dr. Sabnam Borbora, Medical Officer of Digboi CHC. Now, Dr. Sabnam Borbora is 

doing her higher studies somewhere outside the state. As per Ext.1, the victim was 

examined on 16.2.17 at 10.05 P.M. at Digboi CHC and she was brought and 

identified by WHG Jyoti Hazarika of Digboi police station. As per the report, the 

general configuration and development was average. Mental state was normal. 

There was no injury found on her person. Axillary hair present. Hymen was found 

torn. Vagina had minimal bleeding, i.e. positive. Injury on the body other than 

genitals – abrasion with scratch mark present over the right side of chest. She was 

referred for radiological examination and as per radiological report, her age was 18 

to 22 years. Vaginal swab was sent for laboratory examination, but the report was 

not available.  He opined  that the age is between 18 to 22 years. Definite opinion, 

whether sexual intercourse has been done, could not be given without laboratory 

test report.  
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15. In his cross-examination, PW5 stated that on the date of examination of the 

victim girl, she was on the fourth day of her menstruation. The menstrual period 

lasts 6 to 7 days.  So far as the scratch mark on the body of the victim is 

concerned, the age of the injury has not been mentioned in the report.  

 

16. PW6 Sri Arun Ch. Gogoi is the Investigating Officer of this case.  He 

deposed that on 17.2.2017, he was attached to Digboi police station. On that day, 

one informant/victim (name withheld) filed an ejahar in the police station alleging 

that on 15.2.17 at about 6 P.M., while she was coming back after fetching water, 

three persons, namely; Tipu, Hanif Ali and Mukesh had dragged her into the jungle 

behind Delhi Public School,  where they sexually assaulted her by tearing apart her 

wearing apparels. She has stated that she somehow managed to escape from the 

clutches of those persons and informed her parents, who in turn, informed police.  

On receipt of the ejahar on 17.2.17, the Officer In-Charge of Digboi police station, 

Sri Mohesh Ch. Bora registered a case being Digboi P.S. Case No.34/17 

u/s.376(D)/506 I.P.C. and u/s.4 of the POCSO Act and entrusted him to investigate 

the case. Ext.2 is the ejahar and Ext.2(1) is the signature with endorsement of 

Mohesh Ch. Bora. After taking over the investigation of the case, he recorded the 

statement of the victim girl,  Ayesa Begum, Md. Nur Zamal Ali and Khairun Nessa. 

Thereafter, he went to the place of occurrence and drew up a sketch map. Ext.3 is 

the sketch map and Ext.3(1) is his signature. He seized the wearing apparels of the 

victim girl, worn by her at the time of occurrence. Ext.4 is the seizure list and 

Ext.4(1) is his signature. He recorded statement of Nur Zamal Ali again. He also 

recorded statement of Jubeda Begum. Thereafter, he sent the victim girl to the 

court for recording her statement u/s.164 Cr.P.C.   

 

17. PW6 further deposed that from the entries of his diary, he found that the 

victim girl was sent for medical treatment at Digboi CHC on 16.2.17 by the Officer 

In-Charge of Digboi police station.  The carbon copy of requisition is available in 

the case diary. He collected the photocopy of the birth certificate of the victim to 

ascertain her age, vide M.Ext.1.  The accuseds in this case were minors and they 
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themselves surrendered in the court. Thereafter, they came to the police station 

and  he had recorded their statements.  Ext.5 is the statement of the victim, made 

u/s.164 Cr.P.C. After that, he was transferred and as such, he handed over the case 

diary to the Officer In-Charge.  His successor Kuladhar Konwar had filed the 

charge-sheet, on the basis of his investigation. Ext.6 is the charge-sheet and 

Ext.6(1) is the signature of Kuladhar Konwar. He is acquainted with the 

handwritings of Kuladhar Konwar.  

 

18. In his cross-examination, PW6 stated that in the ejahar, the delay of two 

days, has not been mentioned by the informant.  The informant put her thumb 

impression in the ejahar, but he did not record the statement of the writer of the 

ejahar.  In Ext.3, he has not mentioned the directions like east, west etc., nor did 

he mention the time of drawing of the sketch map.  Though the victim had stated 

that there were some official residential quarters of I.O.C. near the place of 

occurrence, but in the sketch map, he has not shown those houses.  In the sketch 

map, he has not shown the water tap, from which the victim fetched water prior to 

the occurrence. The houses of the juveniles/CCL and the victim were not situated 

near to each other. The houses of the juveniles/CCL were situated 40/45 meters 

away from the house of the victim. He did not record the statement of the father of 

the victim girl. Although he had seized wearing apparels of the victim girl, but he 

did not seize her undergarments. In Ext.4, seizure list, it is not mentioned, whether 

the apparels were in a torn state.  He did not send the seized apparels to the FSL.   

 

19. PW6 further replied in his cross-examination that on 20.2.2017, he sent the 

victim girl to the court for recording her statement u/s.164 Cr.P.C.  There is nothing 

in the case diary as to four days delay in sending the victim girl to the court for 

recording her statement. In this case, he did not collect the medical report. It was 

collected by his successor and it does not contain any police case number or G.D.E. 

number.  The M.Ext.1 seems to have been issued on 3.8.15 by the office of the M 

& H.O.-1, Jaluguti SD Morigaon.  Ext.A is a closed envelope containing a letter, 

addressed to office of the M & H.O.-1, Jaluguti SD Morigaon. It seems that the said 

letter has been returned by the postal department on the ground that the 

addressee was not found. In his re-examination in chief, PW6 stated that he has 
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seen the Ext.A for the first time  in the court. Therefore, he could not vouch for the 

authenticity of the endorsement of the postal department. 

 

20. After going through the above evidence so tendered by the prosecution 

witnesses including the victim girl, it appears that the occurrence took place during 

daytime behind a local school. PW1 is mother of the victim, who was reported 

about the occurrence by the victim girl (PW2) immediately after the occurrence. 

Thus, the evidence of PW1 cannot be relied upon, but can be used for support of 

the victim girl. Similarly, PW3 and 4 are reported witnesses of occurrence, for which 

much reliance cannot be placed on them. However, they supported the version of 

the prosecution story. Thus, remain the evidence of PW2 who is the sole victim girl 

of the occurrence. The prosecution case therefore, rests on her sole version.  

 

21. The claim of the prosecution is that PW2 is minor girl at the time of 

occurrence. In this connection, PW1 only disclosed that PW2 was born in July, 

2001. But PW3 produced the birth certificate of PW2 vide M Ext.1. The defence 

disputed over the authenticity of M Ext.1 but no reliable materials could be placed 

on record to reject it. The evidence of PW3 shows that M Ext.1 was procured for 

inserting the name of his family in the voter list. But on that ground M Ext.1 cannot 

be rejected immediately to accept the medical opinion to ascertain the age of PW2. 

It appears that M Ext.1 was issued by competent authority in the year 2015 and 

thus, no doubt cannot be raised over M Ext.1. As per M Ext.1, the date of birth of 

PW2 is 4.7.2001. The occurrence took place on 16.2.2017. Hence, PW2 was aged 

below 18 years at the time of occurrence. Accordingly, PW2 is found to be a child at 

the time of occurrence as provided u/s. 2(d) of POCSO Act. Therefore, the 

prosecution can be proceeded against the CCL under the provisions of POCSO Act.  

 

22. Apparently, the evidence of PW2 is rested for prosecution case and as such, 

there is no option but to accept the version of PW2 to record a conviction against 

the CCL.  But such evidence of PW2 must be wholly reliable to come to a 

conclusion against the CCL. Any aberration thereof would lead to seek 

corroboration from other witnesses. In this connection, it would be convenient to 
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place record for assistance, the decision of Hon'ble Supreme Court reported in 

Raju and others vs. State of Madhya Pradesh (2008) 15 SCC 133, wherein 

it was held that it cannot be lost sight of that rape causes the greatest distress and 

humiliation to the victim but at the same time a false allegation of rape can cause 

equal distress, humiliation and damage to the accused as well. The accused must 

also be protected against the possibility of false implication, particularly where a 

large number of accused are involved. It must, further, be borne in mind that the 

broad principle is that an injured witness was present at the time when the incident 

happened and that ordinarily such a witness would not tell a lie as to the actual 

assailants, but there is no presumption or any basis for assuming that statement of 

such a witness is always correct or without any embellishment or exaggeration.  

 

23. Further, in the case of Rai Sandeep alias Deepu vs. State (NCT of 

Delhi) (2012) 8 SCC 21, Hon'ble Supreme Court had an occasion to consider 

who can be said to be a “sterling witness”. In paragraph 22, it is observed and held 

as under : 

 “22. In our considered opinion, the “sterling witness” should be of a very 

high quality and calibre whose version should, therefore, be unassailable. The court 

considering the version of such witness should be in a position to accept it for its 

face value without any hesitation. To test the quality of such a witness, the status 

of the witness would be immaterial and what would be relevant is the truthfulness 

of the statement made by such a witness. What would be more relevant would be 

the consistency of the statement right from the starting point till the end, namely, 

at the time when the witness makes the initial statement and ultimately before the 

court. It should be natural and consistent with the case of the prosecution against 

the accused. There should not be any prevarication in the version of such a 

witness. The witness should be in a position to withstand the cross-examination of 

any length and howsoever strenuous it may be and under no circumstance should 

give room for any doubt as to the factum of the occurrence, the persons involved, 

as well as the sequence of it. Such a version should have co-relation with each and 

every one of other supporting material such as the recoveries made, the weapons 

used, the manner of offence committed, the scientific evidence and the expert 

opinion. The said version should consistently match with the version of every other 
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witness. It can even be stated that it should be akin to the test applied in the case 

of circumstantial evidence where there should not be any missing link in the chain 

of circumstances to hold the accused guilty of the offence alleged against him. Only 

if the version of such a witness qualifies the above test as well as all other such 

similar tests to be applied, can it be held that such a witness can be called as a 

“sterling witness” whose version can be accepted by the court without any 

corroboration and based on which the guilty can be punished. To be more precise, 

the version of the said witness on the core spectrum of the crime should remain 

intact while all other attendant materials, namely, oral, documentary and material 

objects should match the version in material particulars in order to enable the court 

trying the offence to rely on the core version to sieve the other supporting 

materials for holding the offender guilty of the charge alleged.”  

 

24.  In addition to above, Hon'ble Supreme Court held and observed in Krishna 

Kumar Malik vs. State of Haryana (2011) 7 SCC 130, that - 

 “No doubt, it is true that to hold an accused guilty for commission of an 

offence of rape, the solitary evidence of the prosecutrix is sufficient provided the 

same inspires confidence and appears to be absolutely trustworthy, unblemished 

and should be of sterling quality.”  

 

25. Learned counsel for the CCL relied the decision reported in Cril. Appeal 

No.264/2020 Santosh Prasad @ Santosh Kumar vs. The State of Bihar, 

wherein Hon'ble Supreme Court observed that - 

 “Having gone through and considered the deposition of the prosecutrix, we 

find that there are material contradictions. Not only there are material 

contradictions, but even the manner in which the alleged incident has taken place 

as per version of the prosecutrix is not believable. In the examination-in- chief, the 

prosecutrix has stated that after jumping the fallen compound wall accused came 

inside and thereafter the accused committed rape. She has stated that she 

identified the accused from the light of the mobile. However, no mobile is 

recovered. Even nothing is on record that there was a broken compound wall. She 

has further stated that in the morning at 10 o'clock she went to the police station 
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and gave oral complaint. However, according to the investigating officer a written 

complaint was given. It is also required to be noted that even the FIR is registered 

at 4:00 pm. In her deposition, the prosecutrix has referred to the name of Shanti 

Devi, PW1 and others. However, Shanti Devi has not supported the case of the 

prosecution. Therefore, when we tested the version of PW5 - prosecutrx, it is 

unfortunate that the said witness has failed to pass any of the tests of “sterling 

witness”. There is variation in her version about giving the complaint. There is delay 

in the FIR. The medical report does not support the case of the prosecution. FSL 

report also does not support the case of the prosecution. As admitted, there was an 

enmity/dispute between both parties with respect to land. The manner in which the 

occurrence is stated to have occurred is not believable. Therefore, in the facts and 

circumstances of the case, we find that solitary version of the prosecutrix – PW5 

cannot be taken as a gospel truth at face value and in the absence of any other 

supporting evidence, there is no scope to sustain the conviction and sentence 

imposed on the appellant and accused is to be given the benefit of doubt.”  

 

26. Relying on the above decision, learned counsel for CCL submitted 

strenuously that the evidence of PW2/victim girl disclosed that she went to fetch 

water from public tape where there was admittedly, long queue of public but 

nobody saw the victim girl was taken forcibly into a nearby jungle by CCL with 

other two juveniles and as such, it cannot be believable such version of PW2. 

Moreover, it appears from the evidence on record that PW2 went to police station 

on the same day of occurrence, but the FIR was lodged on two days, which was 

17.2.2017 but there was no satisfactory explanation for such delay and therefore, 

the version of the prosecution on the basis of testimony of PW2 cannot be reliable 

at all. Apart from above deficiencies, he submitted that the medical evidence does 

not corroborate the version of PW2 that she was subjected to penetrative sexual 

assault by the CCL with other two juveniles. It cannot be said that the prosecution 

has able to prove its case against the CCL and as such, for the above doubtful 

materials, the CCL cannot be implicated in the offence u/s. 4 of POCSO Act and he 

urged for acquittal of CCL.  
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27. Per contra, learned Special Public Prosecutor submitted inter-alias that even 

there are several contradictions appeared in the evidence of witnesses of 

prosecution including PW2/victim girl, they are apparently, minor in nature which 

can be ignored to come to a definite conclusion that it was the CCL, who 

committed penetrative sexual assault to PW2. He submitted that the evidence of 

PW2 is sufficient to record a conviction order since her version is totally reliable and 

vouches the true facts of the occurrence. Therefore, the CCL is liable for 

punishment as provided under the law.   

 

28. The CCL is charged u/s. 4 of POCSO Act. Hence, there must be penetration 

on the private part of PW2, which indicates injuries therein, but the medical 

evidence does not lend support to version of PW2 in this respect. The medical 

evidence shows that there was abrasion marks on the chest of PW2 rather than, 

any injuries on her private part. She was on 4th day of her monthly period at the 

time of occurrence, as stated by PW5, which shows bleeding from her vagina. 

Thus, such bleeding from vagina of PW2 does not occur due to any forceful 

penetration by a male. Apart from this, the evidence of PW2 discloses that she was 

feed with sand by one juvenile, but PW5 did not report such finding that PW2 had 

sand in her mouth. Under such circumstances, it is doubtful if PW2 had received 

any penetrative sexual assault by the CCL.  

 

29. PW2 stated that she handed over her bloodstains clothes to police. The 

evidence of I/O shows that he seized wearing apparels of PW2. Hence, it was 

proper for I/O to send such seized clothes of PW2 to FSL for confirmation, but I/O 

admittedly did not do so. As such, there is deficiency in the investigation, which 

again creates doubt over the prosecution story.  

 

30. It is alleged that there was delay of two days in filing the FIR without any 

explanation. On perusal of the FIR, it appears that the occurrence took place on 

16.2.17 and the FIR vide Ext.2 was lodged on 17.2.17. The contents of Ext.2 also, 

shows that the incident was occurred on 16.2.17 but not on 15.2.17. Thus, there 

was delay of one day in filing Ext.2. However, there was no explanation of such 
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delay. On the other hand, PW2 claimed in her evidence that she went to police 

station on same day after reporting the incident to her mother. If this so, she ought 

to have lodged the FIR on same day. Under such circumstances, an explanation is 

expected from PW2 to rely her version, failing to do so leading to suspicion on the 

veracity of version of PW2. Besides, there are several houses near the place of 

occurrence, but it appears that nobody came to rescue PW2 from the hands of CCL. 

This means that PW2 did not raise any hue and cry for help. Instead, she took a 

plea that sand was put into her mouth, which indicates that she intends to cover up 

her falsehood. Thus, the evidence of PW2 is suffered from doubt materials which 

creates doubt over her version to rely upon. Hence, CCL is entitled to get benefit of 

doubt. Accordingly, he is given the benefit of doubt.   

  

31. Under the above facts and circumstances of the case, the prosecution has 

failed to prove its case against the CCL beyond all reasonable doubt. Accordingly, 

the CCL is held not guilty u/s. 4 of POCSO Act and therefore, he is acquitted and 

set at liberty. His bail bond shall however, remain in force u/s. 437-A CrPC. The 

seized articles shall be destroyed in due course. Forward a copy of judgment to the 

District Magistrate, Tinsukia u/s. 365 CrPC. This court recommends for payment of 

compensation to the victim girl u/s. 357A CrPC and as per Victim Compensation 

Scheme by DLSA, Tinsukia. Inform DLSA, Tinsukia accordingly.  

 
32. Given under the hand and seal of this Court on this the 12th  day of January, 

2021. 

  

Dictated & corrected by : 

 

 

 
            (C. Das)   
      Special Judge             Special Judge 
         Tinsukia                              Tinsukia 
 
 
 
Transcribed by : 
M. E. Rao, Stenographer-I 
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A   P   P   E   N   D   I   X 

 

 PROSECUTION WITNESSES: 

 

1. PW1  - Smti Ayesha Begum 

2. PW2  - Ms. X (victim girl)……….Informant 

3. PW3  - Sri Nur Jamal Ali 

4. PW4  - Smti Khairun Nesa 

5. PW5  - Dr. Depon Dehingia ….. M.O. 

6. PW6 - Sri Arun Ch. Gogoi… ….I.O. 

  

DEFENCE WITNESSES: 

 Nil 

   

PROSECUTION EXHIBITS: 

 

1.   Ext.1 - Medical Certificate 

2.  Ext.2  - Ejahar 

3.   Ext.3 - Sketch map 

4.    Ext.4 - Seizure list 

5.   Ext.5 - Statement of the victim u/s.164 Cr.P.C. 

6.   Ext.6 - Charge-sheet 

  

 MATERIAL EXIHIBITS: 

1. M. Ext.1 -    Birth certificate of the victim girl 

 

 

Special Judge 
            Tinsukia 
 
 


