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IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL JUDGE : LAKHIMPUR :
AT NORTH LAKHIMPUR.

P R E S E N T - M.A.Choudhury,
Special Judge,
Lakhimpur, North Lakhimpur.

SPECIAL (POCSO) CASE NO.40/2018.
Under Section - 366 IPC and under Section – 4 of the POCSO Act.

P A R T I E S

State of Assam. … Complainant.

-versus-

Sri Sunidhar Bhumiz. … Accused.

ADVOCATES  APPEARED  IN  THE  CASE :

Mr. Madhab Gogoi, Special Public Prosecutor. … For the State of Assam.

Mr. Bulumoni Das, Advocate.    … For the Accused.

Date of framing of charge.  : 04.05.2018 and 21.08.2019.

Dates of taking evidence.       : 28.06.2018, 16.08.2018, 13.09.2018,

  12.10.2018, 09.11.2018, 07.03.2019 

    and 28.03.2019.

Date of hearing Argument.  : 25.07.2019 and 21.08.2019.

Date of delivery of Judgment.  : 04.09.2019.

J U D G M E N T

                      1. The case of the prosecution side may, in brief, be

described thus :

The  informant,  Sri  Siush  Toppo  of  village  Dijoo

Garden,  Bahbari,  Police  Station  –  North  Lakhimpur,  on  17.01.2018

lodged  an  ejahar  with  Shilonibari  Police  Out  Post  under  North

Lakhimpur Police Station, to the effect that the victim X is his minor
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daughter, whose age is about 14 years. On 16.01.2018 at about 10 pm,

the  accused,  Sri  Sunidhar  Bhumiz  kidnapped  his  daughter  victim X

from his house. 

2.  On  receiving  the  ejahar,  the  In-charge  of

Shilonibari Police Out Post made G.D. entry of the same vide Shilonibari

Police  Out  Post  G.D.  Entry  No.268  dtd.  17.01.2018  at  9  pm  and

forwarded the ejahar to the Officer-in-charge of North Lakhimpur Police

Station  for  registering  a  case  under  proper  Sections  of  Law.  On

receiving the ejahar,  the Officer-in-charge of North Lakhimpur Police

Station registered a case vide North Lakhimpur P.S. Case No.72/2018

under Section 366(A) IPC. 

3. The police started the investigation of the case.

In course of investigation, the I.O. visited the place of occurrence i.e.,

the house of informant, Sri Siush Toppo and prepared the sketch map

of the place of  occurrence. The I.O.  recorded the statements of  the

witnesses u/s 161 CrPC. After recovery of the victim X on 19.01.2018,

the victim X was forwarded to North Lakhimpur Civil Hospital for her

medical  examination,  and  accordingly  the  I.O.  got  the  victim  X

medically examined by a doctor at North Lakhimpur Civil Hospital.  On

20.01.2018, the victim X was forwarded to the court for recording her

statement u/s 164 CrPC, and accordingly the statement of the victim X

was recorded u/s 164 CrPC in the court. On 20.01.2018, the I.O. after

arrest of the accused, Sri Sunidhar Bhumiz forwarded him to the court

and the accused person was remanded to the judicial custody. The I.O.

after completion of investigation of the case on being found sufficient

incriminating materials against the accused, Sri Sunidhar Bhumiz under

Section 366(A) IPC and under Section 4 of the POCSO Act, submitted

the  charge-sheet  against  the  accused,  Sri  Sunidhar  Bhumiz  under

Section 366(A) IPC and under Section 4 of the POCSO Act. 

4.  The  accused,  Sri  Sunidhar  Bhumiz  made  his

appearance before the court and necessary copies were furnished to

him. After hearing the learned advocates of both sides and perusing
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the  case  record,  on  being  found  sufficient  incriminating  materials

against  the accused, Sri Sunidhar Bhumiz under Section 366 IPC and

under Section 4 of the POCSO Act in the case record, the charges under

Section  366  IPC  and  under  Section  4  of  the  POCSO  Act  had  been

framed against the accused, Sri  Sunidhar Bhumiz. The charges were

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

and claimed to be tried.

5. In course of trial, the prosecution side examined

10 (ten) witnesses including the Medical Officer and the Investigating

Officer of the case.

6.  The statement of the accused person has been

recorded u/s 313 CrPC. The accused person in his statement u/s 313

CrPC denied commission of any offence.

7.  The  accused  person  led  no  evidence  in  his

defence. 

8. Heard Argument from the learned advocates of

both sides.

9.  Perused  the  case  record  and  the  evidence

adduced by the prosecution witnesses in the case very carefully.

10. The points for determination in this case are :

(I)  Whether  the  accused,  Sri  Sunidhar  Bhumiz  on

16.01.2018 at about 10 pm, kidnapped the victim X, a minor girl above

the age of 12 years and below 18 years with intent that she might be

compelled, or knowing it to be likely that she would be compelled to

marry him or that she might be forced or seduced to illicit intercourse

with him ? 
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(II) Whether the accused, Sri Sunidhar Bhumiz after

kidnapping the victim X, a minor girl above the age of 12 years and

below  18  years,  committed  penetrative  sexual  assault  upon  her

person?

 DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF

11.  The  learned  advocate  of  the  accused  person

while arguing the case contended that the prosecution side has not

adduced  any  documentary  evidence  i.e.,  Birth  Certificate  or  School

Certificate of the victim X to prove her age at the time of occurrence.

The learned advocate further contended that the doctor, PW.7 in her

Medical Examination Report had mentioned the age of the victim X as

above 15 years and below 17 years, and the doctor in ascertaining the

age of the victim X, relied upon the Ossification Test of the victim X,

where the age of the victim X has been mentioned as above 15 years

and below 17 years. The learned advocate of the accused person relied

upon the Judgment of the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Jaya Mala

-vs- Home Secretary, J & K, AIR 1982 SC 1297, to contend that if

the age is determined by the doctor then another 2 years have to be

added  to  such  excess  age  and  when  the  age  is  determined  on

radiological and orthopaedic test the Court can take judicial notice that

margin of error in age ascertained by such examination is two years on

either  side.  This  judgment  is  being  followed  consistently  in  similar

cases to assess the age of the victim.

The learned advocate of the accused person relying

on the decision of the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of  Jaya Mala

-vs- Home Secretary, J & K, AIR 1982 SC 1297 submitted that the

age of the victim X at the time of occurrence was above 19 years, and

if  the victim X would have eloped with  the accused and performed

sexual intercourse with the accused at her own consent and will, there

would not be any offence would have been committed by the accused

person. 
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12. This case has been registered as a Special Case

under POCSO Act as the age of the victim X has been mentioned as 14

years in the ejahar by her father, the informant Sri Siush Toppo. The

I.O. in course of investigation has not collected any Birth Certificate or

School Certificate in respect of age of the victim X. The charges against

the  accused  person  have  been  framed  under  Section  366  IPC  and

under Section 4 of the POCSO Act assuming that the victim X is a minor

girl on the basis of her age mentioned in the ejahar as 14 years and in

the Medical Examination Report as above 15 years and below 17 years.

So, for just decision of the case, I feel it appropriate

to decide what was the age of the victim X on the date of occurrence

i.e., on 16.01.2018.   

13. The informant, Sri Siush Toppo, who is the father

of  the  victim X lodged the  ejahar  against  the  accused person  with

Shilonibari  Police  Out  Post  under  North  Lakhimpur  Police  Station  on

17.01.2018 mentioning the age of the victim X as 14 years on the date

of occurrence i.e., on 16.01.2018. The I.O. in course of investigation got

the victim X medically examined by the doctor at North Lakhimpur Civil

Hospital  on  19.01.2018.  Dr.  Moromi  Kalita,  who  had  examined  the

victim X  at  North  Lakhimpur  Civil  Hospital  on  19.01.2018  found as

follows : 

“Findings of Medical Examination:

1. Identification Mark :  One black mole over right side of forehead

above right eyebrow. 

2. Height and Weight :  143 cm. 45 Kg.

3. General Configuration :   Average health.

4. Teeth :   28 nos.

5. Breast :   Well developed. No injury mark. 

6. (a) Axillary hair :   Well grown.

    (b) Pubic Hair :   Well grown.
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7. Private Parts

    (a) Vulva :   Healthy. No injury mark.

    (b) Vagina :   Healthy. No injury mark. Admits 2 fingers.

    (c) Hymen :   Absent.

    (d) Uterus :   Normal size.

8. Laboratory Examination for spermatozoa detection : No spermatozoa

detected (report given by Dr. J. Bori, Pathologist, North Lakhimpur Civil

Hospital).

9. Ossification test for age determination  : Present age is above 15

years  and  below  17  years  (  report  given  by  Dr.  A.S.  Talukdar,

Radiological, North Lakhimpur Civil Hospital ). 

10. External Injury :   No apparent injury mark anywhere in the

body.

Opinion: In  my  opinion,  signs  of  sexual  intercourse  present,  no

apparent injury mark anywhere in the body nor over her private parts

and her age is above 15 years and below 17 years.”

  The doctor proved her Medical Examination Report

as Ext.2 and Ext.2(1) is her signature in it.  

In  Ext.2,  the  Medical  Examination  Report  of  the

victim X, the doctor has given her opinion as follows : 

“1. Signs of sexual intercourse present.

 2.  No apparent injury mark anywhere in the body, nor over her private

parts. 

 3.  Her age is above 15 years and below 17 years.”

14. There is a Radiological Report of the victim X in

the  case  record  regarding  determination  of  her  age  and  PW.7,  Dr.

Moromi Kalita proved the Radiological Report as Ext.3 and Ext.3(1) is

the  signature  of  Dr.  Abdus  Sattar  Talukdar,  who  had  issued  the

Radiological Report of the victim X. From Ext.3, it is found that 
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Dr. A.S. Talukdar, Radiologist had mentioned the age of the victim X as

above 15 years and below 17 years.

15.  The victim X has been examined as  PW.4  on

12.10.2018 i.e., after about 9 months from the date of occurrence, and

she in her evidence mentioned her age as 17 years, which means that

at the time of occurrence, her age was above 16 years and below 17

years.

16. PW.1, Sri Siush Toppo, who is the father of the

victim X had been examined on 28.06.2018 i.e.,  after  more than 5

months from the date of occurrence, and he in his evidence mentioned

the age of the victim X as 18 years, which means that at the time of

occurrence, the victim X was above 17 years and below 18 years. So, it

is  found that  the  victim X was  not  sure  of  her  age  at  the  time of

occurrence. Her father, PW.1 Sri Siush Toppo was also not sure of her

age at the time of occurrence. The victim X and her father, PW.1 Sri

Siush  Toppo  had  mentioned  her  age  on  assumption  without  relying

upon any documentary evidence.

17. Regarding the age of the victim X, the specific

evidence of PW.7, Dr. Moromi Kalita was that the age of the victim X

was above 15 years and below 17 years at  the time of occurrence.

PW.7, Dr. Moromi Kalita determined the age of the victim X on the basis

of physical examination of the victim X as well as Radiological report.

Regarding the age of the victim X, neither her Birth Certificate nor her

School Certificate has been produced by the prosecution side to prove

that on the date of occurrence, the victim X was a minor girl, as held

by the Hon’ble Apex Court that Birth certificate and School certificate

are the best evidence as regards to age. 

18.  In  the  case  of  Jaya  Mala  -vs-  Home

Secretary, J & K, AIR 1982 SC 1297, the Hon’ble Apex Court has

held that Ossification Test is no doubt a surer test but the margin of

error is 2 years on either side.
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In  the  case  of  Nazimul  Hussain  -vs-  State  of

Assam  &  another,  reported  in  2017(1)  GLT  276,  the  Hon’ble

Gauhati High Court held at para-19 as thus : “As for the age of the girl,

it is found that her age is not conclusively proved by the prosecution

except verbal submission made by her mother. No school certificate or

birth  certificate  is  produced  to  prove  her  actual  age.  Besides,  the

medical  opinion  says  her  age  is  14  –  17  years.  In  this  context,  a

medical opinion cannot be regarded as conclusive evidence as regards

her age.” 

In  the  same  Judgment,  the  Hon’ble  Gauhati

High Court held at para - 20 as follows : “The learned counsel for

the Petitioner relied upon the Judgments of Supreme Court in Jaya Mala

-vs- Home Secretary, Government of Jammu & Kashmir & ors. reported

in (1982) 2 SCC 538 to contend that if the age is determined by the

doctor then another 2 years have to be added to such excess age and

when the age is determined on radiological and orthopaedic test the

Court can take judicial notice that margin of error in age ascertained by

such examination is two years on either side. This judgment is being

followed consistently in similar cases to assess the age of the victim”.

19. Having regard to the aforesaid ratios arrived at

by  the  Hon’ble  Apex  Court  in  the  case  of  Jaya  Mala  -vs-  Home

Secretary, J & K, AIR 1982 SC 1297, and the Hon’ble Gauhati High

Court  in  the  case  of  Nazimul  Hussain   -vs-  State  of  Assam &

another, reported in 2017(1) GLT 276, the age of the victim X at

the time of occurrence in the instant case can be held as above 18

years, and the victim X is a major girl. The victim X was not a minor girl

at the time  of occurrence.

20. Situated thus, this court has to proceed on the

premises that at the time of alleged occurrence, the victim X was not

below the age of 18 years. Hence, if the accused person had taken the

victim X along with him at her own consent and the sexual intercourse,
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if any, performed by the accused person with the victim X with her

consent, would not have been amounted to offence u/s 366 IPC and u/s

376(1) IPC RW Sec.4 of the POCSO Act.

21. Bearing in mind the above predominant features

of the present case, I turn to the evidence of the victim X. The victim X

has been examined as PW.4 in the case. The victim X in her evidence

stated that Sri  Siush Toppo, who is the informant of the case is her

father. She knows the accused, Sri Sunidhar Bhumiz, whose house is

situated  at  Rangagarah  Line  of  Dijoo  Tea  Estate.  According  to  her

evidence, the occurrence had taken place about 9 / 10 months back

one day at  about  11  am /  12  pm.  On the  date  of  occurrence,  her

quarrelling had taken place with her mother, Smti Moriom Toppo. After

quarrelling with her mother, she came out from her house and found

the accused, Sri Sunidhar Bhumiz on the road. Then, she along with the

accused, Sri Sunidhar Bhumiz came to his house. On the following day,

the accused took her along with him at Dolohat in the house of her

uncle. On the following day,  the accused came to Shilonibari  in the

house of his relative along with her and she along with the accused

stayed for 2 (two) days. It is in her evidence that from Shilonibari, she

came to the house of the accused along with the accused, where she

stayed for  1  (one)  night.  On  the  following  day,  she  along  with  the

accused  went  to  Kimin  (Arunachal  Pradesh).  It  is  further  in  her

evidence  that  at  Kimin,  while  she  along  with  the  accused  were

roaming, then her elder brother, Sri Akash Toppo found her and took

her along with him to her house at Dijoo Tea Estate. Thereafter, the

police came and took her at Police Station. It is in her evidence that

when she was along with the accused, she stayed with the accused at

night  in  the  same  bed  and  the  accused  had  performed  sexual

intercourse with  her  at  her  own wish.  She in her  cross-examination

stated  that  she  had  travelled  with  the  accused  from  one  place  to

another at her own wish.

This is the evidence adduced by the victim X. On a

careful scrutiny of her evidence, it is found that she had gone with the
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accused  at  different  places  at  her  own  will  and  consent  and  the

accused performed sexual  intercourse with  her  at  her  own will  and

consent. There is no iota of material in her evidence that the accused

person  had taken  her  by force from one place  to  another  and  had

performed sexual intercourse with her against her will.  On a careful

scrutiny of the evidence of the victim X, there is no any incriminating

material against the accused person for committing of any offence u/s

366 IPC or u/s 376(1) IPC RW Section 4 of the POCSO Act.

22. Sri Siush Toppo, the father of the victim X has

been examined as PW.1.  The PW.1,  Sri  Siush Toppo in  his  evidence

stated that he knows the accused, Sri Sunidhar Bhumiz, whose house is

situated in a separate Line from his house in the Dijoo Tea Estate. He in

his evidence stated that the victim X is his daughter. At present, her

age is about 18 years. On the date of occurrence, a quarrelling had

taken place between the victim X and her mother and taking it as a

clue,  the  victim  X  went  away  from  his  house  to  Kimin.  He  in  his

evidence stated that the accused, Sri Sunidhar Bhumiz met the victim

X at Kimin, and thereafter, the accused brought back the victim X into

his  house.  He  also  stated  that  he  lodged  the  ejahar  against  the

accused person on suspicion holding that the accused had eloped the

victim X. He in his evidence stated that in fact, the accused person

had not eloped the victim X. He also stated that the accused person

had not done any misdeed  with his daughter victim X. 

This  is  the  evidence  adduced  by  PW.1,  Sri  Siush

Toppo, the informant as well as father of the victim X. There is no any

incriminating  material  in  his  evidence  against  the  accused  person

regarding commission of any offence.

23. In view of the evidence adduced by the victim X,

it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  the  evidence  adduced  by  the  other

witnesses in the case as the evidence adduced by the victim X is
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sufficient to come to a logical conclusion in the case. However, I feel it

appropriate to discuss the evidence adduced by the other witnesses in

the case.        

24.  PW.2,  Smti  Dayabati  Rajput  in  her  evidence

stated  that  the  accused  person  is  her  brother-in-law  and  Sri  Siush

Toppo, who is the informant of the case is the father of the victim X.

She in her evidence stated that the occurrence had taken place about

7 months back. She had not seen the occurrence. She came to know

that  an  altercation  had  taken  place  between  the  victim  X  and  her

mother, and thereafter the victim X left the house for Kimin. She also

came to know that at Kimin, the victim X met with the accused person,

and then the accused person took back the victim X into her house and

handed her over to her mother. She in her evidence also stated that

she heard the occurrence from the accused, Sri Sunidhar Bhumiz. 

 This  is  the  evidence  adduced  by  PW.2,  Smti

Dayabati Rajput. There is no any incriminating material in her evidence

against the accused person regarding commission of any offence.

25. PW.3, Sri Marianus Toppo is the younger brother

of  PW.1,  Sri  Siush  Toppo.  PW.3,  Sri  Marianus  Toppo  in  his  evidence

stated that the victim X is the daughter of his elder brother, Sri Siush

Toppo.  He also stated that the occurrence had taken place about  7

months back. He had not seen the occurrence. He came to know from

the inmates of the house of Sri  Siush Toppo that an altercation had

taken place between the victim X and her mother, and thereafter the

victim X left the house for Kimin, but on the same day in the evening,

the victim X returned back to the house. He in his evidence also stated

that he did not know anything else. He also stated that he had not

asked anything to the victim X while she had come back to her house. 

This is the evidence adduced by PW.3, Sri Marianus

Toppo. There is no any incriminating material in his evidence against

the accused person regarding commission of any offence.
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26. PW.5, Sri  Manuel Kuzur in his evidence stated

that he knows the informant, Sri Siush Toppo and his daughter, victim

X. He in his evidence stated that the accused, Sri Sunidhar Bhumiz is

his  maternal  uncle.  He  also  stated  that  he  did  not  know  anything

regarding the occurrence of this case.

27. PW.6, Sri Suni Karmakar in his evidence stated

that he knows the informant, Sri Siush Toppo and his daughter victim X.

He also knows the accused, Sri Sunidhar Bhumiz. He in his evidence

stated that the occurrence had taken place about 3 / 4 months back. At

the time of occurrence, he was not in the house. He came to his house

after 2 (two) months. Then, he came to know that the victim X had fled

away with the accused, Sri Sunidhar Bhumiz. He also stated that he

had forgotten the name of the person from whom he had heard the

aforesaid occurrence. He in his evidence stated that he had come to

know that the victim X had fled away with the accused. But, he in his

evidence failed to say the name of the person from whom he had heard

that the victim X had fled away with the accused. So, the evidence

adduced by him is inadmissible evidence.

28.  PW.9,  Sri  Akash  Toppo in  his  evidence  stated

that the informant, Sri Siush Toppo is his father and the victim X is his

younger  sister.  He  in  his  evidence  also  stated  that  he  knows  the

accused,  Sri  Sunidhar  Bhumiz.  According  to  his  evidence,  the

occurrence had taken place about 1 (one) year back. On the date of

occurrence, he was at Kimin as he was a driver by profession. Then, he

got an information from his house that the victim X had been missing

from the house. He searched for the victim X at Kimin as his relatives

had been living at Kimin. Then, he found the victim X in a Taxi stand at

Kimin. He stated that on being asked, the victim X stated to him that

she had gone to the house of her aunt, who has been living at Kimin.

He in his evidence stated that thereafter, he took the victim X to their

house at Dijoo Tea Estate. He also stated that the victim X stated that

the  accused  person  had  neither  kidnapped  her  nor  performed  any

sexual act with her. 
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This  is  the  evidence  adduced by  PW.9,  Sri  Akash

Toppo,  who  is  the  elder  brother  of  the  victim  X.  There  is  no  any

incriminating  material  in  his  evidence  against  the  accused  person

regarding commission of any offence.

29.   PW.10,  Sri  Karnelius  Toppo  in  his  evidence

stated that the informant, Sri Siush Toppo is his elder brother and the

victim X is the daughter of his elder brother, Sri Siush Toppo. He in his

evidence stated that his house is situated at a little distance from the

house  of  his  brother,  Sri  Siush  Toppo.  He  knows  the  accused,  Sri

Sunidhar Bhumiz. According to his evidence, the occurrence had taken

place  about  1  (one)  year  back.  On  the  following  morning  of  the

occurrence, Sri Siush Toppo stated to him that the victim X had been

missing from his house. Then, he along with Sri Siush Toppo searched

for  the victim X,  but could not  find her.  Thereafter,  Sri  Siush Toppo

lodged an ejahar with the Police Station. He in his evidence stated that

after 2 (two) days, the victim X returned back to their house along with

her elder brother, Sri Akash Toppo. Then, he went to the house of Sri

Siush Toppo. At that time, the victim X stated to him that she had gone

to the house of his aunt at Kimin. He also stated that the victim X had

stated  that  the  accused  had  neither  kidnapped  her  nor  committed

sexual intercourse with her.    

This  is  the  evidence  adduced  by  PW.10,  Sri

Karnelius Toppo. There is no any incriminating material in his evidence

against the accused person regarding commission of any offence.

30. PW.8 is Sri Dinesh Doley, who is the I.O. of the

case. PW.8, Sri Dinesh Doley, the I.O. of the case after completion of

investigation  submitted  the  charge-sheet  in  the  case  against  the

accused person u/s 366(A) IPC and u/s 4 of the POCSO Act. Considering

the evidence adduced by the victim X, I find it redundant to consider

the evidence adduced by the I.O. of the case.
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31.  Because  of  what  have  been  discussed  and

pointed out here-and-there, I am of the farm view that the prosecution

side has totally failed to prove the charges that the accused person

had committed rape upon the person of the victim X after kidnapping

her. In the facts and circumstances of the present case, I am of the

considered opinion that the accused is entitled to acquittal. 

32.  I,  therefore,  hold  the  accused,  Sri  Sunidhar

Bhumiz not guilty and acquit him from the charges under Section 366

IPC and under Section 4 of the POCSO Act. The accused person is set at

his liberty forthwith.

33.  Given under my hand and seal of this court on

this the 4th day of September, 2019.

            ( M. A. Choudhury )
                          Special Judge,

                  Lakhimpur, North Lakhimpur.
Dictated & corrected by me -

( M.A.Choudhury )
Special Judge,
Lakhimpur, North Lakhimpur.

Transcribed & typed by-
Sri Satyabrata Kshattry, Stenographer.

A P P E N D I X 

1. WITNESSES EXAMINED BY THE PROSECUTION SIDE :

PW.1 – Sri Siush Toppo, the informant of the case as well as father of 

the victim X.

PW.2 – Smti Dayabati Rajput.

PW.3 – Sri Marianus Toppo.

PW.4 – Victim X.
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PW.5 – Sri Manuel Kuzur.

PW.6 – Sri Suni Karmakar.

PW.7 – Dr. Moromi Kalita, the M.O. of the case.

PW.8 – Sri Dinesh Doley, the I.O. of the case.

PW.9 – Sri Akash Toppo, the elder brother of the victim X.

PW.10 – Sri Karnelius Toppo.

2. WITNESSES EXAMINED BY THE DEFENCE SIDE :

Nil.

3. DOCUMENTS PRODUCED BY THE PROSECUTION SIDE IN THE CASE :

Ext.1 – Statement of the victim X recorded u/s 164 CrPC.

Ext.2 – Medical Examination Report of the victim X.

Ext.3 – Radiological Report of the victim X.

Ext.4 – Sketch map of the place of occurrence.

Ext.5 – Charge-sheet.

4. DOCUMENTS PRODUCED BY THE DEFENCE SIDE IN THE CASE :

Nil.   

                 ( M. A. Choudhury )
                     Special Judge,

                    Lakhimpur, North Lakhimpur.


