
..1..

MHCC020110672016

Presented on : 31/08/2016

Registered on : 01/09/2016

Decided on : 28/04/2022

Duration : 05 Y   07 M   28 D

IN THE SPECIAL COURT FOR PROTECTION OF CHILDREN FROM
SEXUAL OFFENCES ACT, 2012 AT FORT, GREATER BOMBAY.

Exhibit-  27

POCSO SPECIAL CASE NO.382 OF 2016

The State of Maharashtra )
(Through Colaba Police Station, Mumbai) )
C.R. No.95/2016 dated 20/06/2016 )..Prosecution

        V/s.
Rohit Chandrakant Jadhav, aged about 26 years, )
R/o. G-3, Mandhareshwar Niwas, )
Manrel Pada Road, Kargil Nagar, )
Near Kalimata Mandir, Virar, Palghar – 401 305 )..Accused

Appearance :
Ld. SPP Mrs. Geeta Sharma  for the prosecution.
Ld. Adv. Mr. Sudarshan Gamare for accused.

CORAM : H.H. THE ADDL. SESSIONS JUDGE
SMT.  NAZERA S. SHAIKH
THE DESIGNATED JUDGE UNDER 
PROTECTION OF CHILDREN FROM 
SEXUAL OFFENCES ACT, 2012.

COURT ROOM NO.28   

DATED :   28/04/2022



..2..      POCSO SPL. CASE NO.382/2016

(To protect the identity of victim, her name and names of

her mother, relatives, address are not disclosed in Judgment

in  view  of  provisions  of  Section  33(7)  of  Protection  of

Children from Sexual Offences Act, 2012).

: ORAL JUDGMENT :

Accused above named is facing trial for having committed

offences punishable under Section 376(1) of the Indian Penal Code,

1860 (in short,  "IPC")  under Section 6 of the Protection of Children

from Sexual Offences Act, 2012 (in short, ''POCSO Act, 2012").

The case of prosecution in brief is as under:

2. On 20/06/2016,  the Colaba Police  received report  from

Nair  Hospital  that  a  minor  girl  was  pregnant  and  admitted  in  the

hospital.  PSI  Sandeep  Narsale  reached  Nair  Hospital  alongwith  PSI

Devkar.  PSI Devkar recorded the statement of victim.  According to 17

years old victim, she was residing with her maternal grandmother since

2010.  She was studying in the school.  In 9th standard, she befriended

Kushal Bhaguram Kadam.  They both were loving with each other and

used to  meet  each  other  at  different  places.   In  June,  2015,  when

Kushal was also in same class i.e. 10th/A standard.  They used to go to

the tuition classes together and meet at Priyadarshan Park.

3. On 09/06/2015, after the class, victim & Kushal went to the

house of victim. Kushal expressed his desire to marry victim and forcibly

had sexual  intercourse  with the  victim.  He threatened the  victim from

disclosing the incident to anyone.  Victim started to avoid meeting Kushal.

However, again in February, 2016, last week, he visited the victim’s house
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when she was alone and forcibly had sexual relations with her.  

4. In March, 2016, victim missed her period and informed her

mother on phone.  On 20/06/2016, victim returned from her village and

was not feeling well, hence, visited Nair Hospital with her grandmother.

As the doctors reported her pregnancy, she gave the statement.

5. PSI  Narsale  visited the  school  of  victim and on enquiry

found that no such student by name Kushal was in the school.  He

again visited the victim and recorded her supplementary statement.  In

her  statement  dated 21/06/2016,  victim stated that  her  father  was

using the surname ‘Kale’ of his adoptive parents instead of ‘Yadav’ and

victim was also using her surname as ‘Kale’.  Victim also stated that

before three years, she was in 9th standard.  However, she left studies as

she failed in 9th standard.  

6. Accused was introduced to the victim by her friend Akshay.

Victim befriended accused and it turned into love relations.  She used

to visit Priyadarshani Park alongwith accused.  On 09/06/2015, when

victim was alone at home, accused visited her.  He expressed his desire

to marry her and against the wish of victim, had penetrative sexual

assault with her.  Accused threatened victim from revealing the incident

to anyone. Victim started avoiding the accused.  However, in December,

2015,  on  three  to  four  occasions,  accused  again  sexually  assaulted

victim.  Lastly, in February, 2016, accused again sexually assaulted her. 

7. Victim was scared and did not reveal the abuse to anyone.

In March, 2016, victim missed her period and informed her mother
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about accused.  Her mother conducted pregnancy test at home and it

was  ‘positive’.   On  20/06/2016,  victim  started  feeling  nausea  and

restlessness.   Her  grandmother  took  her  to  Nair  Hospital  and  her

pregnancy was reported.  Victim stated that as she was scared, she gave

wrong information to the police earlier.  

8. The Birth Certificate of  the victim was produced by her

mother, according to which the age of victim was 17 years.  The offence

was  registered  as  C.R.  No.95/2016  with  Colaba  Police  Station

u/s.376(1) of the IPC and u/s.4 of POCSO Act.  

9. The  accused  was  arrested  and  spot  panchnama  was

performed.  The medical examination of accused was also conducted

and the blood samples of accused, victim and the fetus were obtained

for DNA Test.   On completion of investigation, charge-sheet was filed

against accused.

10. Charge was framed against the accused vide Exhibit-5, u/s.

376(1) of the IPC & u/s.6 of the POCSO Act.  Accused pleaded not

guilty  and  claimed  to  be  tried.  The  accused  has  not  adduced  any

evidence in defence.  However, from the trend of cross-examination,

the defence set up by the accused is that he was unaware of minority of

victim.  They were having love affair and accused was ready to marry

with victim.  The statement of accused under Section 313 of the Code

of Criminal Procedure (in short, "Cr.P.C.") is recorded at Exhibit-26.

11. Heard the Ld. SPP and Ld. Counsel for the accused.  

12. The following are the points for my determination and I
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record my findings thereon for the reasons hereunder:

POINTS FINDINGS

1. Does prosecution prove that in between
09/06/2015 & February 2016, the victim
was under 18 years of age to term her as
a child?

Yes.

2. Does prosecution prove that in between
09/06/2015  &  February  2016,  at  the
house of  victim & other  places  accused
committed  sexual  intercourse  with  the
victim girl , aged 17 years, below the age
of 18 years,  by promising her marriage
and  thereby  committed  an  offence
punishable u/s.376(1) of the IPC ?

Yes

3. Does  prosecution  further  prove  that
accused on the aforesaid period & place
committed aggravated penetrative sexual
assault  with  the  victim  girl,  aged  17
years,  on  more  than  one  occasion  and
thereby committed an offence punishable
u/s.6 of the Protection of Children from
Sexual Offences Act, 2012 ?

Yes

4. What order? As per final order.

REASONS FOR THE FINDINGS

13. The  prosecution  unfolded  its  case  by  relying  upon  the

evidence of two witnesses, which are ;

P.W.1 Victim Exh.14

P.W.2 API Sandeep Narsale Exh.22
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14. During  course  of  examination  following  documents  are

proved by prosecution :

1 C.A. Report Exh.03 & 08

2 Statement of victim u/s.164 of Cr.P.C. Exh.04

3 DNA Report Exh.09

4 Statement of victim u/s.161 of Cr.P.C. Exh.15

5 Supplementary Statement of Victim Exh.16

6 Birth Certificate of victim Exh.17

7 Spot Panchnama Exh.18

8 Medical examination Report of Victim Exh.19

9 Medical Examination Report of accused Exh.20

10 FIR Exh.23

As to point No.1:

15. In  order  to  attract  the  provisions  of  the  Protection  of

Children from Sexual Offences (POCSO) Act, 2012 Act, it is imperative

on the prosecution to prove that at the time of incident the victim was

under 18 years of her age.  In this case, the prosecution has produced

Birth Certificate of the victim.  As per the Birth Certificate the date of

birth of victim is 19/09/1999.  Therefore, the age of victim at the time

of incident i.e. on 09/05/2016 was 15 years & 8 months.

16. The  Ld.  Counsel  for  the  accused  argued  that  the  Birth

Certificate is not proved.  The victim left school before four years and

she  informed  the  accused  that  she  was  major.   The  accused  was

unaware about the minority of the victim.  

17. To adjudicate the controversy about the age of the victim,
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the Hon’ble Apex Court in a case of,  “State of  Madhya Pradesh Vs.

Anoop Singh, Criminal Appeal No. 442 of 2010,” Supreme Court of

India, has held that,  

“Rule  12(3)  of  the  Juvenile  Justice  (Care  and
Protection  of  Children)  Rules,  2007,  is  applicable
for determining the age of the victim of rape. Which
reads as;

"Rule  12(3):  In  every  case  concerning  a  child  or
juvenile in conflict  with law, the age determination
inquiry shall be conducted by the court or the Board
or,  as  the  case  may  be,  the  Committee  by  seeking
evidence by obtaining –

(i) the  matriculation  or  equivalent  certificates,  if
available; and in the absence whereof;

(ii) the  date  of  birth  certificate  from  the  school
(other than a play school) first attended; and in
the absence whereof;

(iii) the birth certificate given by a corporation or a
municipal authority or a panchayat;

(b) and only in the absence of either (i), (ii) or (iii)
of  clause  (a)  above,  the  medical  opinion  will  be
sought from a duly constituted Medical Board, which
will declare the age of the juvenile or child. In case
exact  assessment  of  the  age  cannot  be  done,  the
Court  or  the  Board  or,  as  the  case  may  be,  the
Committee, for the reasons to be recorded by them,
may, if considered necessary, give benefit to the child
or juvenile by considering his/her age on lower side
within  the  margin  of  one year.  and,  while  passing
orders  in  such  case  shall,  after  taking  into
consideration such evidence as may be available, or
the medical  opinion,  as  the case may be,  record a
finding  in  respect  of  his  age  and  either  of  the
evidence specified in any of the clauses (a)(i),  (ii),
(iii) or in the absence whereof, clause (b) shall be the
conclusive proof of the age as regards such child or
the juvenile in conflict with law.”
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18. In view of the case of “State of Madhya Pradesh Vs. Anoop

Singh,” (supra) the Birth Certificate issued by Corporation or Municipal

Authority is conclusive proof of age.  The Birth Certificate relied by the

victim is issued by the Municipal Corporation of Greater Mumbai.  The

date of birth is 19/09/1999 and it was registered on 11/10/1999.  The

name of the  victim & her parents is mentioned on the Birth Certificate.

In  the  cross-examination,  the  victim  has  stated  the  names  of  her

parents with the surname ‘Yadav’.  However, in the statement (Exh.16)

of the victim, she has clarified that her father was using the surname

‘Yadav’  and  ‘Kale’  both.   Therefore,  the  surname used by  victim in

complaint is ‘Kale’ and on the Birth Certificate, the surname if ‘Yadav’.

Though, the surname is different, the names of parents is the same.

Moreover,  the  victim  has  already  explained  the  difference  in  the

surname, which is not challenged by the accused in cross-examination.

19. At the time of medical examination of the victim, her age

determination  was  not  conducted  by  the  doctor  as  the  victim  has

produced  her  Birth  Certificate  in  the  hospital.   This  finding  is

mentioned  in  the  Medical  Examination  Report  of  victim  (Exh.19),

which  is  admitted  by  the  accused.   Thus,  the  age  of  the  victim  is

conclusively  proved  as  15  years  8  months  on  the  date  of  offence.

Hence, I answer point no.1 in the affirmative.

As to Point Nos.2 & 4 :

20. The offences  alleged against  the  accused have  occurred

from  the  same  transaction,  therefore,  these  points  are  discussed

together to avoid repetition.  At the outset, it is to be understood that,
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it is the evidence of victim, which is of utmost importance.  The initial

burden cast upon the prosecution to prove the guilt of accused beyond

all reasonable doubt.  If, same is discharged by the prosecution, then

Court has to raise presumption u/s.29 & 30 of POCSO Act, in favour of

the victim.  The accused then has to rebut the presumption by placing

rebuttable evidence.  Therefore, considering these aspects, I  proceed

further to evaluate and discuss the evidence placed by the prosecution

to bring home the guilt of accused.

21. Ld. Prosecutor argued that  though, the prosecution has

examined  only  two  witnesses,  the  quality  of  evidence  and  not  the

quantity is to be seen.  She further argued that the victim was pregnant

and hospitalized  when her  complaint  was  filed.   The pregnancy  of

victim was medically terminated and the DNA of the fetus revealed the

victim & accused to be the biological parents of the fetus.  The defence

has also admitted love affair between the victim & accused.  Hence, the

penetrative sexual assault is not denied by the accused.  

22. Per  contra,  Ld.  Counsel  for  the  accused  argued  that

admittedly,  there  was  love  affair  between  the  victim  &  accused,

therefore, the victim initially gave false name of accused.  The sexual

relations with the victim & accused were consensual. He also submitted

that accused was ready to marry the victim but, the family of victim

were against it.  Therefore, no offence is committed by accused and he

deserves to be acquitted.

23. The victim has corroborated her complaint, supplementary

statement & statement recorded u/s.164 of Cr.P.C.  Victim also stated that

accused assured her marriage and had sexual intercourse with her. The
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accused disclosed to his brother Umesh about victim.  Umesh spoke with

the victim on phone and asked her not to worry as he will speak with his

family.  In the cross-examination, the victim admitted that she belongs to

‘Hindu-Maratha’ community but, denied that her family was against their

affair as accused belongs to ‘Bauddha’ community.  

24. Further in the cross-examination, victim also admitted that

on 20/06/2016, she was ready to marry with accused and accused and

his family were also ready for their marriage.  She also admitted that

when the family learned about love affair of victim & accused there

were  many  meetings  for  discussing  about  marriage.   Some  social

workers also tried to give understanding & threats to the mother of

victim.  It is also admitted by victim that she was not willing to file

complaint against accused on learning about her pregnancy and she

filed the complaint on the say of her mother & grandmother.  

25. The  Ld.  Counsel  for  accused  pointed  out  that  in  cross-

examination,  the  victim  admitted  that  she  gave  false  statement  to

police  to  save  accused  and  specifically  admitted  that  the  sexual

relations were with the consent of victim.  Victim also admitted that

she used to call the accused when her parents & grandmother used to

go for work and brother used to go to school.  She admitted that her

father has no objection for her marriage with accused and the accused

was ready to marry her, while committing sexual relations with victim. 

26. From the cross-examination of the victim, it is clear that

she was having love affair with the accused and the sexual relations

were consensual.  However, it is already proved that the victim was

minor at the time of incident.  The Ld. Counsel for accused submitted
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that accused was not aware about the minority of the victim.  However,

Sec.3 of POCSO Act, defines, “Penetrative sexual assault on a child”.  It

means, if, a person commits penetrative sexual assault on a child then,

the offence is made out and there is no need to prove that the accused

had no knowledge of the juvenility of the victim.

27. When  the victim is below 18 years of age at time of sexual

intercourse, consent of victim is immaterial as held in the case of, “Raju

Deorao Bhurse Vs. State Of Maharashtra” 2019 ALL MR (Cri) 483. 

28. In the case of, “Chotelal  Kandhari Prajapati Vs The State

Of Maharashtra, 2017 CJ(Bom) 2067”, the Hon’ble Bombay High Court

has laid down that,  

“Now it is a settled law that, in a case of rape, the
sole  testimony  of  victim  can  be  relied  on  by  the
Court.  No further  corroboration is  necessary.  If  the
testimony  of  victim  is  found  to  be  truthful  and
reliable, conviction can be based only on the basis of
sole  testimony  of  victim.  Further  corroboration  is
necessary if  there is some discrepancy found in the
evidence of victim.”  

29. It is trite that the sole testimony of victim is sufficient to

convict the accused if, found truthful & reliable.  In this case, it is seen

that the victim earlier gave wrong name to save the accused.  However,

from her evidence and cross-examination, it is clear that the victim and

accused were having love affair, they wanted to marry each other, their

families learnt about their  love affairs and there were talks of  their

marriage, which were not fruitful.  It is also proved that victim was not

ready to file complaint against accused.  However, as the victim was
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minor  and  eighteen  weeks  pregnant  at  the  time  of  hospitalization,

therefore, the complaint was filed on the instance of hospital.  

30. The DNA Report corroborates that there was penetrative

sexual assault on the victim at the hands of accused.  As the victim was

under 18 years  of  age and accused committed repeated penetrative

sexual assault on the victim, it  attracts Sec.5 (l) of the POCSO Act,

punishable u/s.6 of the POCSO Act.  Hence, the prosecution has proved

that accused has committed the offences alleged against him.  

31. The onus now shifts on accused to rebut the presumption

u/s.29 & 30 of POCSO Act.  Apart from mere denial, the accused has

not  adduced  any  evidence  or  plausible  explanation  to  rebut  the

presumption.   Even  in  his  statement  recorded  u/s.313  of  Cr.P.C.,

accused stated that victim informed him that she was major and had

left studies.  He was not aware about her age.  He also stated that since

he  belongs  to  lower  caste,  the  victim’s  family  were  against  their

marriage  and  false  case  is  filed  against  him.   As  the  presumption

remain un-rebutted, inference required to be drawn that accused has

committed aggravated penetrative sexual assault upon victim, a minor

aged 15 years 8 months on more than one occasion.

32. The accused is found guilty u/s.5(l) punishable u/s.6 of

POCSO Act & Sec.376(i) of the IPC.  Hence, I answer point No.2 to 4 in

accordingly.

33. As the accused is found guilty for the offence punishable

u/s.376(1) of the IPC & u/s.6 of the POCSO Act, it is necessary to hear

the accused on the point of quantum of sentence.  Here, I stop to hear
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the accused on the point of sentence.

Mumbai:                                ( Nazera S. Shaikh )
Date:  28/04/2022                                   Designated Judge under 

    Protection of Children from
                               Sexual Offences Act, 2012,  

     for Gr. Bombay.

34. Heard accused.  Heard Ld. Counsel for the accused & Ld.

SPP on the point of sentence.  The Ld. Counsel for accused submitted

that  minimum punishment  be imposed and leniency may be shown

towards the accused.  It is also submitted that he is the sole earner of

the family.  

35. On the other hand, Ld. SPP submitted that victim was only

15 years 8 months old at the time of incident.  She was cheated by

accused,  who  by  assuring  her  of  marriage  committed  the  offence.

Considering the nature of offence, maximum punishment be imposed

on the accused.

36. The offence took place  between 09/06/2015 & February

2016.  The amendment in  POCSO Act,  which provides for  enhanced

punishment  came  into  effect  on  16/08/2019.  Therefore,  the

punishment would be in accordance with the provisions of the POCSO

Act prior to the amendment.  Punishment for offence under Section

376(1) of IPC is imprisonment for life or with imprisonment of either

description for a term which shall not be less than 7 years and fine,

whereas  the  punishment  provided  in  the  POCSO  Act  prior  to  the
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amendment dated 16/08/2019 for offence u/s.6 of  POCSO Act was

rigorous imprisonment for a term of minimum of 10 years which may

extend to imprisonment for life and fine.

37. As per Sec.42 of  POCSO Act,  where an act  or omission

constitutes an offence punishable under the said Act and also u/s.166-

A, 354-A, 354-B, 354-C, 354-D, 370, 370-A, 375, 376, 376-A, 376-C,

376-D, 376-E or 509 of IPC, then,  the offender found guilty of such

offence shall be liable to punishment under POCSO Act or under the

IPC as provides the punishment which is greater in degree. Punishment

for  offence u/s.376 (1) of  IPC and the punishment provided in the

POCSO Act  prior  to  the  amendment  dated  16/08/2019 for  offence

u/s.6 of POCSO Act as rigorous imprisonment for a term of minimum

of 10 years, which extended to imprisonment for life and fine. Thus, a

single punishment for both the sections will serve the purpose.  Hence,

the accused is punished u/s.6 of POCSO Act.

38. Considering these aspects,  the following sentence would

meet the ends of justice. Hence, I proceed to pass the following order;

O R D E R

1. The accused Rohit Chandrakant Jadhav, R/o. G-3, Mandhareshwar

Niwas,  Manrel  Pada Road,  Kargil  Nagar,  Near  Kalimata Mandir,

Virar, Palghar - 401305, is hereby convicted vide Sec.235(2) of the

Code of Criminal Procedure, in Crime No.95/2016, registered by

Colaba  Police  Station,  Mumbai,  for  the  offence  punishable

u/s.376(1)  of  the  Indian  Penal  Code,  1860  and  u/s.6  of  the

Protection of Children from Sexual Offences Act, 2012.
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2. Accused Rohit Chandrakant Jadhav, is sentenced to suffer rigorous

imprisonment for a period of 10 (Ten) years  and to pay fine of

Rs.5,000/-  (Rupees  Five  Thousand  Only).   In  default  of  fine

amount, he shall undergo further simple imprisonment of 1 (one)

month in respect of the offence punishable u/s.6 of the Protection

of Children from Sexual Offences Act, 2012.

3. No  separate  sentence  is  imposed  for  the  offence  punishable

u/s.376(1) of the Indian Penal Code 1860, in view of Sec.42 of

the Protection of Children from Sexual Offences Act, 2012.

4. The period of inquiry, investigation and trial undergone by the

accused  Rohit  Chandrakant  Jadhav, since  21/06/2016  to

26/07/2016,  be  set  off  vide Sec.428  of  the  Code  of  Criminal

Procedure.

5. Accused is on bail.  He shall surrender his Bail Bond.

6. On realization of the fine, an amount of Rs.3,000/- (Rupees Three

Thousand only)  be  given to  the  victim towards  compensation,

after appeal period is over or subject to finality of appeal, if any.

7. Marked & unmarked articles if  any,  being worthless, be destroyed

according to law after appeal period is over.

8. Accused is appraised of provisions of appeal.

9. The Certified Copy of this judgment be given to the accused in
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gratis  and forwarded to District Magistrate, Mumbai, vide Sec.353(4)

and Sec.365 of the  Code of Criminal Procedure respectively.

10. As the matter  is  disposed of  by this  judgment,  the record and

proceedings be sent to Record Department.

(Judgment dictated & pronounced in open Court)

Mumbai:                                ( Nazera S. Shaikh )
Date:  28/04/2022                                   Designated Judge under 

    Protection of Children from
                               Sexual Offences Act, 2012,  

     for Gr. Bombay.

Dictated on :  27th & 28th April, 2022.
Transcribed on :  28th April, 2022.
Signed on :  
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“Certified to be true and correct copy of the original signed order”.

02/05/2022  (Mrs. Vidya Abhijit Mande)
at about 05.00 p.m.                     Stenographer (Grade-I.)

      Court Room No.28, Gr. Mumbai

Name of the Hon'ble Judge : SMT NAZERA S. SHAIKH,
Judge, City Civil Court &
Addl. Sessions Judge 
Court Room No.28, Gr. Mumbai

Date of pronouncement of Order : 28/04/2022 

Order signed by Hon'ble Judge on : 28/04/2022 

Order uploaded on : 02/05/2022 
at about 05.00 p.m.
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IN THE SPECIAL COURT FOR PROTECTION OF CHILDREN FROM
SEXUAL OFFENCES ACT, 2012 AT FORT, GREATER BOMBAY.

Exhibit-27-A

POCSO SPECIAL CASE NO.382 OF 2016

The State of Maharashtra )
(Through Colaba Police Station, Mumbai) )
C.R. No.95/2016 dated 20/06/2016 )..Prosecution

        V/s.
Rohit Chandrakant Jadhav, aged about 26 years, )
R/o. G-3, Mandhareshwar Niwas, )
Manrel Pada Road, Kargil Nagar, )
Near Kalimata Mandir, Virar, Palghar – 401 305 )..Accused

Appearance :
Ld. SPP Mrs. Geeta Sharma  for the prosecution.
Ld. Adv. Mr. Sudarshan Gamare for accused.

CORAM : H.H. THE ADDL. SESSIONS JUDGE
SMT.  NAZERA S. SHAIKH
THE DESIGNATED JUDGE UNDER 
PROTECTION OF CHILDREN FROM 
SEXUAL OFFENCES ACT, 2012.

COURT ROOM NO.28   

DATED :   28/04/2022

OPERATIVE PART OF THE ORDER

1. The accused Rohit Chandrakant Jadhav, R/o. G-3, Mandhareshwar

Niwas,  Manrel  Pada Road,  Kargil  Nagar,  Near  Kalimata Mandir,

Virar, Palghar - 401305, is hereby convicted vide Sec.235(2) of the

Code of Criminal Procedure, in Crime No.95/2016, registered by

Colaba  Police  Station,  Mumbai,  for  the  offence  punishable

u/s.376(1)  of  the  Indian  Penal  Code,  1860  and  u/s.6  of  the

Protection of Children from Sexual Offences Act, 2012.
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2. Accused Rohit Chandrakant Jadhav, is sentenced to suffer rigorous

imprisonment for a period of 10 (Ten) years  and to pay fine of

Rs.5,000/-  (Rupees  Five  Thousand  Only).   In  default  of  fine

amount, he shall undergo further simple imprisonment of 1 (one)

month in respect of the offence punishable u/s.6 of the Protection

of Children from Sexual Offences Act, 2012.

3. No  separate  sentence  is  imposed  for  the  offence  punishable

u/s.376(1) of the Indian Penal Code 1860, in view of Sec.42 of

the Protection of Children from Sexual Offences Act, 2012.

4. The period of inquiry, investigation and trial undergone by the

accused  Rohit  Chandrakant  Jadhav, since  21/06/2016  to

26/07/2016,  be  set  off vide Sec.428 of  the  Code  of  Criminal

Procedure.

5. Accused is on bail.  He shall surrender his Bail Bond.

6. On realization of the fine, an amount of Rs.3,000/- (Rupees Three

Thousand only)  be  given to  the  victim towards  compensation,

after appeal period is over or subject to finality of appeal, if any.

7. Marked & unmarked articles if  any,  being worthless, be destroyed

according to law after appeal period is over.

8. Accused is appraised of provisions of appeal.

9. The Certified Copy of this judgment be given to the accused in
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gratis  and forwarded to District Magistrate, Mumbai, vide Sec.353(4)

and Sec.365 of the  Code of Criminal Procedure respectively.

10. As the matter  is  disposed of  by this  judgment,  the record and

proceedings be sent to Record Department.

(Judgment dictated & pronounced in open Court)

Mumbai:                                ( Nazera S. Shaikh )
Date:  28/04/2022                                   Designated Judge under 

    Protection of Children from
                               Sexual Offences Act, 2012,  

 for Gr. Bombay.
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