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undertake the process of age determination, by seeking evidence by obtaining
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an ossification test or any other latest medical age determination test conducted
on the orders of the Committee or the Board:
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354 WI0G0%0,7 /8 Ul TaC &l ARIU & AUl YV Pl fadRYT Gl Ve
@ TG fhaT ST &7 & | Wl AT o) g7 29 9 30 § yrawnfad g fo—
gRT 29— HAYY JWREN P IR § STRI—

STEl B Afth B 59 AR B ORI 3, gRT 5 IR GRT 9 & 3 bl
AU Pl PR, IR Bl GURY HRA AT I BT YT BRA B fo1g AT

fohar o Y27 2 981 fa9y IR I8 SUYRT BT fh U8 Aafth 7 98 TR
forar 2 genRefy W@ da & 9o fee wfed T8 & |

¢RT 30— RIS AFRTS RIfey B STIRT—

(1). 39 SRFEH & A Bl R & fofy fohell Sifvaer H, ST SR &
T W IMNIRG AMRIG RIfd @1 omver oxar &, [y <Irerd Ul AMiTG
ReIfer 1 fO=MIaT &1 IR X, fohg I & forg I8 e wifed av &
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forg gfoRer gRfl 6 39 e # el oTRM & foly IRINUT S & ey o
S9! U AR Rerfa 78 & |

(2). 39 9N & YA @ o fooxl 92 @1 wifed fbar ST dad a9 dEl
ST W9 176 3@l M & IR ¥ JRegd deg 0 W favar avar @
3R DIl T9 Tl oid 3AD! [IEHEAT FUTIdT $I Ydoldl  gRT RMMfid el &,

WEIGRU— 9 URT § AIAS AHRd Rl & el amem, 7q, fodl qe
&7 9 3IR & deg 7 fawar a1 fawary {50 S &1 SROT 41 2 |

ad: ded M & ded et foere @ Refd |
HAGHTT B fI6g SIRRD AIGUMT § T8 SUIROT S SR & g Tor g
I8 WY FING BT T 2| IRAfT 9 d@ o5 590 fdwg wifed 7 &
ST AT SFFARITHIOT TR HTORIED ATy Reffd @l faemar & Iugro 4 @
SRR | SR TaR0 H SIRIG SWIRTT & SRed IO 1 I8 Rig R
BN 6 IO §RT 9% RN @R el fhar AT 9O "ed & W
AAGHIT B B AWIEE ANNGAT el oA | W FHR0 H o difsan
Qe & T faaRer uieEl AR @& d8d ad T8l © | 3T AT Bl
ATRTAG AR R B ITIRET &1 SR |

31, FE1 91d Ul & g et gRT SGeRTIOT & qEg H qA9AH Ig
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T <dl T & U R A IS W @ SR W IRRETO & ]y g el
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T 9919 9 @ fag fddedr & 39 99 W 9gNd el §
Riifh TgT Tg W © b SIMRAGH UeT DI TP F T & Anerdl Bl 807 4 1
S9e—1 faIe BAR/ A&l GHeHT dI GRIT SRR T 2| TN 31U 4
Wie # WU FU b1 & 6 —"RAid 12002018 FF F& & " 79 F09 04.00
TRRIBA N [ RATGUBTAM @ off | "W WG 7 W g | 7

Aecl & T, 7iic, A ORPT W W W IR | AR AEfhd N W D TR G
B | TR R D I Y W P Il G g BRI M §Y W B IR AN
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M | & UR @M R Aged & AT §6edl o T | §hedl aM W Juw W @
BISIN  HIeY gl W 98P TR 9N T | " 5 A $Y & BF ¥ 100 TR |
PH R | A ET R | T RE 7RIS oA e (A w
R TE I | GF R B fdar o | § I T ) o o Ser I o | 4 6
HYY o ¥ TER forars oo Wq @ O R | Wy 9 B RuIE <o T8 g8 | I
f&T ga 10 91 70 RO oof o off off | W1t 51 el R Herd deiR ued o1
TGN FE b I8 T e TR 2, S A o A & W T ¥ forgaraw om
RA R |

foftr o1 77 gaoe Rigra 2 fo oife s & wwafa e o
e & qaifte Fecaqol Well Bl § | Igi U=aell B Jfdciid W GHe &l &
fob QIS GRT <ARITTT & FHeT G0l BRIY U AU FYY G 4 JIMYHI §IRT
UG T foby T o1 RIS G @ e AR W U At 7 | e
Ue $I RG A q2 & qilerdl ot sl § il Sef—2 D st Hl” @l e

FRIAT A7 2| R ol e e § Wy v fha § 6 7 wem Reie
12092018 B & | # BR W et A | THT BT 04.00 ToF I § SO A H g &M
W o | Ao @ g, AT,  AER W Y Ieadel B | QU I Drel IR TEY
ABY T | § IR 7R @ Higedt @ AT §5CS 8 N | Higedd aal 3 oM W M
¥ ARY P e I 9 W | gfed ger 9 AU U B 418 | 99y S, IS P I@i
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TARI RN oldx @ ol , UM BT M & folg Siem | 89 99 5 991 I ™ | 79 &1
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SeoiEid ¢ 6 398 qd IRM faage fdgm e AfvRee @
TR NSl @ 9919 3RTd 9RT 164 S0W0W0 3ifdrd @x1g 7, fore difear gmr

Do fhar T 8 fo— gu ol fig 7R & Aeet @ | Reie 12.002018 9 w7
TG UM D 4 9o § T W fbent off | 9 Rl A A PR I A TR TWE S |
T, A S T gE A | I, Teel & N Y o iR A Rt wa g | § sw
T IR ATE N T EE I IR ARl | P @ wE
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el g3 AT | A 9R FERn o Aiged & AN gHeol 81 Y | YR 7 W RS vedr
T M | I W AT O o7 | HEeel A1 HY ST °F [OR G T 6 AR @l
D! <X AT T | g, A AT T | A 9 W AW Y | I T oW awe W
T B W 91G Al | 9T el f&A fdo 13.00.2018 @Y MG , o I foT g H W
T A R fog | & A aRr 8 o | § g ol i @t won e A § I
FUT A YIRSl ERT U gRT 164 SOUOHO & AR [dgM ARTET &
e AU U g H A W IR W AT A Gl ol ORI geT
&1 A fHar B |

g1 e W @ T Ul wWen H W 9 ug @ fdgHe
g Tl dig TR fREMRT AT a1 T80 dherar Ug g Sl RIS
HAFE: B T T TG Sl &1 7 S UIH GAT & AT FR <Al &
U R § 39 d& T DIg o9 919 UeT BT YT -Tel (hal off dohdl |
32 F81 g9 UET @ fdg SfOad gRT AWYETO & @ H 3Tl
qd I8 UK f6ar 71 & fb U foby ¢ 2y & el facqag @l & fol
T A8 §RT YA 76U 9 & BRU, Sad Radg ATedl @ e @
AR W ANFHTT Bl IYRTg el [T ST Hebell | Fel: SAWGARTOT Dbl ST
fepam SR |

AT B §99 UF d fIgM AREErTT B I8 dh  GIR
wiid 8 g g qife g8 e ISR 98 ey e gar @ 6 dfie
AWM & AMcl H Wd difear & |alids  Agcayel Fell 2 8 iR dadt
S B FE B MER W AR Bl U AR B o ING B o
qHT § |

Ganesan v. State, (2020) 10 SCC 573 @& HMd H #F-
S AT gR1 A= a8 gaRemsll &1 Ieoid oxd g IS WA Ih
fepar w2 © fo —

“10.1. Whether, in the case involving sexual harassment, molestation, etc.,
can there be conviction on the sole evidence of the prosecutrix, in Vijay
[Vijay v. State of M.P.,, (2010) 8 SCC 191 : (2010) 3 SCC (Cri) 639] , it is
observed in paras 9 to 14 as under : (SCC pp. 195-98)

“9. In State of Maharashtra v. Chandraprakash Kewalchand Jain [State of
Maharashtra v. Chandraprakash Kewalchand Jain, (1990) 1 SCC 550 : 1990
SCC (Cri) 210] this Court held that a woman, who is the victim of sexual
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assault, is not an accomplice to the crime but is a victim of another person's
lust and, therefore, her evidence need not be tested with the same amount of
suspicion as that of an accomplice. The Court observed as under : (SCC p.
559, para 16)

‘16. A prosecutrix of a sex offence cannot be put on a par with an
accomplice. She is in fact a victim of the crime. The Evidence Act nowhere
says that her evidence cannot be accepted unless it is corroborated in material
particulars. She is undoubtedly a competent witness under Section 118 and her
evidence must receive the same weight as is attached to an injured in cases of
physical violence. The same degree of care and caution must attach in the
evaluation of her evidence as in the case of an injured complainant or witness
and no more. What is necessary is that the court must be alive to and
conscious of the fact that it is dealing with the evidence of a person who is
interested in the outcome of the charge levelled by her. If the court keeps this
in mind and feels satisfied that it can act on the evidence of the
prosecutrix, there is no rule of law or practice incorporated in the Evidence
Act similar to lllustration (b) to Section 114 which requires it to look for
corroboration. If for some reason the court is hesitant to place implicit
reliance on the testimony of the prosecutrix it may look for evidence which
may lend assurance to her testimony short of corroboration required in the
case of an accomplice. The nature of evidence required to lend assurance to
the testimony of the prosecutrix must necessarily depend on the facts and
circumstances of each case. But if a prosecutrix is an adult and of full
understanding the court is entitled to base a conviction on her evidence unless
the same is shown to be infirm and not trustworthy. If the totality of the
circumstances appearing on the record of the case disclose that the
prosecutrix does not have a strong motive to falsely involve the person
charged, the court should ordinarily have no hesitation in  accepting her
evidence.’

10. In State of U.P. v. Pappu [State of U.P. v. Pappu, (2005) 3 SCC 594 : 2005
SCC (Cri) 780] this Court held that even in a case where it is shown that the
girl is a girl of easy virtue or a girl habituated to sexual intercourse, it may not
be a ground to absolve the accused from the charge of rape. It has to be
established that there was consent by her for that particular occasion. Absence
of injury on the prosecutrix may not be a factor that leads the court to absolve
the accused. This Court further held that there can be conviction on the sole
testimony of the prosecutrix and in case, the court is not satisfied with the
version of the prosecutrix, it can seek other evidence, direct or circumstantial,
by which it may get assurance of her testimony. The Court held as under :
(SCC p. 597, para 12)

“12. It is well settled that a prosecutrix complaining of having been a
victim of the offence of rape is not an accomplice after the crime. There is no
rule of law that her testimony cannot be acted upon without corroboration in
material particulars. She stands at a higher pedestal than an injured witness. In
the latter case, there is injury on the physical form, while in the former it is both
physical as well as psychological and emotional. However, if the court of facts
finds it difficult to accept the version of the prosecutrix on its face value, it may
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search for evidence, direct or circumstantial, which would lend assurance to
her testimony. Assurance, short of corroboration as understood in the context
of an accomplice, would do.’

11. In State of Punjab v. Gurmit Singh [State of Punjab v. Gurmit Singh,
(1996) 2 SCC 384 : 1996 SCC (Cri) 316] , this Court held that in cases
involving sexual harassment, molestation, etc. the court is duty-bound to deal
with such cases with utmost sensitivity. Minor contradictions or
insignificant discrepancies in the statement of a prosecutrix should not be a
ground for throwing out an otherwise reliable prosecution case. Evidence of the
victim of sexual assault is enough for conviction and it does not require any
corroboration unless there are compelling reasons for seeking corroboration.
The court may look for some assurances of her statement to satisfy judicial
conscience. The statement of the prosecutrix is more reliable than that of an
injured witness as she is not an accomplice. The Court further held that the
delay in filing FIR for sexual offence may not be even properly explained, but if
found natural, the accused cannot be given any benefit thereof. The Court
observed as under : (SCC pp. 394-96 & 403, paras 8 & 21)
‘8. ... The court overlooked the situation in which a poor helpless minor girl had
found herself in the company of three desperate young men who  were
threatening her and preventing her from raising any alarm. Again, if the
investigating officer did not conduct the investigation properly or was
negligent in not being able to trace out the driver or the car, how can that
become a ground to discredit the testimony of the prosecutrix? The
prosecutrix had no control over the investigating agency and the  negligence
of an investigating officer could not affect the credibility of the statement of the
prosecutrix. ... The courts must, while evaluating evidence, remain alive to the
fact that in a case of rape, no self-respecting woman would come forward in a
court just to make a humiliating statement against her honour such as is
involved in the commission of rape on her. In cases involving sexual
molestation, supposed considerations which have no material effect on the
veracity of the prosecution case or even discrepancies in the statement of the
prosecutrix should not, unless the discrepancies are such which are of fatal
nature, be allowed to throw out an otherwise reliable prosecution case. ...
Seeking corroboration of her statement before relying upon the same, as a
rule, in such cases amounts to adding insult to injury. ...Corroboration as a
condition for judicial reliance on the testimony of the prosecutrix is not a
requirement of law but a guidance of prudence under given circumstances.
*
21. ... The courts should examine the broader probabilities of a case and not
get swayed by minor contradictions or insignificant discrepancies in the
statement of the prosecutrix, which are not of a fatal nature, to throw out an
otherwise reliable prosecution case. If evidence of the prosecutrix inspires
confidence, it must be relied upon without seeking corroboration of her
statement in material particulars. If for some reason the court finds it difficult to
place implicit reliance on her testimony, it may look for evidence which may
lend assurance to her testimony, short of corroboration required in the case of
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an accomplice. The testimony of the prosecutrix must be appreciated in the
background of the entire case and the trial court must be alive to its
responsibility and be sensitive while dealing with cases involving sexual
molestations.’

(emphasis in original)

12. In State of Orissa v. Thakara Besra [State of Orissa v. Thakara Besra,
(2002) 9 SCC 86 : 2003 SCC (Cri) 1080] , this Court held that rape is not mere
physical assault, rather it often distracts (sic destroys) the whole  personality
of the victim. The rapist degrades the very soul of the helpless female and,
therefore, the testimony of the prosecutrix must be appreciated in the
background of the entire case and in such cases, non- examination even of
other witnesses may not be a serious infirmity in the prosecution case,
particularly where the witnesses had not seen the commission of the offence.
13. In State of H.P. v. Raghubir Singh [State of H.P. v. Raghubir Singh,
(1993) 2 SCC 622 : 1993 SCC (Cri) 674] this Court held that there is no legal
compulsion to look for any other evidence to corroborate the evidence of the
prosecutrix before recording an order of conviction. Evidence has to be
weighed and not counted. Conviction can be recorded on the sole testimony
of the prosecultrix, if her evidence inspires confidence and there is absence of
circumstances which militate against her veracity. A similar view has been
reiterated by this Court in Wahid Khan v. State of M.P. [Wahid Khan v. State
of M.P., (2010) 2 SCC 9 : (2010) 1 SCC (Cri) 1208] placing reliance on an
earlier judgment in Rameshwar v. State of Rajasthan [Rameshwar v. State of
Rajasthan, 1951 SCC 1213 : AIR 1952 SC 54] .

14. Thus, the law that emerges on the issue is to the effect that the
statement of the prosecutrix, if found to be worthy of credence and
reliable, requires no corroboration. The court may convict the accused

on the sole testimony of the prosecutrix.”

SR I IR & Y H Ig W & & ffid W
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TR, g8 fedl W oy W Wl gR1 WRUH A U SH | e
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