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      IN THE COURT OF SUB-DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE (SADAR)  

     TINSUKIA 

 

Present: S. Sultana, AJS 

     SDJM(S), Tinsukia 

 

PRC CASE NO. 579/2018 

U/S 341/506 IPC 

 

State of Assam 

Vs 

Santanu Baruah 

         …………….. Accused 

 

 

Advocate for prosecution: Learned Banti Hazarika 

Advocate for defence: Learned B. Sharma 

Offences explained on: 02-02-19 

Date of Evidence: 12-03-19 

Date of Argument: 12-03-19 

Date of Judgment: 12-03-19 

 

JUDGMENT 

 

1. The prosecution case succinctly is that informant lodged an ejahar stating 

that On 20.8.18 at 9:15 PM , while he was coming with water buckets 

from water filter situated in front of the office of Station Superintendent 

of Naharkatia,  accused Santanu Baruah asked him why he has 

complained above supplying of dirty water by accused in Naharkatia 

Railway Station including RPF Barrack. Accused Santanu Baruah along 

with one Mahanta Sonowal were standing at Platform No.1 at NHK 



2 
 

Station and accused detained him and threatened him that why  did 

informant complain about him to sr.DEN/C/TSK regarding supplying of 

dirty water at Naharkatia and also threatened to kill him.  

 

Thus, the above facts and circumstances led to the filing of the 

instant complaint and set the prosecution case in motion. 

2. Based on the ejahar, Tinsukia GRPF  Case No. 19/2018 u/s 341/506 IPC 

was registered. After completion of investigation, Investigating Officer 

submitted charge-sheet against accused person namely Santanu Baruah 

u/s 341/506 IPC for his prosecution under the aforesaid sections of law. 

3. Relevant copies of documents were furnished to accused Santanu Baruah 

as per provision of law. Offences u/s 341/506 IPC were explained to 

accused person to which he pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried. 

4. In this instant case, 1 (one) prosecution witness (hereinafter referred to 

as PW) was summoned, examined-in-chief. Cross examination by defence 

has been declined. 

5. Statement of defence u/s 313 CrPC has been recorded in which accused 

has reiterated that he is innocent and not guilty. Defence did not tender 

any evidence in its support. I have heard argument advanced by both 

sides. I have also perused the entire case record. 

 

POINTS FOR DETERMINATION: 

 

6. The points of determination are as follows:- 

(i) Whether the accused person on 20.08.18 at around 9:15 pm 

wrongfully restrained the informant and thereby committed an 

offence u/s 341 IPC? 

(ii) Whether the accused person on same date and place caused 

criminal intimidation to the informant and thereby committed an 

offence u/s 506 IPC? 

REASONS, DISCUSSIONS & DECISIONS THEREOF: 

7. PW-1 Sri Prem Chandra Mishra who is the informant has deposed in 

his evidence that he knows the accused person named Santanu Baruah. 

On 20.8.18 at 9:30PM-10PM, while he was coming with water buckets 
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from water filter situated in front of the office of Station Superintendent 

of Naharkatia,  accused Santanu Baruah asked him why he has 

complained above supplying of dirty water by accused in Naharkatia 

Railway Station including RPF Barrack. PW -1 has further deposed that 

when PW-1 replied to accused that he has complained, accused along 

with another person named Mahanta Sonowal threatened PW-1 that why  

did PW-1 complain about him and if PW-1 has to do his service at 

Naharkatia, PW-1 will have to abide them else they will kill PW-1. Accused 

also threatened PW-1.  Thereafter, PW-1 informed his superior authority. 

PW-1 also deposed that accused Santanu Baruah works under a Railway 

contractor, he works for purifying water filter. 

 Cross examination of PW-1 has been declined by defence. 

The evidence of PW-1 informant is reliable trustworthy and strong 

to base conviction. Evidence of PW-1/informant has substantiated the 

allegation brought against the accused in the ejahar. Moreover, defence 

did not cross examine to rebut its claim.  

8. In Chuhar Singh Vs. State of Haryana (1976 (1) SCC 879), the 

Apex Court held that what is important is not how many witnesses have 

been examined but what is the nature and quality of evidence on which it 

relies. The evidence of a single witness may sustain a sentence of death 

whereas a host of vulnerable witnesses may fail to support a simple 

charge of hurt. 

9. In light of the discussions made above, prosecution has succeeded to 

bring home the charges levelled against the accused person beyond the 

pale of reasonable doubt and accordingly, accused person Santanu 

Baruah is convicted. 

10. In the result, accused Santanu Baruah is convicted u/s 341/506 IPC. I 

have heard accused who has stated that he is the sole bread earning 

member of his family and regrets the mistake committed by him. Hence 

taking into consideration the submissions made by both sides and the 

accused person, accused Santanu Baruah is sentenced to pay a fine of 

Rs.500/- U/S 341 IPC and Rs.500/- U/S 506 IPC in default he shall 

undergo simple imprisonment for 10 days. Fine amount be paid to the 

informant. 
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11. Bail bonds furnished on his behalf shall remain in force for a period of six 

months. 

12. Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this the 12th day of March, 

2019.         

13. Case is disposed off hereby on contest. 

14. Furnish a free copy of this judgment to the accused person. 

 

 

(Salma Sultana) 
 Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate,  

                                                              Tinsukia, Assam 
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ORDER 

Accused Santanu Baruah is present. 

Judgment is ready and has been delivered and pronounced in open court. 

Accused Santanu Baruah is convicted u/s 341/506 IPC. 

I have heard accused who has stated that he is the sole bread earning member 

of his family and regrets the mistake committed by him. 

Hence taking into consideration the submissions made by both sides and the 

accused person, accused Santanu Baruah is sentenced to pay a fine of Rs.500/- 

U/S 341 IPC and Rs. 500/- U/S 506 IPC in default he shall undergo simple 

imprisonment for 10 days. Fine amount be paid to the informant. 

Bail bonds furnished on his behalf shall remain in force for a period of six 

months. 

Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this the 12th day of March, 2019.         

Case is disposed off hereby on contest. 

Furnish a free copy of this judgment to the accused person. 

 

 

(Salma Sultana) 
 Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate,  

                                                              Tinsukia, Assam 
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APPENDIX 

 

1. PROSECUTION EXHIBIT: 

Ext.1:  Ejahar 

 

2. DEFENCE EXHIBITS:  

None 

 

3. PROSECUTION WITNESS: 

PW-1 – Sri Prem Chandra Mishra 

 

4. DEFENCE WITNESS:  

       None  

 

 

(Salma Sultana) 
   Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate(S),  

Tinsukia, Assam 
 


