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

      TINSUKIA 

 

Present: S. Sultana, AJS 

      SDJM(S), Tinsukia 

 

PRC CASE NO. 599/2018 

U/S 294/447/506 IPC 

 

     State of Assam 

Vs 

   Satyabrata Senapaty  

                                                        ……....ACCUSED 

 

 

Advocate for prosecution: Learned Banti Hazarika 

Advocate for defence: Learned  S.Moran 

Offence Explained on: 27-03-2019 

Date of Evidence: 06-05-2019, 26-06-2019 

Date of Argument:03-07-2019 

Date of Judgment: 17-07-2019 

JUDGMENT 

 

1. The prosecution case succinctly is that informant on 27.06.2017 lodged 

an ejahar stating that on 23.06.2017 at about 11pm while her husband 

was not at home, accused Satyabrata Senapaty armed with a dao in his 

hands  came near her house and shouted on her by using obscene words  

infront of the door. Informant also alleged that accused was abusing her 

that she is not a woman of good character. But since her husband was 
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not at home, informant locked the door of the house and saved herself 

from the accused. 

 

      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 P.S Case No.785/17 u/s 447/294/506 IPC 

was registered. After completion of investigation, Investigating Officer 

submitted Chargesheet against accused Satyabrata Senapaty u/s 

447/294/506 IPC for his prosecution under the aforesaid sections of law. 

 

3. Relevant copies of documents were furnished to above mentioned 

accused person as per provision of law. Offence u/s  447/294/506 IPC 

was explained to accused to which accused person pleaded not guilty and 

claimed to be tried. 

 

4. In this instant case, 4 (four) prosecution witnesses (hereinafter referred 

to as PWs) have been examined-in-chief and cross examined by defence 

except for PW3 and PW4. 

 

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

person 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 determinations are as follows:- 

 

(i) Whether accused person on 23.06.2017 at about 11pm uttered 

any obscene word in or near any public place against the 

informant and thereby committed an offence u/s 294 IPC? 

 

(ii) Whether the accused person on 23.06.2017 at about 11pm had 

criminally trespassed into the residence compound of informant by 
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entering it unlawfully with the intention to commit an offence and 

thereby committed an offence u/s 447 IPC? 

(iii) Whether accused person on 23.06.2017 at about 11pm caused 

criminal intimidation to the informant by threatening to kill her and 

thereby committed an offence u/s 506 IPC? 

 
 

REASONS, DISCUSSIONS &DECISIONS THEREOF: 

7. To arrive at a conclusion, I have gone through the evidence on record 

thoroughly.  

 

PW1/Informant Smti Ranjumoni Senapati has deposed in her 

evidence that accused is nephew of her husband. PW1 also deposed that 

in the month of June, 2017 she was sleeping at her house and her 

husband was not at home. PW1 deposed that her children were also 

sleeping and her father in law was at home. At around 11pm, accused 

came to their house and started shouting and knocking at their door and 

told her to come out of the house. PW1 asked from inside the house as to 

why he has come and why is he shouting. Accused told PW1 aggressively 

that the plot of land where their house is situated belongs to accused and 

he also threatened that he will cut PW1 with a dao. PW1 deposed that 

accused also used obscene words such as 'randi' on her. PW1  told from 

inside the house that accused could not misbehave with her regarding the 

plot of land where their house is situated and asked him to have a talk 

with her husband. Thereafter PW1 went back to sleep. Thereafter on the 

next morning PW1 went to Guijan Outpost and lodged the ejahar.  Police 

examined PW1. 

In her cross examination, PW1 has deposed that accused is her 

nephew and they stay in the same campus in separate houses. The 

incident occurred on 23.6.17 but PW1 lodged the ejahar on 27.6.17 as 

seen in Ext-1. PW1 has not mentioned the reason for delay in lodging the 

ejahar. Gupon Buragohain is from their village and PW1 knows him.  PW1 

deposed that Gupon Buragohain has not visited her house. PW1 has not 

mentioned in her ejahar nor stated before police that accused abused her 
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verbally by using the word 'Randi'. On the night of incident, PW1 was 

sleeping at her house after closing the wooden windows and doors of her 

house. PW1 deposed that there are lights outside her house and they 

could watch people outside as the walls are made of bamboo and has 

small gaps. PW1 was sleeping at 11pm on the night of incident. PW1 

deposed that in their house she, her husband, father in law and her 

children reside. PW1's  elder daughter aged 14 years was present at the 

time of incident. PW1 deposed that her father in law stays in a separate 

room. PW1 does not know the reason why accused came and verbally 

abused her. PW1 has stopped talking to accused after this incident. The 

plot of land where PW1 reside does not belong to father of accused. 

 In rest of the evidence, PW1 has denied the suggestions    put by 

the defence. 

 

PW2 Khageswar Senapati has deposed in his evidence that accused 

Satyabrata Senapati is his grandson. PW2 deposed that informant is his 

daughter in law. PW2 also deposed that the incident occurred in the year 

2018, the date of incident was 23 however he has forgotten the month. 

Later on, PW2 has forgotten the year. The incident occurred on 11pm. 

PW2 deposed that he was at his home, informant and her daughters were 

also with him. PW2 was sleeping when he heard a noise and woke up. 

PW2 heard accused verbally abusing the informant. PW2 does not know 

the reason why accused was verbally abusing the informant. Accused was 

abusing that informant is not a woman of good character. Thereafter 

accused left the place. Thereafter informant lodged the case. At the time 

of incident husband of informant was at Dibrugarh. 

In his cross examination, PW2 has deposed that he has exactly 

not heard the obscene words however he has heard accused abusing the 

informant. PW2 does not know if informant had some other boys in her 

house. PW2 does not know the reason why accused abused the informant 

verbally.  

 In rest of the evidence, PW2 has denied the suggestions    put by 

the defence. 
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PW3 Bhupen Borgohain has deposed in his evidence that he knows 

accused who is his neighbour. PW3  knows informant who is also his 

neighbour. PW3 deposed that he does not know anything about the 

incident. 

Cross examination of  PW3 has been declined by defence.  

PW4 Thulanta Gohain has deposed in his evidence that accused is his 

nephew. PW4 deposed that informant is his sister in law. PW4 also 

deposed that his house is situated at a distance of 100 mtrs from the 

house of informant. PW4 does not know anything about the incident. 

Cross examination of  PW4has been declined by defence.  

 

8. On perusal of the evidence on record, it is found that the incident  

occurred late at night and only PW1 and PW2 were present at their home. 

Rest of the PWs stay away from the house of the informant. 

It has been proved from the evidence of PW1 /informant which has been 

supported by evidence of PW2 that accused came to the house of 

informant and verbally abused her. PW1 also deposed that accused has 

threatened her. Although informant and accused stay in the same 

compound but they reside in separate houses as deposed by informant 

and informant has also deposed the word used against her by the 

accused. 

Informant has also substantiated in her evidence that accused threatened 

her. 

There is nothing on record to disbelieve PW1 and PW2.  

 

9. It is found that the allegations brought u/s 447/294/506 IPC has been 

proved against the accused person which has been established by 

prosecution beyond all reasonable doubts.  

10.  In Chuhar Singh V. State of Haryana (1976(1) SCC879), the 

Hon’ble 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 witness may fail to 

support a simple charge of hurt.  

11. I find the evidence of PW1 to be reliable and trustworthy to base 

conviction.  
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12.  In light of the discussions made above, the inevitable conclusion, 

therefore is that prosecution has successfully proved the charges u/s 

447/294/506 IPC  levelled against the accused beyond the pale of 

reasonable doubt and accordingly, accused person deserves conviction.  

13. In the result, accused Satyabrata Senapati  is convicted for charges  u/s 

447/294/506 IPC levelled against him . 

14. I have heard the accused who has stated that he is the sole bread 

earning member of his family. Taking into consideration the gravity of 

offence, previous conduct of accused and the conduct of accused through 

out trial, I deem it fit to give benefit of probation of offenders Act, 1958 

to accused. 

15. Accused Satyabrata Senapati is allowed to go after due admonition u/s 3 

of Probation of offenders Act, 1958. 

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

months. 

17. Furnish a free copy of this judgment to accused. 

18. Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this 17th  day of July, 

2019.  

19.  Case is disposed off hereby on contest.  

 (Salma Sultana)  
Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate,  

Tinsukia, 
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    ORDER 

Accused Satyabrata Senapati is present. 

 

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

Accused Satyabrata Senapati is convicted for charges u/s 447/294/506 IPC 

levelled against him . 

Accused Satyabrata Senapati is allowed to go after due admonition u/s 3 of 

Probation of offenders Act, 1958. 

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

months. 

Furnish a free copy of this judgment to accused. 

Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this 17th  day of July, 2019.  

Case is disposed off hereby on contest.  

                        

                                                                                

 

                                                                         (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: 

PW1- Smti. Ranjumoni Senapati 

PW2- Khageswar Senapati 

PW3- Bhupen Borgohain 

PW4- Thulanta Gohain 

 

4.  DEFENCE WITNESS:  

      None  

                                                                                   

 

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

                                                               Tinsukia, Assam 
 


