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IN THE COURT OF SUB-DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE(M): MARGHERITA 

 

Present: Smti. Sushmita Borpujari, AJS. 
Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate (M) 
Margherita. 

 

G.R. CASE No. 33 of 2015 

U/S. 341/294/323/506 of IPC 

State  

-Vs.- 

Sri Biraj Das @ Babu.......……Accused. 

 

Learned Advocate for the State :  Sri Bappa Purkayastha(Asssistant P.P) 

Learned Advocate for the Accused  : Smti. Laxmi Thapa Pradhan. 

 

Evidence recorded on  : 14.12.2016; 24.02.2016; 12.03.2019 &  

  04.07.2019. 

Accused Examined on  : 12.09.2019. 

Argument heard on  : 04-02-2020. 

Judgement delivered on : 18-02-2021. 

J U D G E M E N T 

PROSECUTION CASE IN BRIEF:  

1. The concise fact of the prosecution case is that on 15/01/2015 the informant 

Sri Raju Dey lodged an ejahar  to Office-In-Charge Margherita Police Station, to 

the effect  that on 14/01/2015 at about 11:30 pm at Stationpara, Margherita the 

accused Sri Biraj Das  by consuming alcohol was trying to break the boundary 

fencing of the informant’s house and when the informant  asked the accused not 

to do so he started to quarrel with him in slang language and all of a sudden the 

accused hit on the informant’s head with an alcohol bottle due to which  the 

informant sustained grievous injury on his head and ear. Immediately, after the 
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said incident the accused  fled away and his family members took him to Munnaf 

Memorial Nursing Home. The accused person also threatened him for dire 

consequences if he lodged any complaint about the said incident before any 

authority concerned. It is also mentioned in the ejahar  that as the informant was 

busy with his treatment and thus there was delay in lodging the ejahar. 

2.       On receipt of the information the Office-In-Charge of Margherita P.S 

received and registered the case as Margherita P.S case No. 19/15 U/sec 

294/325/427/506 of IPC and endorsed A.S.I. Ghanshyam Hazarika with the 

investigation. In the course of investigation, the Investigating Officer visited the 

place of occurrence, recorded  the statement of the informant and witnesses, 

collected the medical report and the accused was allowed bail by police. On the 

conclusion of investigation, police filed charge-sheet against the accused person 

Sri Biraj Das@ Babu  U/S. 341/294/323/506 of IPC.  

3.  On receiving the case for disposal, summon was issued to the accused 

person and subsequently was allowed bail by Court. On appearance of the 

accused person, copies of the relevant document was furnished to the accused 

person in compliance with S.207 Cr.P.C. Particulars of offence 

U/S.341/294/323/506 IPC was  explained to the accused person Sri Biraj 

Das@Babu  to which he abjured the guilt and claimed to be tried. 

 

4.POINT OF DETERMINATION:- 

POINT FOR DETERMINATION NO.i: 

Whether the accused person Sri Biraj Das@ Babu on 14/01/2015 at about 

11:30 P.M.at  Stationpara, Margherita had wrongfully restraint the informant Sri 

Raju Dey and thereby committed an offence punishable U/sec 341 of IPC? 

POINT FOR DETERMINATION NO.ii: 

Whether the accused person Sri Biraj Das@ Babu on 14/01/2015 at about 

11:30 P.M.at  Stationpara, Margherita had used obscene utterances on the 

Informant Sri Raju Dey in or near a public place to the annoyance of others and 

thereby committed an offence U/S 294 of IPC? 

POINT FOR DETERMINATION NO.iii: 

Whether the accused person Sri Biraj Das@ Babu on 14/01/2015 at about 

11:30 P.M.at  Stationpara, Margherita had voluntarily caused hurt to the 
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informant Sri Raju Dey and thereby committed an offence punishable U/S. 323 of 

IPC?  

POINT OF DETERMINATION NO.iv: 

Whether the accused person Sri Biraj Das@ Babu on 14/01/2015 at about 

11:30 P.M.at  Stationpara, Margherita  had threatened the informant Sri Raju 

Dey with dire consequences and thereby committed an offence punishable U/S. 

506 of IPC? 

5.  During trial prosecution examined as many as only 5 (five) witnesses 

including the Medical Officer and the Investigating Officer and exhibited 4 (four) 

documents only (shown in annexure appended herein below). The defence have 

fully utilised the opportunity to cross examine the prosecution witness. On the 

verbal prayer of the Learned A.P.P. the prosecution evidence was closed. 

However, on the prayer of the defence side for recalling the PW-5, Sri 

Ghanshyam Hazarika(Investigating Officer) by filing a petition U/S.311 Cr.P.C  

and after hearing both sides, the Learned Predecessor of This Court allowed the 

petition and accordingly the Investigating Officer(PW-5) presence was secured 

and although the prosecution side did not avail the opportunity to re-examine the 

PW-5, however, the Defence side availed the opportunity to cross-examine the 

Investigating .  

6. After closure of the prosecution evidence, the incriminating materials 

appearing in the prosecution evidence has  been put to the explanation of  the 

accused person U/S.313 Cr.P.C and the accused was of total  denial. The defence 

side have declined to adduce any evidence in defence. After closure of evidence, 

i have heard the final arguments of the learned advocates of both the sides and 

thereupon have reached the following decision. 

DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF : 

7.  Taking into consideration the materials on record, starting with the Ext.1 

ejahar  it is a detailed piece of information and there is a delay in the lodging the 

Ext.1 by a day and the reason for the delay is found mentioned in the Ext.1 

ejahar .  

8.        Taking into consideration the testimonial evidence of PW1 Sri Raju Dey, 

who is the informant of this case,  deposed that he know the accused person. On 

the day of Bihu the accused person told him that the accused will take away the 

bamboo fencing(bahor ber) of his house and thereafter the accused took away 
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the bamboo fence. When the PW-1 went and  asked the accused about the said 

act, then the accused assaulted the PW-1 with a bottle on his head. Due to the 

assault, he sustained injury on his head and blood was oozing. Thereafter, he 

lodged the case. He exhibited the ejahar as Ext.1 and Ext.1(1) to be his 

signature.  

9. Also the knowledge of the informant Sri Raju Dey (PW-1) as to the 

contents of the Ext.1, ejahar  could not be doubted as the PW-1 Sri Raju Dey  

could withstand the test of  cross-examination as to this part and he stated 

during his cross-examination that the contents of the ejahar  was read over to 

him after it was penned down and at the time of signing the Ext.1 ejahar  which 

confirms the knowledge of the informant as to the contents of the Ext.1, ejahar. 

Although, the defence side made efforts to shake the PW-1 by asking as to the 

writer of the ejahar  namely one Sri Amit who is known by the elder brother of 

the informant and that the informant has studied till standard V  and that he 

cannot read the English language but as discussed , the informant could not be 

shaken as to his knowledge as to the contents of the Ext.1 ejahar. 

10.  The PW-1 Sri Raju Dey  further in his cross-examination stated that  the 

accused person’s house is behind their house and the passage way to the house 

of the accused person is adjacent to the house of the informant. He further 

stated that there was bihu  in the month of January and the PW-1 Sri Raju Dey  

himself saw that the accused was carrying away the bamboo fence(ber) and 

when the accused was going back to his house by carrying the ber, the  PW-1 

stopped the accused and asked him and at that time the PW-1 was alone and a 

argument occurred amongst them. 

11. The PW-1 Sri Raju Dey specifically denied the suggestion that the PW-1 

physically assaulted the accused and PW-1 himself was consuming alcohol  and 

he of his own fell down in the road and was hurt. 

12. The PW-1 Sri Raju Dey specifically denied the suggestion that as he was 

drunk due to alcohol consumption thus there was delay in lodging the case by a 

day. 

13. The PW-1 Sri Raju Dey specifically denied the suggestion that the 

accused did not break the ber (fence) of their house and had not hit him with a 

bottle. 

14. Thus, from the above it is seen that the PW-1 could not be shaken during 

his cross-examination as to the part of being assaulted by the accused with a 

bottle as averred by the informant in his ejahar  and also in his testimonial 

evidence. 

15. The Investigating Officer PW-5 A.S.I. Ghana Shyam Hazarika  when he 
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was re-called on the prayer of the Defence Side and he was further cross-

examined (dated 04.07.2019), the PW-5 (Investigating Officer) stated that the 

PW-1 did not state before him that the boundary fencing was taken away by the 

accused and then on the PW-1’s(Sri Raju Dey) asking the accused hit the PW-1 

on his head with a bottle and as a result he sustained injury in his head and that 

the PW-1 himself saw that the accused took away the fence(ber). 

16. For the above part “that the boundary fencing was taken away by the 

accused and then on the PW-1’s(Sri Raju Dey) asking the accused hit the PW-1 

on his head with a bottle and as a result he sustained injury in his head and that 

the PW-1 himself saw that the accused took away the fence(ber).” to be  

contradicted by the Investigating Officer, the first and foremost requirement is 

that, the same ought have been asked to the PW-1 Sri Raju Das  himself as to 

whether he have stated the same before the Investigating Officer during the 

recording of his statement U/S.161 Cr.P.C or not and then only the question of 

confirming or contradicting the same from the Investigating Officer will arise. In 

the instant case, the said part which has been asked to the Investigating Officer 

when he was re-called, as appears from the consideration of  testimonial 

evidence of the PW-1 Sri Raju Dey, has not been asked before during the cross-

examination of PW-1 Sri Raju Dey. Thus, the evidence of the PW-1 Sri Raju Dey  

the informant found cogent and could not be demolished at all . 

17. Now taking into consideration the testimonial evidence of the PW-2 Sri 

Ram Dey , who is the elder brother of the informant, in his evidence has deposed 

that the informant is his brother and that he knows the accused person. One 

year ago(his evidence was recorded on 14.12.2015) on the day of Bihu at about 

12:00a.m midnight the incident took place. PW-2 was present at the place of 

occurrence. The accused Biraj assaulted his brother on his head. The blood was 

oozing from the head of his brother. On the next day, he along with his brother 

went to the police station and lodged this case. The accused used slang language 

against them and took away bamboo fencing of their house.  

18. Now the Defence side made an effort to shake the credibility of the PW-2 

Sri Ram Dey  by asking the Investigating  Officer PW-5 A.S.I. Ghana Shyam 

Hazarika  when he was re-called on the prayer of the Defence Side and he was 

further cross-examined (dated 04.07.2019), the PW-5 (Investigating Officer)on 

being asked by the Learned Defence Counsel replied that the PW-2(Sri Ram Dey) 

have not stated before him that “ the accused was uttering bad things while 

going by the road and he took away their fence”. This very part“ the accused 

was uttering bad things while going by the road and he took away their fence” 

was not asked in whole to the PW-2 Sri Ram Dey  during his cross-examination 
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as to whether he stated the same before the Investigating Officer or not and the 

PW-2 Sri Ram Dey  was only asked as to the part of the accused taking away the 

fence(ber) and whether it was told by him to the Investigating Officer , to which 

the PW-2 Sri Ram Dey  denied the suggestion that he have not stated the same 

to the Investigating Officer.  

19. Now, the Investigating  Officer PW-5 A.S.I. Ghana Shyam Hazarika  when 

he was re-called on the prayer of the Defence Side and he was further cross-

examined (dated 04.07.2019), the PW-5 (Investigating Officer) on being asked 

by the Learned Defence Counsel  stated that the PW-2 Sri Ram Dey have not 

stated before him that “ And in the night , it was taken and he have seen and 

later on when they asked Biraj Das as to why he have taken by the road and his 

younger brother has seen when he was going by the road” (PW-2 mur aagot 

kuwa nai jeh aru rati loi jai buli aru moi dekhu aru  pisot ammi Biraj Das ot 

sudhuteh kio loi goisil rasta di mur bhaitye dekhisil rastdi goi thakuteh dekhe.)  

Now this very part in the first place has not at all been deposed by the PW-2 Sri 

Ram Dey in his examination-in-chief during his testimonial evidence and secondly 

this part was stated as an reply during the cross-examination of PW-2 and 

further the same was not asked to the PW-2 whether it was stated before 

Investigating Officer.  Thus, it does not improve the defence side at all. 

20. Like wise, the part which was further asked to the Investigating  Officer 

PW-5 A.S.I. Ghana Shyam Hazarika  when he was re-called on the prayer of the 

Defence Side and he was further cross-examined (dated 04.07.2019), to which 

the Investigating Officer denied that PW-2 have stated before him, the part “ teo 

gharoloi jaote bhaitiye teok rokhai khude je kio ber tu loi jai aru tetia assamiye 

aku nukakoi mari diye”(when he was going to his house, my brother stopped him 

and asked as to why he was taking the fence and then the accused without 

saying anything hit him). Now this very part in the first place has not at all been 

deposed by the PW-2 Sri Ram Dey in his examination-in-chief during his 

testimonial evidence and secondly this part was stated as an reply during the 

cross-examination of PW-2 and further the same was not asked to the PW-2 

whether it was stated before Investigating Officer.  Thus, it does not improve the 

defence side at all. 

21. The PW-2 Sri Ram Dey  could not be shaken during his cross-examination 

as the PW-2 specifically denied the suggestion that when the accused was going 

to his house, then his younger brother was in a drunken state and when his 

brother went to hit the accused, his brother was hurt and there was delay in 

lodging the case by a day. The PW-2 also specifically denied the suggestion that 

the accused have not uttered any obscene utterances and have not taken away 
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the fence(ber) and have not assaulted his brother. 

22.  Now moving on to the testimonial evidence of the PW-3 Smti. Mina Dey 

has testified that the informant is her nephew and she know the accused person. 

The incident took place on the  last year January (her evidence was recorded on 

14.12.2015) and at that time there was Bihu. At that time, she was at her house. 

They were watching T.V. The accused  was uttered that he would set the ber on 

fire and he was passing by and he took away their bamboo fencing(ber) and 

when Raju went to ask him about it, the accused assaulted Raju on his head with 

a bottle and blood was oozing. He was taken to the doctor and he had to 

undergo stitches and on the next day the case was filed.   

23. The PW-3 Smti.Mina Dey in her cross-examination stated that she saw 

the accused and the informant arguing from a distance. Thus, PW-3 could state 

the circumstances in which the incident occurred. 

24. The PW-3 Smti. Mina Dey in her cross-examination denied the suggestion 

that she has not stated before the Investigating Officer that  at first there 

occurred argument amongst Raju and  the accused Biraj and thereafter Biraj 

took away the ber . But the Defence side did not confirm the same from the 

Investigating Officer. 

25. The PW-3 specifically denied the suggestion that Raju was injured due to 

falling down as he was intoxicated and that she has not seen the carrying away 

of the ber. Thus, the PW-3 could not be shaken during her cross-examination. 

26. Now, the Investigating  Officer PW-5 A.S.I. Ghana Shyam Hazarika  when 

he was re-called on the prayer of the Defence Side and he was further cross-

examined (dated 04.07.2019), the PW-5 (Investigating Officer) on being asked 

by the Learned Defence Counsel  stated that the PW-3 Smti. Mina Dey have not 

stated before him that “then the accused by uttering obscene utterances that he 

would set the ber ablaze and was passing by and the accused picked up their 

bamboo fencing and then on Raju going to ask him, with the bottle which was in 

his hands, he assaulted Raju on his head and Raju had bleeding.”(tetiya 

assamiye bera jolai diba buli beya bhakhare gali pari goi asil aru assamiye ber 

uthai loi jai tetiya Raju hudibo jaote tar hatot thaka bottle tu di Rajur murot mari 

diye aru Raju bleeding hoi). Now, this part although has been deposed by the 

PW-3 in her examination-in-chief but the same has not been put to test during 

her cross-examination as she was not asked as to whether she stated the above 

mentioned part before the Investigating Officer during investigation. Thus, no 

contradiction could be proved . 

27. Now taking into consideration the testimonial evidence of the Medical 

Officer, PW4 Dr. Mubarak Ali in his evidence has deposed that on 14-01-15 he 
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was in his Nursing Home i.e. Monaf Memorial Nursing Home, Margherita and he 

had examined one Raju Dey and on his examination he found that (I) Lacerated 

superficial cut injury at left temporal region of head and size 1 cm X 1 cm X 0/.5 

cm. No other injuries were seen in the body. The type of the injury was simple 

caused by blunt object. Ext.2 is the injury report and Ext.2(1) is his signature.  

28. During cross examination the PW-4 has stated that he have not furnished 

the injury report in proper format and as such he cannot name the person who 

identified the person he inquired. He admitted that he did not receive any police 

requisition to examine the injured. The injuries may be caused due to fall of a 

person in any rough substance.  

29. The testimonial evidence of the PW-4 (M/O) and the consideration of the 

Ext.2, Injury report proves that the injury sustained by the PW-1 Sri Raju Dey is 

simple in nature and caused by blunt object on the left temporal region of the 

head. This, corroborates the PW-1 Sri Raju Dey  as to the sustaining of injury on 

his head and bleeding. 

30. The PW5 A.S.I. Ghana Shyam Hazarika in his evidence(dated 12.03.2019) 

has deposed that on 15-01-15 he was working as ASI at the Margherita P.S. It 

was Raju Dey who lodged the FIR and the O/C of Margherita P.S endorsed him 

for investigation. He went to the place of occurrence, recorded the statements of 

the witnesses, prepared the sketch map. The victim went for medical by self and 

he collected the medical report. He arrested the accused and he allowed the 

accused to go  on bail. After completion of investigation he submitted the charge 

sheet in this case u/s 341/294/323/506 of IPC. Ext.3 is the sketch map, Ext.3(1) 

is his signature. Ext.4 is the charge sheet and Ext.4(1) is his signature.  

31. During the cross-examination of the PW-5 A.S.I. Ghana Shyam Hazarika 

(dated 12.03.2019) the PW-5 stated that there were houses of Haru Som, Maila 

Chetry near the place of occurrence but he have not recorded their statement. 

He have recorded the statement of Sri Baikuntha Rao  and he stated that the 

witness PW-2 Sri Ram Dey  is the elder brother of the informant and he does not 

know if the witness PW-3 Smti. Mina Dey  is related to the informant.  

32. Here, in the instant case, as discussed in the foregoing paragraphs, the 

PW-1 Sri Raju Dey  could withstand the test of cross-examination and has been 

found cogent and also could not be contradicted as to his testimonial  evidence. 

Further, the PW-2 Sri Ram Dev  and PW-3 Smti. Mina Dey  are also found cogent 

and they both could also well explain the reason  for being present near the 

place of occurrence and the circumstances and also they could not be shaken 

during their cross-examination and also could not be contradicted. Thus, there do 

not appear any reason for disbelieving the PW-1, PW-2, PW-3 the witnesses of 
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facts only because of the reason that they are related to each other. 

33. The accused in his explanation U/S.313 Cr.P.C was of complete denial 

and claimed innocence . 

34. Although the accused in his explanation was of complete denial .But as 

discussed above the prosecution witnesses could establish the fact of hurt being 

inflicted by the accused to the PW-1 Sri Raju Dey  and thus the prosecution was 

able to stand on its own legs. The defence side have not adduced any evidence 

on its side to demolish the evidence established by the prosecution. 

 

35. WRONGFUL RESTRAINT 

Wrongful restraint means the keeping a man out of a place where he wishes 

to be, and has a right to be. The slightest unlawful obstruction to the liberty of 

the subject to go, when and where he likes to go, provided he does so in a lawful 

manner, cannot be justified, and is punishable under this section. Section 339 

requires- 

1. Voluntary obstruction of a person 

2. The obstruction must be such as to prevent that person from proceeding 

in any direction in which he has a right to proceed. 

In the instant case however the prosecution witnesses could not prove that the 

PW-1 Sri Raju Dey was proceeding on a particular way and he was being 

restrained by the accused.  Thus, the first point of determination is decided in 

negative and in favour of the defence.  

36. Obscene acts  

 For bringing home the offence u/s.294 IPC , it has to be proved by the 

prosecution that there has been an utterances, reciting or singing of obscene 

words , song and that should occur near a public place  but in the instant case, 

the prosecution witnesses did not testify any thing as to what exact words were 

uttered which could be considered to be obscene . Even there is no whisper that 

the accused did such an act which could be connoted as obscene. Even the place 

of occurrence could not be termed as public place as at that hour of night there 

was no gathering of persons so as to have the meaning of public. Thus, it is also 

not accordingly proved that annoyance was caused to any person. 

Thus, the second point of determination is decided in negative and in favour 

of the defence.  
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37. Voluntarily Causing Hurt: 

                 Now let’s see whether the accused voluntarily caused hurt to the 

informant, Sri Raju Dey .On close scrutiny of the evidence of the  

victim/informant and other witnesses as well as the deposition of PW-4(Medical 

Officer), it is found that the informant received a lacerated superficial cut injury 

at left temporal region of head and injury was simple and caused by blunt force . 

Also there is no delay in the medical examination as the medical report . 

38. Furthermore, the act of the accused in the instant case does not come 

within the purview of S.334 IPC as  the defence side did not take any plea of 

grave and sudden provocation to be coming from the informant or any other 

person and not proved the same so as to disprove the evidence established by 

the prosecution as to the factum of voluntarily causing hurt by the accused on 

the informant (PW-1) Sri Raju Dey . Therefore, it is crystal clear that the accused 

voluntarily caused hurt to the informant/victim, Sri Raju Dey. 

39. Thus, the accused is found guilty U/S.323 I.P.C. for the third point for 

determination and the third point for determination is decided in affirmation and 

in favour of the prosecution. 

40.  Criminal Intimidation 

 The essential ingredients that are required to be proved for bringing 

home the offence U/S.506 IPC is that there has to be threatening another with 

any injury to his person , reputation or property or to the person or reputation of 

any person in whom that person is interested. Here, in the instant case, the   

PW-1, PW-2,PW-3 did not testify anything about the accused threatening the 

PW-1 Sri Raju Dey to that effect. 

 To cause alarm:  Here in the instant case, the prosecution has also not 

proved that any such threatening was given by the accused which caused an 

alarm on the informant(PW-1) Sri Raju Dey  to do any act which he is not legally 

bound to do, or to omit to do any act which that person is legally entitled to do 

for avoiding the execution of the said threat.  

Thus, the fourth point of determination is decided in negative and in favour 

of the defence. 
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41. The offence U/S.341 IPC and U/S.294 IPC and U/S.506 IPC as discussed 

above is not proved by the prosecution witnesses  beyond reasonable doubt and 

the accused is thus acquitted under the said sections of law. 

42.  Considering above, this court is of the opinion that the prosecution has 

successfully proved the offence U/S.323 IPC against the accused person beyond 

reasonable doubt. Accordingly the accused is convicted under Section 323 I.P.C. 

only.  

O R D E R 

43. Considering the entire gamut of facts I am of the opinion that the 

prosecution has partly proved the case. Thus, the accused person Sri Biraj Das@ 

Babu  is held guilty of the offence under Section 323 IPC. But the prosecution 

failed to prove the other charges under Section 341 IPC and under Section 294 

IPC and under section 506 IPC and so the accused person Sri Biraj Das@ Babu  

is acquitted of the said charges.  

44.  I have considered the case of the accused person Sri Biraj Das@ Babu for 

extending the benefit of Section 360 Cr.P.C  or the provision of  Probation of 

Offenders Act. In the instant case as emanated from the above 

discussion the accused person committed the offence in a shocking 

manner . Particularly the act of hitting the informant/victim Sri Raju 

Dey with a bottle which was in the hand of the accused and the medical 

report Ext.2 shows the injury to be a lacerated superficial  cut injury on 

the left temporal region of the head. The very act of hitting with the 

bottle and that too in a vital part like head of one’s body is totally 

uncalled for in a civic society from a responsible person and the  society 

at large was taken aback in shock . The accused person and the 

victim/informant are neighbours as emanates from the evidences and 

this called for a more restrained behaviour on the part of the accused 

person towards his neighbour. Thus, if this act of the accused is not 

condemned then it would encourage unruliness in society. Thus it is not 

a proper circumstance explained to the benefit of Section 360 Cr.P.C or the 

provisions of the Probation of Offenders Act as it would encourage the mind of a 

wrongdoer in the society and would give rise to boisterousness in the society. 

Therefore such benefit could not be extended to the accused person. 

 

 45.  I have heard the accused person Sri Biraj Das@ Babu on the question of 

sentence and the accused person sought clemency. The accused person stated 
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that he is 41 years of age and  has to look after his family and they are 

dependent on him and this is his first offence therefore leniency in sentence shall 

be extended to the accused person. 

 46. Considering the circumstances of the case as well as submission of the 

accused person, this court convicts the accused person Sri Biraj Das under 

section 323 I.P.C with rigorous  imprisonment for a period of 3 (three) months 

only  and with fine of Rs.500/-(Rupees Five Hundred only)  in default to simple 

imprisonment of 7(seven) days only. The fine realised to be deposited in 

Government treasury. 

47.  Period of detention during the course of investigation, enquiry, trial, if 

any , shall be set off from the sentence awarded. 

48. A copy of the Judgment shall be given to the accused person free of cost 

immediately. 

49.  The judgement is delivered and the operative part of the same is 

pronounced in the open court, today, the 18th     day of February, 2021 under 

the hand and seal of this court.  

 

 

 

 

Typed on my dictation by 

Sri Akhim Das, Steno 

and corrected by me.                                                                         

( Smti. S. Borpujari,AJS) 

Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate (M),  
Margherita, Assam.  

  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Contd..Appendix 
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APPENDIX 

1. LIST OF PROSECUTION WITNESS: 

PW-1- Sri Raju Dey. 

PW-2-Sri Ram Dey. 

PW-3-Smti Mina Dey. 

PW-4- Dr. Mubarak Ali (M.O) 

PW-5- ASI Ghana Shyam Hazarika (I.O) 

 

2. LIST OF PROSECUTION EXHIBITS: 

Ext.1 – F.I.R.(Ejahar). 

Ext.2 – Injury report. 

Ext.3 – Sketch map . 

Ext.4 – charge-sheet. 

 

3.   LIST OF DEFENCE WITNESS: NIL. 

 

4.   LIST OF DEFENCE EXHIBITS: NIL. 

 

 

 

  

 

(Smti. S. Borpujari,AJS) 

Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate (M),  
Margherita, Assam.                         

 

 


