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IN THE COURT OF THE ADDL. SESSIONS  JUDGE-2 (FTC), TINSUKIA 

 
 

District :  Tinsukia 
 
 
Present :   Sri  J.K  Das,  AJS, 
        Addl. Sessions Judge-2, 
          (FTC), Tinsukia.    
  

 

       Criminal Appeal No. 02(1) of 2022 
      (Arising  out  of P.R.C case no. 612/2018) 

 
 

1)  Sri  Dilip Saha, 
2)  Sri Biswa Nath Saha, 

 
                     Both sons of Lt. Ramesh Saha, 

 R/o.  Talap  Balibazar, Talap, 
 P.O. Talap, P.S. Doomdooma,  

                     District- Tinsukia, Assam. Pin – 786156. 

 
3) Sri  Biplab Saha, 

Son of Sri Kanal Saha, 
Resident  of  Tenga  Gaon,  Talap, 

                    Post  Office  - Talap, Police  Station - Doomdooma,  
District- Tinsukia, Assam. Pin – 786156.  
 

4) Sri  Ratan Saha, 
Son of Lt. Hari  Mohan  Saha, 
Resident  of   Talap  Rail  Para,  Talap, 

                    Post  Office  - Talap, Police  Station - Doomdooma,  
District- Tinsukia, Assam. Pin – 786156.  

     .....................Appellants. 
 
           -Versus-  
     

1. State of  Assam ..........Respondent/Opposite Party  No. 1. 

                                                 (Represented  by   Public Prosecutor) 
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 Appearance :- 

  Sri  B. Prasad, 

  Advocate...................For the Appellants. 

  Sri  R.C  Das, 

 Addl.  Public  Prosecutor appeared  for  the    

Respondents/Opp. Parties.  

 

            Date of Argument      :    17.08.2022 

            Date of Judgment       :    24.08.2022. 

 

  

J U D G M E N T 

1.        The instant appeal has been emerged against  

the impugned Judgment & order dated 08.12.2021 

passed by the Ld. Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate, 

(Sadar),  Tinsukia   in P.R.C case no. 612/2018,   

thereby  convicting  the  accused/appellants U/s. 

447/341/323/34 IPC and  admonished and  allowed  to 

go  on probation  with  the  direction  to  appear  and  

receive  sentence  within  one  year  from  the  date of  

Judgment,  of  they  do  not maintain  good  conduct  

within  this  period.  

 
2.         The  brief  fact  of the  case  is  that  on 

03.06.2018,  one  Shri  Ram  Kanta  Dutta  lodged  an  

ejahar  stating  that  at  around 9:30  AM  he  engaged  

one  JCB  vehicle  for  digging  earth  from  his  land   

situated  at Talap  Town  Doomdooma  which  was  in  
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his  possession,  on  the  basis  of  agreement  with  

Shri  Jhutan  Saha  and  Sri  Satya  Gopala  Saha  

situated  at Talap  Town  Doomdooma. When  the  

digging  operation  was  going  on  in  the  land,   Shri  

Dilip  Saha,  Shri  Bishwanath  Sah,  Shri  Biplap Shaha  

and  Shri  Ratan  Saha  came   and raised objection. 

Shri  Dilip  Saha,  Shri  Bishwanath  Sah  assaulted  the  

informant with  fist and  blows  causing  injuries  on  his  

stomach,  face  and  other  parts of  the  body. The  

accused  also assaulted  the Sri  Babul  Dutta, nephew  

of  the  informant  when  he  tried  to  rescue  him.  The  

accused  persons  also  criminally  intimidated  Shri  

Surojit  Chatterjee.  As per  statement of informant, one  

Sri  Pradip  Shaw  witnessed  the  incident.    

 
3.         Being  highly   aggrieved   and   dissatisfied 

with the impugned  Judgment  & order, the appellants  

namely, (1) Sri  Sri  Dilip Saha, (2) Sri Biswa Nath Saha, 

(3) Sri  Biplab Saha  and (4)Sri  Ratan Saha among  

other  things   have drawn the attention to set  aside 

the  impugned Judgment  & order  08.12.2021 on the  

following  among  other grounds :- 

 
(i) For that the impugned Judgment passed  by  

the  Trial  Court  is  bad  in law  and in  facts. 

Hence, it  is  not  sustainable  in  the eyes  of  

the  law; 

 
(ii) For that the Prosecution  has  failed  to prove  
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the  case  beyond  reasonable  doubts  as  

such  the  learned  trial court  should  have  

given  the  benefit  of  doubt  Appellants  and  

should  have  acquitted  them; 

 
(iii)  For  that  it  is  to  be  noted  that  the  ejahar  

was  lodged   on 03.06.2018  by  the  

informant  and he  signed  on  it, in  the  

presence  of  Sri  Babul  Dutta/PW.2. But  in  

his  deposition  he  stated  that  the  incident  

took place   on  02.06.2018  and  lodged  the  

ejahar  on  the  same  date. However  during  

his  cross-examination he  contradicted  his  

own  statement  and  admitted  that  he  

lodged  the  ejahar  on  03.06.2018.  It is  to  

be  noted  that  the  informant/PW.1  was  

very inconsistent  with   the  death  of  

incident  thus  making  his  witness  in  the  

court  less  credible; 

 
(iv)  For that in  the   deposition  of   the  PW.7/I.O 

he   deposed  that  on  03.06.2018  the  

informant  Ram  Kanta  Duta  filed  a  FIR at  

Talap  out post. The  PW.7  made  a  G.D  

entry begin  number  56  dated  03.06.2018,  

after  which  the  FIR  was  forwarded  to   

Doomdooma P.S.  The  PW.7  also  deposed  

that he  sent  the  victim  Sri  Bablu  Dutta  

and  Sri  Surejit  Chatterjee  and  the  
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informant  for  medical  check up  on  the  

same  day. However,  the  Ld.  Trial  Court  

failed  to  notice  the  difference  of  the date 

in  the  medical  report  of  the  informant  

begin  one  day  prior  to  the  date  of  the  

incident i.e “03.08.2018”  as  stated  in  the  

ejahar  which  creates  serious  doubt  about  

it being  genuine  on  which  the  court  relied 

on; 

 
(v)  For  that   a  close  scrutiny  of  the  deposition  

of  the  Prosecution  witnesses,  namely,  PW.1  

to PW.6, which  reveal  that  they  have  all  

specifically  mentioned  that   no  incident  

happened  on 03.06.2018  as  stated  in  the  

ejahar. However,  PW.7  states   in  his  

examination in  chief  as  well  as  in  his  

cross  examination   that  the  alleged incident  

took  place  on  03.06.2018. For  that  the  

Prosecution  having  failed   to  prove  the  

existence  of  any  incident  on  03.06.2018  

and  having  failed  to  place  materials  in  

support  of  their  case,  the  conviction  

passed  against  the  accused/appellants  is  

bad  in law  as  well  as  on  facts  and  as  

such  the  same  is  liable  to  be  set  aside  

and  quashed; 

 

(vi)  For  that  the  Learned  Trial  Court  gravely  
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erred  in  relying  on  the  date  of 

“02.06.2018” as  the   date  of  incident  was  

deposed  by  the  Prosecution  witnesses  on  

which,  no  case  was  registered  in  any  

police  station,  nor  any  witnesses  were  

examined  by  the  police; 

 
(vii)  For  that  it   is  to be  noted  that  the  

informant/PW.1  gave    financial  help  to  the  

owner  of  the  land  in  dispute  and  in return  

the  owner  has  mortgaged  the  said  plot of  

land  under  an  agreement,  as  security  

towards  the  same,  based  on  which  the  

PW.1 had  challenged  the  presence  of the  

appellants as  being trespassers. It  is  to  be  

duly  noted  that  when  a  property  is  

mortgaged  as  security,  the  property’s  

possession  does  not  get physically  

transferred  to  the  mortgager;  

 
(viii)  For  that  it  is PW.1  who  in fact,  has 

fraudulently  entered  to  tried  to  possess  

the  said  land,  where  applicant  no. 3  

Biswanath  Saha  had  his  constructions  

going  on  in  the  same dag  and  patta  no; 

 
(ix)  For  that  all appellants,  who  has  entered  

the  said  land  alongwith  appellants  no. 3  

cannot  be  said  to  have  trespassed,   rather 
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the  informant  himself  has  trespassed  the   

land  of  the  mortgagee by falsely stating that 

he by an agreement  has  possession  of  the  

land.  Since  the  title  and  ownership of  the  

land  itself is  under  conflict   and  a  civil  suit 

is  pending in  the  court  of  Civil  Judge,  

Tinsukia, so  the   question of  trespassing  

into  the  land  does  not  come  and  hence  

conviction  based  on  it  is  unjustified  both  

in  law  and  in  fact; 

 
(x) For  that  presuming  the  place  of  occurrence  

belongs  to  informant/PW.1  would  be  

unjustified and  wrong,  against  the  

appellants,  during  the  pendency  of  the  

said  suit  and  accordingly  the  ingredient  of  

trespass  does  not  arise  as  on  the  date  of  

the  incident. Hence,  it is  prayed  to  the 

Court  to  set  aside  the  conviction  based  on  

section 447; 

 
(xi)  For  that  the  PW.1 /informant  stated  in  his  

Ejahar  on 03.06.2018  that  Biplop Saha  and  

Ratan  Saha  confined   and  assaulted  him,  

when  he  tried  to  run  in  order  to  save  

himself.  Whereas  in  his  deposition  he  

differently  stated  that  he  was  prevented  

from  entering  the  place  of  occurrence by  

Dilip  Saha  on 02.06.2018. Both  his  
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statements  and  dates  are  contradictory  to  

each  other  and he   has  taken  names  of  

different    accused,  who  restrained  him, 

which   shows  that   he  framed  a   

concocted  false story,  hence  his  statement  

was  not    consistent .  It  cast  a  grave   

doubt  on  his   being  genuine; 

 
(xii)  For  that  PW.2, PW.3, PW.4, PW.5, PW.6  also  

did  not   corroborate  with  the  above  

statements  of  PW.1  regarding  restraining 

him  by appellants.  Therefore  the   conviction  

U/s. 341 IPC  against  the  appellants  needs  

to  be  set  aside, as  it  cannot  be  

ascertained  from  the  consistent statement of  

PW.1….he  was  in  fact  restrained  or not. 

Moreover the  four  witnesses  came  to  the  

court  alongwith  the  informant  to  depose 

and  therefore  the  possibility  of  them  being  

tutored  cannot  be  negated. The  prosecution  

failed  to prove  the  presence  of  the  

ingredient  of  sec. 341 IPC,  beyond  

reasonable   doubt. The  trial  court  when  

convicting  the  accused  persons  has  

wrongly  given undue  weightage  to   the  

testimony  of  the  above prosecution 

witnesses;  

 

(xiii) For  that  it  is  to  be  noted  in  the  Ejahar,  
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that  the  informant /PW.1  alleged  that  Dilip  

Saha,  Biswanath  Saha  assaulted  him  by  

fist  and  blows  causing  injuries on  his  

stomach,  face  and  other  parts  of  his  body. 

Accused  Biplop  Saha  and  Ratan  Saha  also  

confined  him  and  assaulted   him  with  fist  

and  blow  and  thereafter  he  fell  down  on  

the  ground. However  in  his  medical  report  

it  was  found  that  he  had  mild  tenderness  

over  right  side  of  chest  and  neck  only.  

The  medical  officer did  not  mention  if  the  

mild  tenderness  was  due  to the  injuries  

caused  by  the  appellants  or  was  it   from  

any  other  health  issue  which  the  informant 

previously  had.  Therefore  the  Learned  Trial  

Court  also  erred  in  convicting  the  

appellants   under  section 323 IPC  based   on  

allegations  which  can’t  stand  on  its  own  

legs; 

 
(xiv) For  that  in  general,  if  an  elderly  person  of  

68 years  is  assaulted  by   four  to  five   

people  with   fist,  blows,  kicks  he  would   

generally  be  hospitalized  and  will  have  

bruises  over  his  body,  however  the  

informant  had  no  such  sign  rather  only  

mild  tenderness  over  right  side   of  chest  

and  neck  which  also  creates  a  sense  of  
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doubt  if  it  was  actually  caused   due   to  

any  physical  assault  by  the  applicants; 

   
(xv) For  that  the  PW.2  Babul  Dutta  reached  the  

place  of  occurrence  only  after  the  

informant  called  him,  hence  he  was  not  

an  eye  witness,  and  his  statement  can  be  

presumed   to  be  tutored  in  favour  of  his  

uncle,  hereby  the  informant; 

 
(xvi) For  that   moreover  the  informant  never  

mentioned  PW.2  as  the  witness  in  his  

Ejahar  rather  he  named  Pradip  Shaw  as  

his  witness; 

 

(xvii)  For  that   in  the  deposition  of  PW.2  Babul  

Dutta,  he  said  that  the  accusd  Ratan  Saha  

caught   hold  of  informants  throat  and  

accused  Bishwanath  Saha,  Dilip  Saha  were  

punching  the  informant,  PW.3  in  his  

deposition  stated   that  accused  Dilip  Saha 

punched  the  informant and  caught  his  

throat. Whereas  both PW.2  and  PW.3  seems  

to  be  present  during   the  incident  but  

both  their  version  of  who  assaulted  the  

informant  is  inconsistent  with  each  other  

and  not  reliable; 

 
(xviii) For  that  during  cross  examination  of  PW.3,  
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he  also  stated  that   he  was  informed  

about  the  incident  by  the  informant  but 

issue  is,  as  to  why,  he  had  to  be  

informed,  if  he  was  present  in the  place  

of occurrence  as  witness? The  Learned  Trial  

Court  therefore  also  failed  to  consider  the  

contradictory  statements  of  PW.2  and PW.3; 

 
(xix) For  that  PW.4  Pradip  Shaw  was  on  his  

way  to  the  market,  when  he  saw  a  crowd  

on  the place  of  occurrence,  which  he  went  

to  see  as  to  what  was  happening. If  he  

was  the  eye  witness  of  the  incident  as  

mentioned  in  the ejahar,  then  he  would  

have  known  the  time  and  the  full  story  

and  reason  as  to  why  the  dispute  broke  

out,  but  during  the  examination  in  chief   

he  stated  that  he  doesn’t  know  the  

reason  as  to  why  accused persons  and  

informant  had  a  dispute.  So  we  can  

presume   that  he  is  a  hearsay  witness  of  

prosecution; 

 
(xx) For  that PW.5  Gopal  Das,  in his  deposition,  

said   that  he  knows  the  informant  and  he  

also  went  to  court  alongwith  him.  So  its  

quite  probable   that    he  was  tutored  by  

the  informant  in  his  favour.  In  his  

deposition he  stated   that  he  was  on  his  
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way  home,  when  he  saw  a  gathering  on  

a plot of  land,  therefore  he  went  to  see  as  

to  what  was  happening.  So its  quite  

probable  that   he  is  also  a  hearsay  

witness  produced  by  the  informant. 

Additionally  informant  didn’t  mention  about  

his  presence  in  his  Ejahar;  

 
(xxi) For  that PW.6  Sri Subir  Saha  was  also  not   

present  on  spot,  as  he  was  on his  way  to  

Tenga  Gaon.  In  his  deposition  he  stated  

that  he  does  not  know  the names  of  the  

accused  persons  but  he  knows  the  

informant.  During  his  cross-examination 

PW.6  said  that  he  has  stated  the  names  

of  the  accused  from  him  own  memory. 

Interestingly, how  can  a person  tell  the  

names  of  someone  whose  name is  not  

even known  to  him,  unless  he  has  been  

tutored  by  the   informant  to  say  what  he  

wanted  the  PW.6 to  say. Moreover it  was  

suggested  during  cross  examination  that  

PW.6  took  a  loan  from the informant    

which  poses  a  question  in  front  of  us  of  

him   being  unduly  influenced  by  the  

informant  due  to  the  previous  relationship.  

He   also  failed  to  identify  the  direction  of  

the  place  of  occurrence, thus   giving  us  
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enough  benefit  of  doubt  against  his   

credibility; 

 
(xxii) For  that the  SI  being  PW.7  deposed  during  

his  examination  in  chief  that  on  

03.06.2018  the  informant  filed  the  written  

FIR,  which  is  contradictory to  the  

deposition   with  the  informant  where  he  

states   that  he  filed  his  complaint  on 

02.06.2018.  The  PW.7  also  stated  that  he  

investigated   the  case  on  03.06.2018  and  

sent   the  victims  for  medical  examination  

on  the  same  day,  which   is  completely  

contradictory  to  the  statements  of  all  

prosecution  witnesses,  who  denied  of  any  

incident  on  03.06.2018,  thus  making  the  

whole  investigation   and  the  charge  sheet  

of  the  SI questionable  which  the  Learned  

Trial  Court  overlooked; 

 
(xxiii) For  that  it  is  to  be  noted  that  the  

informant  alleged  that   his  nephew  Babul  

Dutta  being  PW.2  and  PW.3.  Surajit  

Chatterjee  was  also  physically  assaulted  by  

the  accused  persons,  but  during   medical  

examination,  no  definite  opinion  was  

ascertained  as   to  whether  the  above  

named  persons  were  subject  to  injury  or  

not. 
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(xxiv) For  that  we  can  therefore  come  to  a  

conclusion  about   the  absence  of  section 

323  IPC  against  the  appellants  due   to  the  

inconsistent  allegations  and  depositions as  

recorded  by  the  Learned  Trial  Court,  giving  

the  appellants  a  benefit  of  doubt  as  to  

the  charges  laid   against  them. Therefore  it  

is  prayed  that    the  conviction under  this 

said  section  also  be   set  aside; 

 
(xxv) For  that  it  would  be pertinent  to  mention  

here  that   in  connection  to  the  civil  suit  

pending    in  the  Civil  Court,  at  Tinsukia  in  

between  the  informant   and  the  appellant  

Biswanath  Saha  and  others,  this  whole  

story  was  falsely  planned  and  exaggerated  

by   the informant  as  to  harass  them  and  

to  get  them  imprisoned,  so  that  he  could  

easily  continue  to  illegally  possess  the  

disputed  land; 

 

(xxvi) For  that  the  Prosecution  having failed  to  

prove  the  ingredients  of  section  

447/341/323/34  of  IPC  and  having  failed  

to  place  materials  in  support  of  their  case,  

the  conviction  passed  against  the   

accused/appellants  under  the  said  section  

of  law  is  bad   in  law  as  well  as   on  facts  
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and  as such   the   same  is  liable  to  be  set  

aside  and  quashed; 

 
(xxvii) For   that  the  provisions  of  section  313 

Cr.P.C has  not been  compelled  with  as  

required  under  the  law  hence  the  

judgment  and  order  dated  08/12/2021   is  

liable  to  be  set  aside  and  quashed; 

 
(xxviii) For   that  the  Learned Trial Court,  did  not  

give  any  weight   to  the  defence  version  of  

the  story  and  fully  accepted  the  case  of  

the  Prosecution  and  came  to  a  wrong  

finding,  as  such  impugned  judgment  and  

order  dated 08/12/2021 is  liable  to  be  set  

aside  and  quashed; 

 
(xxix) For  that  the  Learned  Court,  should  not  

have  convicted  the  accused/appellants  on  

mere  surmises  and  conjectures. The  

Learned  trial  court  having  done  so,  

committed  gross  illegality,  therefore    the  

accused  persons  are  entitled  to  be  

acquitted; 

 
(xxx) For  that   the  findings  arrived  at  by  the  

Learned  Trial  Court  are  based  on  materials  

on  record  and  as  such  the  same  cannot  

be  treated  as   judicial  findings  and  hence   
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liable  to  be  set  aside  and  quashed; 

 
(xxxi) For  that   it  is  well  established  principle  of  

Criminal  Jurisprudence  that  Prosecution case  

has  to  stand on  its  own  leg  and  to  prove   

the   case  beyond   all  reasonable  doubt  

and  mere  suspicion,  however  strong  cannot  

take  place  of  proof.  In  the  instant  case,  

the  prosecution   having  failed  to  stand  the  

acid  test  of  this   well-established  principle  

and  to  bring  home  the   charges  leveled  

against the accused/appellants  in  accordance  

with  law. 

  
4.           The  Opposite  Party contested  the appeal. 

5.           I have   heard  the   arguments  advanced  by   

the learned counsels of both the parties. 

 
          Discussion, Decision & Reasons thereof: 
 
6.          Before   appreciating    the   rival   contention   

of   the  Ld. Counsels for  the respective  parties, I have  

gone  through  the  Judgment  &  order  dated  

08.12.2021  and  the evidence of  the  PW’s. 

 
7.          I  have  gone  through  the evidence recorded  

by  Ld. SDJM(S),  Tinsukia  and  perused  the FIR   and  

statement  U/s. 313 Cr.P.C.  of  the  accused  wherein  

the  Prosecution  witnesses,  PW.1  to PW.6  all  

specifically  mention  that no incident  took  place  on   
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03.06.2018  as stated  in  the  ejahar  but  PW.7  stated  

that  incident  occurred  on  03.06.18.  On  careful  

perusal  of  the  FIR,  it  appears  that  incident  took  

place  on  03.06.18.    FIR  being  the  foundation   of  a 

case.  Here  in  this  instant  case  as  per  FIR  incident  

took  place  on  03.06.18  but  as per  evidence  i.e  

cross-examination  of  PW.7  that  there is  no  incident  

took  place  on  03.06.18.  The  Ld. SDJM(S), Tinsukia  

while  recording statement of accused U/s 313 Cr.P.C 

written  and  asked  question  that  on  02.06.18,  

committed incident  but  the  deposition  of  Prosecution 

witnesses on  which  no  case  was  registered  in  any  

police  station  nor  any  witnesses  examined  by  

police.  On  02.06.18  the  PW.2  in  his   deposition  

stated  that  the incident  took  place  on  02.06.18  and  

lodged  the  ejahar  on  the  same  day. However,  

during  cross-examination  he  contradicted   his  own  

statement   and  stated  that  incident  took  place  on  

03.06.18. 

 
8.          On  careful  perusal  of  the  evidence  of  

PW.2, PW.3, PW.4,  PW.5 and  PW.6  did  not  

corroborate  the  statement  of  PW.1  regarding  

restraining  by  the Appellant.  The  Ld.  SDJM(S),  

Tinsukia  wrongly  held  that  accused persons  

committed  offence  U/s. 341 IPC. Prosecution  has  

failed  to prove  the  presence of  ingredients  U/s. 341  

IPC.  As  per  medical  evidence,  it  was  found  that  



18 

 

the mild  tenderness  over  right   side  of  chest  and  

neck  only. The  Ld. Trial  Court  wrongly  convicted  the  

Appellant  U/s. 323 IPC  without  scrutinizing  the  

medical  evidence  on  record.  

 
9.          From   the  evidence  of PW.1,  it  appears  

that  PW.1  gave  financial  help  to  the   owner  of  

land in  dispute  and  in  return,  the owner  had  

mortgaged  the  said  plot  of  land  under  an  

agreement  as  security  and  based  on  which  the 

PW.1  had  challenged  the  presence  of  the  Appellant  

as  being  trespasser.   The  property  being  mortgaged  

as  security.  

 

10.        From  the  evidence  it  cannot  be   stated  

that  Appellant  being   trespassed  in  the  suit  land  

and  pending  trial  in  a  civil  court,  Tinsukia,  

questioning  of  trespassing  into  land    does  not  

arise  and  hence,  Ld.  Trial  Court   wrongly  convicted  

the  Appellant  U/s. 447 IPC. 

 
11.        During  the  argument  Ld. Advocate  for  the  

Appellant  submitted  that  as  FIR  being  the  

foundation  of  a  case  and  there  is  a  confusion  of  

date  of  incident  and  if  date  is  not  confirmed  on  

which  date  the  incident   took  place  and  there  is  

no  sufficient  evidence  as   regards  the  conviction    

by  Ld. SDJM(S), Tinsukia and  above discussion,  it  

appears  that  Ld. Trial  Magistrate without  having  
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sufficient   evidence   convicted  the  Appellant. Beyond  

doubt  the  accused  could  not  be  convicted   and  

sentenced.  Here  in  this  case  it  has confusion  on  

which  date,  incident  took  place  as  PW.7  in his 

cross-examination    stated  that  there  is  no incident  

took  place  on  03.06.2018. How  we  can presume  

that  there  is  an  incident  took  place.  Considering  all  

aspects  and  above  discussion,  I  found  that  accused  

being innocent  and  there  is  no  any  allegation  as  

charge  leveled  against  them.  So,  the impugned   

order  and Judgment  dated 08.12.2021  passed  by  Ld. 

Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate, (Sadar),  Tinsukia    is  

set  aside  and  accused/appellants  are  set  at  liberty  

forthwith.  

  
 

O   R   D   E   R 

 
12.        Under  the  above  facts  and  circumstances  

of  the  case,  it  appears  that  there  is  merit  in  the  

appeal. Accordingly,  the  appeal  is  allowed.  

Accordingly,  the  impugned  Judgment and order  so  

passed  by  Learned  Trial  Court  is  set  aside. The  

appellants are  not held  guilty U/s. 447/341/323/34  

IPC  and  they  are  acquitted  and  set  at  liberty.  

 
13.       The  bail  bonds  of  the appellants  shall  

however,  remain  in  force  for  another  6 months U/s. 

437-A Cr.P.C.  
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14.  Send  down  the   P.R.C case no. 612/2018 to  

the Court of Ld. Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate, 

(Sadar),  Tinsukia alongwith   a  copy  of   Judgment  in 

appeal. 

 
15.   Given under my hand and seal of this Court on 

the  24th day of  August, 2022. 

  

   Dictated and corrected by me: 

 
 

    ( J.K  Das )                                   ( J.K  Das )                 
         Addl. Sessions Judge-2                       Addl. Sessions Judge-2                             

       (FTC), Tinsukia.                            (FTC), Tinsukia           
                          
 

   


