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JUDGMENT 

 

The prosecution case, in brief, is as follows:-  

That On 13.10.11  one Dalim Das lodged an FIR with the Officer-in-

charge of  Udalguri P.S. alleging inter alia that and stated that he is from 

Harisinga and is doing business in Udalguri Town for a long time. That a few 

months ago, someone from an unknown mobile number 7896497267, called him 

and demanded Rs. 50,000/- from him for their organization. On 10.10.2011 he 

deposited Rs. 2,000/- in the SBI A/C No.  30141518712 at Rowta Branch which 

was given by them. Hence the case.  

On receipt of the F.I.R., Udalguri P.S. Case No.122/2011, U/S 386 I.P.C. 

read with 10/13 U.A. (P) Act was registered. Accordingly police went for 

investigation, examined witnesses, collected evidence and on completion of 

investigation finding sufficient materials u/s 387/34 I.P.C. against accused 

persons Biral Narzary, Upen Narzary and Simang Rani Boro submitted the 

Charge-sheet against accused persons Biral Narzary, Upen NArzary and Simang 

Rani Boro. 

 That upon receipt of the Charge sheet the Learned CJM Udalguri, 

transferred the case to this court for disposal and this court, on perusal of the 



Charge sheet and the other documents sent by the police u/s 173 Cr.P.C. found 

sufficient materials to proceed against the accused and issued process against 

him.  

Accordingly accused persons Upen Narzary and Simang Rani Boro 

appeared before the court. However accused Biral Narzary did not appear before 

the court and hence first warrant of arrest and ultimately Proclamation was 

issued against accused Biral Narzary and vide order dated 21/05/2014 the case 

was filed against accused Biral Narzary by my learned predecessor. 

  After that the necessary documents u/s 207 of Cr. P.C. were given to 

the accused persons Upen Narzary and Simang Rani Boro and considering the 

relevant documents and hearing both the parties, charge u/s 386/34 IPC were 

read over and explained to accused persons Upen Narzary and Simang Rani Boro 

to which they pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried.  

During trial prosecution side examined eight witnesses who were cross 

examined by the defence. The prosecution declined to examine any other 

witnesses on their behalf and prayed for closing the evidence of the prosecution 

witnesses. Accordingly the evidence of the prosecution side was closed.  

The examination of the accused u/s 313 of Cr.P.C. was recorded as per 

and kept with the record. No defence witness was examined. 

 I have heard the arguments of both the sides and perused the evidence 

on record.  

 

POINTS FOR DETERMINATION: 

 After perusal of record and hearing the parties the following points for 

determination arose before this court in the instant case-  

Whether accused persons Upen Narzary and Simang Rani Boro committed 

extortion by putting Dalim Das in fear of death or of grievous hurt to that person 

or to any other, in furtherance of their common intention and thereby committed 

the offence punishable u/s 386/34 IPC? 

 

DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF: 

 

PW-1 deposed that he is the informant. About two years ago, someone 

demanded  Rs. 1, 00,000/- first and later on Rs. 50,000/- from him over his 

mobile. When he changed his phone number then on such call came to him. 



When the police knew about that fact, they asked him to file the FIR and he filed 

the FIR.  

In the cross examination PW1 stated that he didn’t go to the police 

station to file the FIR. Police took his signature in the FIR in his shop. He didn’t 

know what was written in the FIR. Police didn’t seize his mobile phone. A boy 

called him over phone and he didn’t give money. He didn’t know who called him 

over phone. 

PW-2 deposed that he does not know the informant and the accused 

persons. About 3-4 years ago, someone demanded Rs. 1, 00,000/- from him in 

the name of NDFB and later on they asked him to pay Rs. 2,000/- . But he didn’t 

give that money. He informed the police. He doesn’t remember the mobile 

number . 

In the cross examination PW2 stated that he does not know the accused 

persons. Police didn’t seize the mobile phone and SIM card. He lodged the FIR at 

Tangla police station. No one came to his house and demand money. He didn’t 

give money.  

PW-3 deposed that he doesn’t know the informant and he knows accused 

Upen Narzary. One day Police asked him whether someone demanded money 

from him over phone or not. He informed to the police that someone called him 

and demanded money. He didn’t give money. He gave the statement in the court 

before the magistrate. 

In the cross examination PW3 stated that he didn’t file the FIR as 

someone demanded money from him over phone. He doesn’t know who 

demanded money from him.  

PW-4 deposed that he doesn’t know the informant and the accused 

person. In 2011 at about 10 pm someone called him over phone and demanded 

Rs. 1, 00,000/- . He said to him that he would not be able to give the money. 

Then he was threatened that he would be abducted from his shop and would be 

beaten. Then he said that he would pay Rs.5000/- and asked that person to 

come to his shop, but he asked him to deposit the money in the bank account. 

He deposited Rs.5000/- in that account and that he forgot that account number. 

In the cross examination PW4 stated that he didn’t file the FIR for the 

demand of the money. He doesn’t know about the phone number from which he 

was asked to pay money. Police didn’t seize his mobile phone and SIM card. He 

does not know about that account number and account holder. When he 

recorded his statement under section 164 Cr.P.C. he said that he gave Rs5000/- 

to the accused. It is not a fact that the nobody demanded money from him and 

that is why he does not know about the account number and mobile number.  

PW-5 deposed that the incident took place about 2 ½ /3 years ago. 

Someone called him over phone and demanded Rs.20,000/- from him in the 



name of NDFB. He gave him an account number and he deposited money on 

that account number. Police interrogated him about the incident and recorded his 

statement in the court.  

In the cross examination PW5 stated that he doesn’t remember the 

phone number from which he was called. Police didn’t seize his mobile phone 

and SIM card. He didn’t file the FIR for the demand of the money. He doesn’t 

know who called him. He doesn’t remember the account holder in whose account 

he deposited the money. Police didn’t seize the money receipt from him. It is not 

a fact that he did not deposit money and that nobody demanded money from 

him. 

PW-6 deposed that he doesn’t know the informant and the accused 

person. About 3 years ago, someone called him over phone and demanded Rs. 1, 

00,000/- from him. He informed SDPO and police. He doesn’t know who 

demanded money from him. He didn’t give any money.  

In the cross examination PW6 stated that he didn’t file the FIR for the 

demand of the money. Police didn’t seize his mobile phone.  

PW-7 deposed that on 13.10.11 on the basis of a FIR filed by Dalim Das , 

O/C Udalguri registered a case and directed him to investigate in to the case. 

During the period of investigation he interrogated the informant. The informant 

informed him that the he deposited Rs. 2,000/- in SBI A/C No. 30141518712 to 

the owner of unknown phone number of 7896497267. The informant said to him 

that the accused demanded Rs. 50,000/- from him using the said phone number. 

The informant showed him the money receipt as to the deposit of Rs.2000/- and 

he seized it. Later on he came to know from SBI, Udalguri Branch that the holder 

of the SBI A/C No. 30141518712 was Siman Rani Boro , D/O- Muniram Boro. 

That he collected the CDR of the phone number of 7896497267 and he was 

informed that the said phone number was used by the Extremist group. The 

house of Siman Rani Boro is at Guwahati and he seized her SBI Passbook. Later 

on, he arrested Siman Rani Boro and interrogated her. He was also informed that 

the Registered owner of 7896497267 was Biral Narzary, S/O- Upen Narzary. He 

interrogated Upen Narzary and came to know that accused Upen Narzary 

collected different phone numbers of the persons residing in the Irrigation 

colony, Udalguri and gave the phone numbers of those persons to his son Biral 

Narzary and Biral Narzary demanded money from those persons. He seized the 

money receipts as to the deposit of money. He collected the CDR of the phone 

number of 7896497267 and later on he handed over the CDR to I.O. Satyajit 

Nath. That he arrested the accused persons Upen Narzary and Siman Rani Boro 

and sent them to the court. Biral Narzary was the absconder. Biral Narzary took 

shelter at the house of his elder brother Arun Narzary. They didn’t find him out. 

Later on he handed over the case diary to the I.O. Satyajit Nath.  

In the cross examination PW7 stated that as per FIR the incident took 

place on 10.10.11. The FIR was filed on 13.10.11. The informant has a shop at 



Udalguri. He did not mention about the delay in filing of the FIR. As per seized 

CDR, Biral Narzary used that mobile number. As per video footage Biral Narzary 

withdrew money from the account of Siman Rani Boro. He collected the photo of 

Biral Narzary. The date mentioned in the money receipts which are exhibited as 

Exhibit 5 was the date earlier than the date of the instant incident. He didn’t 

seize the bank register containing the information about those money receipts. 

SBI Cheque no. 982599 dated 10.09.11 shows that Arup Kumar Das deposited 

the money. He didn’t make Arup Kumar Das as witness. He has not seen the 

seized articles. Siman Rani Boro loved Biral Narzary  and Biral Narzary collected 

the account number of Siman Rani Boro and directed to deposit the demanded 

money in that account, and Siman Rani Boro came to know about that fact from 

the instant case and that Biral Narzary threatened Siman Rani Boro. 

PW8 deposed that he took the charge as the investigating officer of the 

instant case on 22/10/11 and that already Amar Jyoti Baruah recorded the 

statement of the witnesses. He collected the CDR and on the basis of the CDR, 

the IMEI number of the mobile phone of Biral Narzary was generated and the 

numbers of the alternative SIM were collected and analysed. That on the basis of 

the IMEI number of the mobile number of Biral Narzary via which the money was 

demanded, the other numbers used by Biral Narzary was known to them. That 

Biral Narzary used only one hand set and that Biral Narzary talked with Upen 

Narzary for 06 times from his original mobile number. The mobile number from 

which money was demanded was in the name of Ajay Narzary of Udalguri and 

during investigation no person named Ajay Narzary was found. Rajesh Rabha @ 

Biral Narzary used the SBI A/C ( Garchuk Branch) of Siman Rani Boro for the 

purpose of depositing the demanded money.  And later on with the help of the 

SBI, Gorchuk Branch, the CCTV footage of the withdrawal of the money from the 

account of Simang Rani Boro by accused Biral Narzary was collected. Accused 

Upen Narzary collected different phone numbers of the persons residing in 

Udalguri and gave the phone numbers of those persons to his son Biral Narzary. 

Siman Rani gave her account to Biral Narzary for using purpose. Biral Narzary 

used the mobile number 7896497267. That after generating the IMEI number of 

the mobile phone used for the purpose of using mobile number 7869497267, 

another number i.e. 9613825545 was found to be used by accused Biral Narzary. 

Tat Biral Narzary used another mobile number i.e. 9085218324 and from that 

number Biral called Upen Narzary for 96 times. That later on he submitted the 

charge sheet against accused persons Upen Narzary, SimanRani Boro and Upen 

Narzary u/s 387/34 IPC.   

In his cross examination PW8 stated that though three seizure lists are 

shown to be annexed with the case diary, four seizure lists are shown to be 

annexed with the main copy of the charge sheet. Biral Narzary used the mobile 

number mentioned in the CDR. Siman Rani Boro stated in her statement u/s 161 

Cr.P.C. that accused Biral Narzary called her from the mobile number 

9085218324. That accused Biral Narzary did not talk with Siman Rani from the 

mobile number, which was used for the purpose of demand of money. He does 



not know if there was the love affairs between Biral Narzary and SimanRani. 

There is no signature or seal of the Bank in the Bank Statement and that CCTV 

footage number 14 dated 02/09/11 was collected via Email dated 28/11/11. As 

per the CCTV footage accused Biral Narzary withdrew the money from bank. It is 

not a fact that accused Upen Narzary and Siman Rani are not involved in the 

instant case. 

 

At this stage I would like to go through the relevant legal provision: 
 
Section 386 IPC lays down about Extortion by putting a person in fear 
of death or grievous hurt.--Whoever commits extortion by putting any person 
in fear of death or of grievous hurt to that person or to any other, shall be 
punished with imprisonment of either description for a term which may 
extend to ten years, and shall also be liable to fine. 
 

Now in the instant case there is no evidence adduced by the informant 

and the other independent witnesses as to the fact that accused persons Upen 

Narzary and Simang Rani Boro put Dalim Das or any other person in fear of 

death to their person in order to commit extortion. 

It is to be mentioned here that accused Biral Narzary has already 

absconded and hence the appreciation of the evidence on the record in relation 

to the accused Biral Narzary is of no use.  

Now let us see whether accused persons Upen Narzary and Simang Rani 

Boro aided accused Biral Narzary in any form in the commission of the offence 

u/s 386/34 IPC. 

To this effect PW1 who was the informant, stated that though someone 

demanded money over phone from him, he did not pay the same and that his 

mobile phone was not seized by the police. 

On the other hand PW2, PW4 and PW6 do not know the informant as well 

as the accused persons and they along with PW3 and PW5 stated about the 

demand of money to them individually over phone by someone. Moreover PW2, 

PW3, PW4, PW5 and PW6 have not stated that they have firsthand knowledge 

about the case of the informant. 

It is found that one of the investigating officer in the case i.e. PW7 stated 

that accused Upen Narzary collected different phone numbers of the persons 

residing in the Irrigation colony, Udalguri and gave the phone numbers of those 

persons to his son Biral Narzary and Biral Narzary demanded money to those 

persons. 

Another Investigating officer in the case i.e. PW8 stated that Biral Narzary 

talked with Upen Narzary for 96 times and that accused Upen Narzary collected 



different phone numbers of the persons residing in Udalguri and gave the phone 

numbers of those persons to his son Biral Narzary. 

On the other hand one investigating officer in the case i.e. PW7 stated 

that accused Simang Rani Boro is the account holder of the SBI A/C no. 

30141518712 and that informant Dalim Das informed him that he deposited 

Rs.2000/- in  SBI A/C no. 30141518712. 

Again the other Investigating officer in the case i.e. PW8 stated that Biral 

Narzary used the account of accused Saimang Rani Boro for the purpose of 

depositing the demanded money and later on with the help of the SBI, Gorchuk 

Branch, the CCTV footage of the withdrawal of the money from the account of 

Simang Rani Boro by accused Biral Narzary was collected. 

  It is found that PW8 stated in his cross examination that there is no 

signature or seal of the Bank in the Bank Statement and that CCTV footage was 

collected via Email. 

During the argument learned APP stated that as the accused Biral Narzary 

called his father Upen Narzary for 96 times, there is possibility of the involvement 

of accused Upen Narzary in the instant case as the investigating officer has 

already stated that accused Upen Narzary  collected different phone numbers of 

the persons residing in Udalguri and gave the phone numbers of those persons 

to his son Biral Narzary. 

However there is no evidence on the record to the effect that Upen 

Narzary collected the numbers of those persons, to whom demand was made to 

pay money. Moreover calling one’s father by his son for 96 times can not be a 

ground to hold that father responsible for the offence as alleged by the 

prosecution unless there is other circumstantial evidence to hold that person as 

guilty for any offence. 

In Anvar P.V. Vs P.K. Basheer and ORS [(2014) 10 SCC 473], 

Hon’ble Supreme Court held that “Any documentary evidence by way of an 

electronic record under the Evidence Act, in view of Sections 59 and 65-A, can be 

proved only in accordance with the procedure prescribed under Section 65-B. 

Section 65-B deals with the admissibility of the electronic record. The purpose of 

these provisions is to sanctify secondary evidence in electronic form, generated 

by a computer. It may be noted that the section starts with a non obstante 

clause. Thus, notwithstanding anything contained in the Evidence Act, any 

information contained in an electronic record which is printed on a paper, stored, 

recorded or copied in optical or magnetic media produced by a computer shall be 

deemed to be a document only if the conditions mentioned under sub-section (2) 

are satisfied, without further proof or production of the original. The very 

admissibility of such a document i.e. electronic record which is called as 

computer output, depends on the satisfaction of the four conditions under 

Section 65-B (2). Following are the specified conditions under Section 65-B (2) of 

the Evidence Act. 



(i) The electronic record containing the information should have been 

produced by the computer during the period over which the same was 

regularly used to store or process information for the purpose of any 

activity regularly carried on over that period by the person having 

lawful control over the use of that computer; 

(ii) The information of the kind contained in electronic record or of the 

kind from which the information is derived was regularly fed into the 

computer in the ordinary course of the said activity; 

(iii) During the material part of the said period, the computer was 

operating properly and that even if it was not operating for some time, 

the break or breaks had not affected either the record or the accuracy 

of its contents; and 

(iv) The information contained in the record should be a reproduction or 

derivation from the information fed into the computer in the ordinary 

course of the said activity. 

Under Section 65-B (4) of the Evidence Act, if it is desired to give a 

statement in any proceedings pertaining to an electronic record, it is permissibly 

provided the following conditions are satisfied: 

(a)  There must be a certificate which identifies the electronic record 

containing the statement; 

(b) The certificate must describe the manner in which the electronic 

record was produced; 

(c) The certificate must furnish the particulars of the device involved in 

the production of that record; 

(d) The  certificate must deal with the applicable conditions mentioned 

under Section 65-B(2) of the Evidence Act; and  

(e) The certificate must be signed by a person occupying a responsible 

official position in relation to the operation of the relevant device. 

It is further clarified that the person need only to state in the 

certificate that the same is to the best of his knowledge and belief. Most 

importantly, such a certificate must accompany the electronic record like 

computer printout, compact disc (CD), video compact disc (VCD), pen 

drive, etc., pertaining to which a statement is sought to be given in 

evidence, when the same is produced in evidence. All these safeguards 

are taken to ensure the source and authenticity, which are two hallmarks 

pertaining to electronic record sought to be used as evidence. Electronic 



records being more susceptible to tampering, alteration, transposition, 

excision, etc. without such safeguards, the whole trial based on proof of 

electronic records can lead to travesty of justice. 

Only if the electronic record is duly produced in terms of Section 

65-B of the Evidence Act, would the question arise as to the 

genuineness thereof and in that situation, resort can be made to 

Section 45-A—opinion of Examiner of Electronic Evidence. 

The Evidence Act does not contemplate or permit the proof of an 

electronic record by oral evidence if requirements under Section 

65-B of the Evidence Act are not complied with, as the law now 

stands in India. “    

In the instant case though the CDR as well as the bank statement are 

exhibited they are not accompanied by the certificate as specified in section 65 –

B (4) of the Indian Evidence Act, 1872. 

Since the very foundation of the CDR as well as the bank statement 

exhibited in the instant case are shaken, same cannot be considered as evidence 

as per the legal provision.  

Hence the prosecution is failed to adduce any valid evidence to prove that 

accused persons Upen Narzary and Simang Rani Boro aided accused Biral 

Narzary in any form in the commission of the offence u/s 386/34 IPC  

Under the facts and circumstances of the instant case, it is found that the 

prosecution has been failed to prove the guilt of the accused u/s 386/34 IPC 

beyond reasonable doubt by adducing some cogent evidence and hence the 

accused persons are entitled to be acquitted under the benefit of doubt. 

 

 

ORDER 

 

Under the facts and circumstances of the instant case, accused persons 

Upen Narzary and Simang Rani Boro are acquitted of the charge u/s 386/34 IPC 

and set at liberty forth with..  

The bail-bond of accused persons Upen Narzary and Simang Rani Boro 

are extended for a further period of 6 months from today as per provisions of 

Section 437A, Cr.P.C as amended up to date.  

The judgment is delivered in the open Court, under my hand and the seal 

of this court on this the 30th day of October , 2015.  



 

 

(N.C.BHUYAN) 

Judicial Magistrate 1st Class  

     Udalguri 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix:- 

 

1. Prosecution witnesses  

PW-1  Dalim Das 

PW2 Ranjit Das 

PW3 Mridul Das 

PW4 Jogen Mandal 

PW5 Asim Karmakar 

PW6 Dipu Das 

PW7 Amar Jyoti Baruah 

PW8 Satyajit Nath 

 

2. Defence witnesses  

None   

3. Prosecution exhibit.  

Ext.1 FIR 

Ext.2 Statement of witness u/s 164 Cr.P.C.  

Ext.3 Statement of witness u/s 164 Cr.P.C.  

Ext.4 Statement of witness u/s 164 Cr.P.C.  

Ext.5 Seizure List 

Ext.6 Seizure List 

Ext.7 Seizure List 

Ext.8  CCTV footage 

Ext.9 Charge sheet 

M.Ext. 1- CDR analysis 

M.Ext. 2- CDR analysis 

M.Ext. 3- CDR analysis 

M.Ext. 4- CDR analysis 



M.Ext. 5- CDR analysis 

M.Ext. 6- CDR analysis 

M.Ext. 9 to  M.Ext. 19- statement of the bank account in the name Simang Rani 

Boro 

4. Defence exhibit. 

None 

 

    (N.C.BHUYAN) 

Judicial Magistrate 1st Class  

 Udalguri 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Accused persons Upen Narzary and Simang Rani Boro are absent vide 

petition no. 2163/15 and 2159/14 respectively. 

Heard argument of both sides. 

Fix  30-10-2015 for judgment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Accused persons Upen Narzary and Simang Rani Boro are present. 

Judgment is ready and same is pronounced in the open court. 

Accused persons Upen Narzary and Simang Rani Boro are acquitted of the 

charge u/s 386/34 IPC and set at liberty forth with..  

The bail-bond of accused persons Upen Narzary and Simang Rani Boro 

are extended for a further period of 6 months from today as per provisions of 

Section 437A, Cr.P.C as amended up to date.  

The case is disposed of.  

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Upen Narzary 

 

Q. PW-1  Dalim Das deposed that about two years ago, someone demanded  Rs. 

1, 00,000/- first and later on Rs. 50,000/- from him over his mobile. what do you 

have to say? 

Ans: 

 

 

Q. PW2 Ranjit Das deposed about 3-4 years ago, someone demanded Rs. 1, 

00,000/- from him in the name of NDFB and later on they asked him to pay Rs. 

2,000/- . what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

Q. PW3 Mridul Das that he informed to the police that someone called him and 

demanded money. what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

 

Q. PW4 Jogen Mandal deposed that he in 2011 at about 10 pm someone called 

him over phone and demanded Rs. 1, 00,000/- . He said to him that he would 

not be able to give the money. Then he was threatened that he would be 

abducted from his shop and would be beaten. Then he said that he would pay 

Rs.5000/- and deposited Rs.5000/- in that account.  what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

Q. PW5 Asim Karmakar deposed that about 2 ½ /3 years ago. Someone called 

him over phone and demanded Rs.20,000/- from him in the name of NDFB. He 

gave him an account number and he deposited money on that account number. 

what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 



Q. PW6 Dipu Das deposed that about 3 years ago, someone called him over 

phone and demanded Rs. 1, 00,000/- from him. what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

.  

Q. PW7 Amar Jyoti Baruah deposed that he investigated in to the case and the 

informant Dalim Das informed him that the he deposited Rs. 2,000/- in SBI A/C 

No. 30141518712 to the owner of unknown phone number of 7896497267. The 

informant said to him that the accused demanded Rs. 50,000/- from him using 

the said phone number. What  do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

  

 

Q. PW7 Amar Jyoti Baruah  further stated that the informant showed him the 

money receipt as to the deposit of Rs.2000/- and he seized it. Later on he came 

to know from SBI, Udalguri Branch that the holder of the SBI A/C No. 

30141518712 was Siman Rani Boro , D/O- Muniram Boro. what do you have to 

say? 

Ans: 

 

 

Q. PW7 Amar Jyoti Baruah  further stated that he came to know that you 

collected different phone numbers of the persons residing in the Irrigation 

colony, Udalguri and gave the phone numbers of those persons to your son Biral 

Narzary and Biral Narzary demanded money from those persons. what do you 

have to say? 

Ans: 

 

 

 



Q. PW8 Satyajit Nath  deposed that he also investigated in to the case and he 

collected the CDR and on the basis of the CDR, the IMEI number of the mobile 

phone of Biral Narzary was generated and the numbers of the alternative SIM 

were collected and analysed. That on the basis of the IMEI number of the mobile 

number of Biral Narzary via which the money was demanded, the other numbers 

used by Biral Narzary was known to them. what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

Q. PW8 Satyajit Nath  further stated that Biral Narzary used only one hand set 

and that Biral Narzary talked with you for 96 times from his original mobile 

number. what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

Q. PW8 Satyajit Nath further stated that Rajesh Rabha @ Biral Narzary used the 

SBI A/C ( Garchuk Branch) of Siman Rani Boro for the purpose of depositing the 

demanded money. what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

Q. PW8 Satyajit Nath further stated that  with the help of the SBI, Gorchuk 

Branch, the CCTV footage of the withdrawal of the money from the account of 

Simang Rani Boro by accused Biral Narzary was collected. what do you have to 

say? 

Ans: 

 

 

 

Q. PW8 Satyajit Nath  further stated that you collected different phone numbers 

of the persons residing in Udalguri and gave the phone numbers of those 

persons to your son Biral Narzary. what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 



Q. PW8 Satyajit Nath  further stated that Siman Rani gave her account to Biral 

Narzary for using purpose. Biral Narzary used the mobile number 7896497267. 

what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

Q. PW8 Satyajit Nath  further stated that Biral Narzary used another mobile 

number i.e. 9085218324 and from that number Biral called you for 96 times. 

what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

Q. PW8 Satyajit Nath  further stated that he submitted the charge sheet against 

accused persons you, SimanRani Boro and Biral Narzary u/s 387/34 IPC.  what 

do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

Q. Do you have to say anything in connection with the case? 

Ans: 

 

Q. Will you adduce evidence in your support? 

Ans: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Simang RAni  

 

Q. PW-1  Dalim Das deposed that about two years ago, someone demanded  Rs. 

1, 00,000/- first and later on Rs. 50,000/- from him over his mobile. what do you 

have to say? 

Ans: 

 

 

Q. PW2 Ranjit Das deposed about 3-4 years ago, someone demanded Rs. 1, 

00,000/- from him in the name of NDFB and later on they asked him to pay Rs. 

2,000/- . what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

Q. PW3 Mridul Das that he informed to the police that someone called him and 

demanded money. what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

 

Q. PW4 Jogen Mandal deposed that he in 2011 at about 10 pm someone called 

him over phone and demanded Rs. 1, 00,000/- . He said to him that he would 

not be able to give the money. Then he was threatened that he would be 

abducted from his shop and would be beaten. Then he said that he would pay 

Rs.5000/- and deposited Rs.5000/- in that account.  what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

Q. PW5 Asim Karmakar deposed that about 2 ½ /3 years ago. Someone called 

him over phone and demanded Rs.20,000/- from him in the name of NDFB. He 

gave him an account number and he deposited money on that account number. 

what do you have to say? 



Ans: 

 

Q. PW6 Dipu Das deposed that about 3 years ago, someone called him over 

phone and demanded Rs. 1, 00,000/- from him. what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

.  

Q. PW7 Amar Jyoti Baruah deposed that he investigated in to the case and the 

informant Dalim Das informed him that the he deposited Rs. 2,000/- in SBI A/C 

No. 30141518712 to the owner of unknown phone number of 7896497267. The 

informant said to him that the accused demanded Rs. 50,000/- from him using 

the said phone number. What  do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

  

 

Q. PW7 Amar Jyoti Baruah  further stated that the informant showed him the 

money receipt as to the deposit of Rs.2000/- and he seized it. Later on he came 

to know from SBI, Udalguri Branch that the holder of the SBI A/C No. 

30141518712 was you. what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

 

Q. PW7 Amar Jyoti Baruah  further stated that he came to know that Upen 

Narzary collected different phone numbers of the persons residing in the 

Irrigation colony, Udalguri and gave the phone numbers of those persons to the 

son of Upen Narzary namely Biral Narzary and Biral Narzary demanded money 

from those persons. what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

 



 

Q. PW8 Satyajit Nath  deposed that he also investigated in to the case and he 

collected the CDR and on the basis of the CDR, the IMEI number of the mobile 

phone of Biral Narzary was generated and the numbers of the alternative SIM 

were collected and analysed. That on the basis of the IMEI number of the mobile 

number of Biral Narzary via which the money was demanded, the other numbers 

used by Biral Narzary was known to them. what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

Q. PW8 Satyajit Nath  further stated that Biral Narzary used only one hand set 

and that Biral Narzary talked with Upen Narzary for 96 times from his original 

mobile number. what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

Q. PW8 Satyajit Nath further stated that Rajesh Rabha @ Biral Narzary used your 

SBI A/C ( Garchuk Branch) for the purpose of depositing the demanded money. 

what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

Q. PW8 Satyajit Nath further stated that  with the help of the SBI, Gorchuk 

Branch, the CCTV footage of the withdrawal of the money from your account by 

accused Biral Narzary was collected. what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

 

 

Q. PW8 Satyajit Nath  further stated that Upen Narzary collected different phone 

numbers of the persons residing in Udalguri and gave the phone numbers of 

those persons to the son of Upen Narzary  namely Biral Narzary. what do you 

have to say? 

Ans: 

 



Q. PW8 Satyajit Nath  further stated that you gave her account to Biral Narzary 

for using purpose. Biral Narzary used the mobile number 7896497267. what do 

you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

Q. PW8 Satyajit Nath  further stated that Biral Narzary used another mobile 

number i.e. 9085218324 and from that number Biral called Upen Narzary for 96 

times. what do you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

Q. PW8 Satyajit Nath  further stated that he submitted the charge sheet against 

accused persons you, Upen Narzary and Biral Narzary u/s 387/34 IPC.  what do 

you have to say? 

Ans: 

 

Q. Do you have to say anything in connection with the case? 

Ans: 

 

Q. Will you adduce evidence in your support? 

Ans: 

 

 

 

 

 

 


