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In the Court of the Judicial Magistrate First Class, At Udalguri 

 

G.R. Case No- 1219 of 2015 

U/S – 419/506 I.P.C. 

State of Assam 

-Vs.- 

        Upen Dev 

...... Accused     

 

Present:-N.C.BHUYAN, AJS 

Judicial Magistrate 1st class, Udalguri 

Advocate appeared for the prosecution:- A. Pourel, Ld. APP. 

Advocate appeared for the defence: - M. P. Rabha, K. Deka 

Date of Evidence:  26/04/16, 27/02/17, 10/03/17, 19/07/17, 

17/08/17. 

Date of Argument: 30/08/17. 

Date of Judgment: 12/09/17. 

 

JUDGMENT 

 

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

1. That on 24.11.15  one Sanjay Bharali, S/O Deben Bharali, R/O Batiamari 

lodged one FIR before the Officer In Charge of Tangla Police Station and 

alleged that in 2010 accused Upen Dev introduced himself as A.K. 

Pandey, Civil Commandant of SSB and took Rs. 95,000/- from him and 

stated that he would provide job in SSB. Later on the accused person 

could not provide any job at SSB and he also did not return his money.  

The informant alleged that when asked the accused to return his money, 

he did not return his money and also threatened him. On last 30th 

October the accused person gave his consent that he would return the 

money by executing one document and put his signature. However the 

accused person lodged one false case against him before the 

Superintendant of Police and has been torturing him. Hence, the 
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informant prayed before the police to take necessary action against the 

accused.  

2. On receipt of the F.I.R., Tangla P.S. Case No. 152/2015, U/S-

419/420/406/506 I.P.C. was registered. Accordingly police went for 

investigation, examined witnesses, collected evidence and on completion 

of investigation finding sufficient materials u/s 419/420/406/506 I.P.C and 

submitted the Charge-sheet against accused person Upen Dev. Hence the 

prosecution case is.   

3. 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 accused person Upen 

Dev and issued process against him.  

4. Accordingly accused person Upen Dev appeared before the court. After 

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

accused person Upen Dev and considering the relevant documents and 

hearing both the parties, charge u/s 419/506 I.P.C. was framed and read 

over and explained to person  Upen Dev to which he pleaded not guilty 

and claimed to be tried.  

5. During trial prosecution side examined only four witnesses who were 

cross examined by the defence. Accordingly the evidence of the 

prosecution side was closed. The accused person was examined u/s 313 

of Cr.P.C. No defence witness was examined. I have heard the arguments 

of both the sides and perused the evidence on record.  

 

POINTS FOR DETERMINATION: 

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

determination arose before this court in the instant case-  

(a) Whether in 2010, by pretending as S.S.B. Commandant A.K. 

Pandey, the accused deceived Sanjya Bharali and dishonestly 

induced him to deliver Rs. 95,000/- to him and thereby committed 

the offence punishable u/s 419 IPC? 
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(b) Whether on or about 2015, the accused threatened Sanjay Bharali 

with injury and thereby committed the offence punishable u/s 506 

IPC? 

 

DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF: 

7. For the sake of convenience both the points for determination are taken 

together for discussion. For clear understanding of the case in hand I 

would like to reproduce the evidence of the prosecution witnesses as 

follows.  

8. PW1 Sanjay Bharali stated that he knows the informant. He knows the 

accused. The incident took place in 2010. Accused Upen Deb introduced 

himself as A.K. Pandey , Civil consultant, SSB  and took Rs. 1,20,000/-  

from him stating he would provide his brother Tirtgha Bharali a job in 

SSB. Later on the accused could not provide job and then he asked him 

to return the money. But he did not return the money.  However, the 

accused gave his consent that he would return the money by executing 

one document, admitting that he took the money from them.  He 

recorded the conservation between him and the accused as to the 

demand of the said money by the accused.  

9. During further examination in chief PW1 Sanjay Bharali stated that he has 

already given his evidence in the court.  Accused had two PSO at the time 

of the incident and introduced himself to be A.K. Pandey, Civil Consultant 

of SSB. The accused said that he would  arrange one job for his  younger 

brother Tirtha Bharali.  As the accused had two PSO   they thought him to 

be a person who works in SSB.  Later on they came to  know the  

accused had the  two PSO as it was granted by some political leaders.  

The accused took place Rs. 1,20,000/-   on the pretext that he would 

arrange a job for his younger brother.  He could not arrange a job for his 

younger brother.  The accused has also not returned the said amount, on 

the other hand the accused lodged one false case against him in the 

police station alleging that he demanded money from him for in the name 

of ULFA. When police made an investigation in connection with the case 

lodged by the accused against him, they found that a false case was 

lodged by him against him and then the accused wrote one undertaking 



4 
 

in the police station promising that he would return the money which was 

given by him to the accused.  However, as the accused returned only Rs. 

25,000/- to them and hence in the said undertaking the accused 

undertook to return the remaining Rs. 95,000/- . One Bukul Saharia wrote 

said undertaking. However, the accused did not return remaining money 

Rs. 95,000/- , hence the instant case is lodged against the accused.    

10. In the cross examination PW1 stated that the accused took money in the 

year 2010.  He has forgotten the exact date on which took the money 

was taken by the accused. He has mentioned in his FIR the way in which 

the accused introduced  himself before them.  They came to know that 

accused could not arrange  a job for his brother in the last part of 2010.  

Initially they did not  inform the matter in the police station. The accused 

executed the agreement in the police station promising that he will return 

their money.  The accused executed the agreement in the month of  

September 2015.  He has forgotten as to whether he put his signature in 

exhibit 2. Normally in one agreement both the parties should out their 

signatures. (Later on it is stated that he put his signature in exhibit 2 . 

Nayan  Malya Bujar Baruah and Pratap Sarma were the witnesses  in 

exhibit 2. The accused took Rs. 1,20,000/- from him.  

11. PW2 Nayan Malla Bujar Barua stated that he knows the informant as well 

as the accused person. About one year ago he was called from Panery 

police station. After that he went to circle office at Harisinga and in the 

office the accused wrote one undertaking whereby the accused promised 

that he will return the money within a period of time to Sanjay Bharali. He 

was present at that time. He does not know anything else about the 

incident. 

12. In the cross examination PW2 stated that before this incident Sanjay 

Bharali  was in a non political organization. He does not know who called 

him to the police station. In the police station he met O/C of the police 

station, Sanjay Bharali and the accused. He does not know why the 

instant case was filed. When he went to the police station for the first 

time his statement was not recorded.  As per direction of police he went 

to the SDC office along with accused.  He does not know about the 

transaction of money between the informant and the accused. At the time 
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of the incident the accused was a candidate for the State assembly 

Election. The content of said undertaking was not read over to him before 

he put his signature on it.  Before this incident he knew Sanjay Bharali. 

13. PW3 Pratap Sarmah stated that she knows the informant of this case. He 

knows the accused person. In 2015 the accused took Rs. 95,000/-  from 

Sanjay Bharali promising that he would  arrange a job for Sanjay  Bharali. 

However,  later on, the accused Sanjay Bharali asked him to come to 

Tangla.  And from Tangla  they three persons went to the house of the 

accused person.  Then the accused said to them that he would return the 

money. However, later on, the accused did not return the money. The 

accused also wrote one agreement promising that he would return the 

money.  

14. In the cross examination PW3 stated that he knows Sanjay Bharali since 

2009. And he is his friend. When the accused took money from Sanjay 

Bharali  he was not present.  Police interrogated him in connection with 

this case.  It is not a fact that he did not say to police that on one 

occasion he along with three persons went to the house of the accused in 

order to ask him to return the money to Sanjay Bharali.  At the time of 

transaction of money between the accused and Sanjay Bharali he was in 

Baksa district. He has forgotten the date of lodging the FIR. The accused 

himself stated that he was supposed to give money to Sanjay Bharali and 

wrote the undertaking and then he put his signature as witness.  

Nayanmoni Baruah and he were the witness in the said undertaking.  He 

has forgotten whether Sanjay Bharali put his signature in the said 

undertaking or not.  The contents if the said agreement was read over to 

him.  The undertaking was executed in 2015 but he has forgotten exact 

date as to execution of the undertaking. He does not know the name of 

the writer of the undertaking. He knows the accused since 2015. It is not 

a fact that he has deposed falsely.   

15. PW4 SI Dipu Bora stated that on 24.11.15 he was in Tangla PS. On that 

day O/C Tangla PS  received one FIR from Sanjay Bharali and the case 

was registered and he was endorsed to investigate the case.  He took the 

statement of the informant and also seized one agreement copy executed 

between Sanjay Bharali and Upen Dev.  Then he  took the statement of 
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the seizure witnesses. The informant stated to him that Upen Dev told 

him that he was the commandant  under SSB and he could arrange a job 

in SSB provided, the informant would give money. Accordingly,  Tirtha 

Bharali  is the younger brother  of Sanjay Bharali gave the documents  

and Rs. 50,000/- to Upen Dev. Sanjay Bharali  gave Rs.  1,20,000/-  as a 

whole to Upen Dev. However, Upen Dev could not arrange the job for 

Tirtha Bharali and by that time  4 years had been elapsed. After that one 

day Sanjay Bharali  went to the house of Upen Dev and then  the father 

of the Upen Dev gave Rs. 25,000/-  to Sanjay Bharali. Though Upen Dev  

stated that he  would return the  amount  i.e. Rs. 95,000/- . He did not 

return the same.  When Sanjay Bharali demanded Rs. 95,000/-  from 

Upen Dev, Upen Dev  lodged one false case against Sanjay Bharali at 

Tangla PS.  Accordingly,  O/C of Tangla PS called Sanjay Bharali to come 

to the PS and then Sanjay Bharali  informed  in the PS  that he was 

supposed to get Rs. 95,000/-  from Upen Dev. Hence Upen Dev lodged a 

false case against him.  Then O/C of Tangla PS called  Upen Dev to the 

PS and then Upen Dev brought one agreement in Tangla PS and stating  

that he will return Rs. 95,000/-  which he taken from Sanjay Bharali in the 

name of arrangement in SSB which is on 30. 10.15. The said agreement 

was seized by me.  However, Upen Dev did not return the money as per 

his statement and accordingly Sanjay Bharali lodged the instant case. 

During investigation as he got sufficient material against Upen dev he 

arrested him and forwarded to the court.  In the meantime he was 

transferred from Tangla PS and hence he handed over the case dairy to 

the O/C  of Tangla PS.  Later on, one Bhusan Chandra Nath  S.I. of 

Tangla PS submitted the charge sheet against Upen Dev U/s- 

419/420/406/506 IPC.       

16. In the cross examination PW3 stated that on the very day of the receipt 

of the FIR he took statement of the informant in the PS.  The informant 

said to me that Upen Dev  took Rs. 1.20,000/- as a whole.  He took the 

statement of other witnesses in the PS.  He did not go to the place where 

money was given by the informant to accused.  He did not try to get any 

information from SSB as to whether Upen Dev is a commander under SSB 

or not. When informant came to the PS he brought the agreement 
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executed by the accused to the PS then he seized the said agreement. He 

did not record the statement of the writer of the said agreement . Sanjay 

Bharali did not put is signature in the said agreement . He did not collect 

any information about the case lodged by the accused against informant.  

PW3 Pratap stated before him that the accused took money from the 

accused in 2015. The informant did not state before him about the date 

and month when he went to the house of the accused.  After received of 

the FIR he did not go to the house of the informant.  It is not a fact that  

the investigation did not done properly as per procedure.     

17. In support of the prosecution case, evidence of four PWs was adduced. 

Moreover, the prosecution exhibited four documents in support of the 

case.   It is to be noted  here that one of the prosecution witnesses i.e., 

Tirtha Bharali  was not examined by the prosecution as the informant 

informed in the court in writing that  Tirtha Bharali was busy with NSG 

Commandant training and he will not get time for 2 years.   

18. Out of the four prosecution witnesses, PW4 is the investigating officer. 

Out of the three remaining witnesses, PW1 is the informant and PW2 and 

PW3 are the independent witnesses.  PW1 during his evidence stated that 

the accused took Rs. 1,20,000/-  in the pretext that  he would arrange a 

job for his brother but later on the accused neither arranged a job nor 

returned the said amount. PW1 also stated that later on the accused 

returned Rs.25,000/- and executed one undertaking stating that he will 

return the remaining Rs.95,000/- but did not return the remaining 

amount of Rs. 25,000/-.   

19. During argument learned defence counsel argued that there is a long 

delay in lodging the FIR as the informant claimed that the accused took 

money in 2010 and the FIR was lodged in 2015 and there is no 

explanation in the FIR as to the cause behind the delay in lodging the 

instant case.  To this point learned defence counsel has also submitted 

one judgment pronounced by Hon’ble Supreme Court in ―Monoj Kumar 

Sharma and ORS Vs State of Chattisgarh and ANR‖.  2016 SAR 

(Criminal) 1029. I have gone through the said judgment. In the said 

judgment Hon’ble Supreme Court held that delay in lodging the FIR often 

results in embellishment which is creature of an afterthought. On the 
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other hand during argument learned A.P.P. argued that there was no 

delay in lodging the FIR because though the accused took money in 2010 

there was an expectation on the part of the informant that the accused 

would arrange a job. Moreover,  learned A.P.P. also argued that on many 

occasions the informant asked the accused to return the money and 

though the accused did not return the whole amount, PW1 himself 

admitted that the accused returned  only Rs. 25,000/-  and the case was 

lodged in 2015 when the informant was confirmed that the accused 

would not return the money. Learned A.P.P. also stated that the 

informant expected that the accused will return the money and hence he 

did not lodge the case before 2015.  

20. During argument learned defence counsel also argued that there is not a 

single witness who saw the accused taking money from the informant 

because there are two independent witnesses and both persons were not 

present at the time of the transaction of the money between the 

informant and the accused.   

21. I have gone through the cross examination part of PW2 and PW3. 

Whereas PW2 during his cross examination stated that he does not know 

about the transaction of the money between the informant and the 

accused, PW3 during his cross examination admitted that at the time of 

transaction of the money between the accused and Sanjay Bharali he was 

in Baksa district. From the cross examination part of PW2 and PW3 it is 

found that both PW2 and PW3 were not the witnesses to the transaction 

of the money between the informant and the accused.    

22. At this stage I would like to go through Section 58 in The Indian 

Evidence Act, 1872. Facts admitted need not be proved. —No fact need 

to be proved in any proceeding which the parties thereto or their agents 

agree to admit at the hearing, or which, before the hearing, they agree to 

admit by any writing under their hands, or which by any rule of pleading 

in force at the time they are deemed to have admitted by their pleadings: 

Provided that the Court may, in its discretion, require the facts admitted 

to be proved otherwise than by such admissions. 

23. So, it is found that admitted fact need not to be proved. At this stage I 

have gone through the Exhibit 2 which is the document executed by the 
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accused, admitting that he took Rs. 95,000/- from Sanjay Bharali stating 

that he would arrange a job in SSB but as he could not arrange the job 

and as he also could not return the money to the informant and hence 

within 30th October 2015 he would return the money to Sanjay Bharali.   

24. At this stage I would like to go through Section 91 in The Indian 

Evidence Act, 1872. Evidence of terms of contracts, grants and other 

dispositions of property reduced to form of documents.—When the terms 

of a contract, or of a grant, or of any other disposition of property, have 

been reduced to the form of a document, and in all cases in which any 

matter is required by law to be reduced to the form of a document, no 

evidence1 shall be given in proof of the terms of such contract, grant or 

other disposition of property, or of such matter, except the document 

itself, or secondary evidence of its contents in cases in which secondary 

evidence is admissible under the provisions hereinbefore contained."  

25. So, it is found that when there is a document in writing, the document is 

to be considered to find out the meaning of the document. It is found 

that the defence did not deny the signature of the accused in Exhibit 2 

which is marked as exhibit 2(4). 

26. On perusal of the case record it is found that defence also did not even 

give any suggestion to the PWs who were witnesses to the exhibit 2, that 

the signature of the accused claimed in exhibit 2 as exhibit 2(4) is not of 

the accused.  

27. Now the question is whether exhibit 2 has been proved by the 

prosecution side as per law.  To this point I would like to go through 

Section 67 in The Indian Evidence Act, 1872. Proof of signature and 

handwriting of person alleged to have signed or written document 

produced.—If a document is alleged to be signed or to have been written 

wholly or in part by any person, the signature or the handwriting of so 

much of the document as is alleged to be in that person’s handwriting 

must be proved to be in his handwriting. 

28. Hon’ble Supreme Court of India has laid down various modes of proving 

the signature or writing of a document i.e. by calling a person who wrote 

the document, by calling a person in whose presence document was 

signed or written, by calling hand writing expert, by calling a person 
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acquainted with the hand writing of the person by whom the document is 

supposed to be signed or written, by comparison disputed signature or 

writing with the signature or writing which is admitted by one.  

29. In the instant case it is found that PW1, PW2 and PW3 have identified the 

undertaking executed by the accused as exhibit 2.  On the other hand 

PW3 has specifically identified the signature of the accused as exhibit 2(4) 

and he has admitted that he knows the same.  

30. On perusal of the cross examination part of PW3, it is found that PW3 

stated that the accused himself stated that he was supposed to give the 

money to Sanjay Bharali and wrote the undertaking and then he put his 

signature as witness. PW2 also stated that he was present at the time of 

writing the undertaking by the accused. So, it is found that the 

prosecution has followed the relevant legal provision in order to prove the 

exhibit2, by calling the persons in whose presence exhibit 2 was signed 

by the accused as exhibit 2(4).  

31. I have also gone through Section 73 in The Indian Evidence Act, 

1872 Comparison of signature, writing or seal with others admitted or 

proved.—In order to ascertain whether a signature, writing or seal is that 

of the person by whom it purports to have been written or made, any 

signature, writing, or seal admitted or proved to the satisfaction of the 

Court to have been written or made by that person may be compared 

with the one which is to be proved, although that signature, writing, or 

seal has not been produced or proved for any other purpose. The Court 

may direct any person present in Court to write any words or figures for 

the purpose of enabling the Court to compare the words or figures so 

written with any words or figures alleged to have been written by such 

person. 1[This section applies also, with any necessary modifications, to 

finger-impressions.] 

32. Though in the instant case the accused has not disputed his signature in 

exhibit 2, to be more cautious, following the provisions of section 73 of 

Indian Evidence Act, I have compared the signature of exhibit 2 claimed 

to be made by the accused with the admitted signature of the accused, 

found in “Hazira” of the accused dated 30/08/17 and 22/08/17. After 

comparison it is found that the signature in exhibit 2 marked as exhibit 
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2(4) and the signature in the “Hazira” of the accused dated 30/08/17 and 

22/08/17 have been made by one and the same person.   

33. So, there is no doubt about the signature of the accused in exhibit 2 

marked as exhibit 2(4). If the signature of the accused marked as exhibit 

2(4) in exhibit 2 is proved beyond all reasonable doubt by the 

prosecution, then there is no doubt about the content of exhibit 2 and in 

exhibit 2 it is specifically mentioned that the accused took money from 

Sanjay Bharali and as he could not return the same, he would return the 

same within 30th October 2015. Hence whatever may be the amount 

taken by the accused from the informant, the fact that the accused took 

some amount of money from the informant is proved by the prosecution 

beyond reasonable doubt.  

34. For better appreciation of the evidence on the record I would like to go 

through some of the relevant legal provisions.  Section 416 of The 

Indian Penal Code defines Cheating by personation.—A person is 

said to “cheat by personation” if he cheats by pretending to be some 

other person, or by knowingly substituting one person for another, or 

representing that he or any other person is a person other than he or 

such other person really is.  

Explanation.—The offence is committed whether the individual 

personated is a real or imaginary person.  

Illustration 

(a) A cheats by pretending to be a certain rich banker of the same name. 

A cheats by personation. 

(b) A cheats by pretending to be B, a person who is deceased. A cheats 

by personation. 

35.  Now the question is whether the accused returned the money. To this 

effect PW1 stated that the accused only returned Rs. 25,000/- but the 

accused did not return Rs. 95,000/- to him.  Moreover, defence could not 

impeach the credit of PW1 by way of his cross examination.  Rather 

PW1reaffirmed during cross examination that the accused took money in 

the year 2010. It is also found that defence did not put any suggestion to 

the prosecution witness that the accused returned the money to the 

informant taken by the accused from the informant.  The fact that the 

https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1545690/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1972099/
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informant went to the house of the accused to ask him to return the 

money is also supported by PW3, who has stated that on one occasion he 

and the informant went to the house of the accused and the accused said 

to them that he would return the money but later on the accused did not 

return the money. Rather PW3 reaffirmed during his cross examination 

that the accused himself stated that he was supposed to give the money 

to Sanjay Bharali.  

36. Section 419 in The Indian Penal Code lays down the Punishment for 

cheating by personation.—Whoever cheats by personation shall be 

punished with imprisonment of either description for a term which may 

extend to three years, or with fine, or with both. 

37. To understand the meaning of cheating by personation we have to 

understand the meaning of the word “cheating”. The word “cheating” is 

defined U/s- 415 IPC. 

38. Section 415 in The Indian Penal Code defines Cheating.—Whoever, 

by deceiving any person, fraudulently or dishonestly induces the person 

so deceived to deliver any property to any person, or to consent that any 

person shall retain any property, or intentionally induces the person so 

deceived to do or omit to do anything which he would not do or omit if he 

were not so deceived, and which act or omission causes or is likely to 

cause damage or harm to that person in body, mind, reputation or 

property, is said to “cheat”.  

39. U/s- 415 IPC it is specifically stated that if a person dishonestly induces 

another person to deliver the property to any person then said act is said 

to be cheating. To understand the meaning of the word “dishonestly” I 

would like to go through Section 24 IPC.  

40. Section 24 in The Indian Penal Code defines the word  

:Dishonestly‖.—Whoever does anything with the intention of causing 

wrongful gain to one person or wrongful loss to another person, is said to 

do that thing “dishonestly”. 

41. To understand the words “wrongful gain” and “wrongful loss”, I would 

like to go through Section 23 IPC which has defined the words “wrongful 

gain” and “wrongful loss”.  
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42. Section 23 in The Indian Penal Code defines ―Wrongful gain‖.—

―Wrongful gain” is gain by unlawful means of property to which the 

person gaining is not legally entitled.  

“Wrongful loss‖.—―Wrongful loss” is the loss by unlawful means of 

property to which the person losing it is legally entitled.  

43. In the instant case it is found that the accused with the intention to get 

some wrongful gain pretended to be A.K. Pandey, Commandant, SSB and 

said that he would arrange job in SSB and thereby induced the informant 

to deliver the money. From the act of the accused it is found that there 

was wrongful gain of the accused and there was wrongful loss of the 

informant and same shows that the accused did the same dishonestly.   

44. As per the section 134 of the Indian Evidence Act number of 

witnesses is immaterial and the quality of the witness is 

material. No particular number of witnesses is required for proving a 

certain fact. It is the quality and not the plurality of the witnesses that 

matters. Evidence is weighed and not counted. 

45. I have perused the case record. It is found that PW1 specifically stated 

that the accused introduced himself to be A.K. Pandey, Commandant, SSB 

and said that he would arrange job in SSB and took money. On the other 

hand the defence could not impeach the credit of the Prosecution witness 

by way of their cross examination. Moreover prosecution has been able to 

prove the Exhibit 2 beyond reasonable doubt in which the accused 

admitted that he took money and that he would return the money to the 

informant.  

46. So, it is found that the prosecution has been able to prove the ingredient 

of Section 416 IPC beyond reasonable against the accused. 

47. It is also found that though there is a charge framed against the accused 

person U/S- 506 IPC. However not a single prosecution witness has 

stated that the accused threatened Sanjay Bharali with injury.  Hence, 

there is no material on record to hold the accused guilty for an offence 

U/s-506 IPC.  
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ORDER 

 

48. In view of the conclusion made above I hold accused Upen Dev is guilty 

of the offence u/s   419 I.P.C. and hence accused Upen Dev  is convicted 

u/s 419 IPC.  

49. However accused Upen Dev is not found guilty for the offence u/s 506 

IPS and hence he is acquitted of the allegation made u/s 506 IPC. 

50. In order to deter the accused from commission of same nature of offence 

in future I am not inclined to give the benefit under the provision of the 

section 3 /4  of Probation of Offenders Act 1958  

51. I have heard the accused person on the question of sentence to be 

passed against them. 

52. Under the facts and circumstances of the instant case I sentence accused 

Upen Dev to undergo simple imprisonment for six months and I also 

sentence accused to pay fine of Rs.1000/- i/d simple imprisonment for  10 

days for the offence committed U/S.419 of the IPC. 

53. The seized document shall be disposed of as per law in due course of 

time.  

54. A copy of judgment shall be furnished to the accused Upen Dev free of 

cost.  

55. The bail bond of accused Upen Dev is extended for a further period of 6 

months from today as per provisions of Section 437A, Cr.P.C as amended 

up to date.  

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

of this court on this the 12th day of September, 2017. 

 

  

 

(N.C.BHUYAN) 

Judicial Magistrate 1st Class  

     Udalguri 
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Appendix:- 

 

1. Prosecution witnesses  

 PW1 Sanjay Bharali 

 PW2 Nayan Malla Bujar Barua 

PW3 Pratap Sarmah 

PW4 SI Dipu Bora 

2. Defence witnesses  

 Nil 

3. Prosecution exhibit.  

 Ext. 1 FIR  

Ext. 2  Undertaking submitted by the prosecution.  

 Ext. 3 seizure list. 

 Ext. Charge Sheet 

4. Defence exhibit. 

 None 

 

    (N.C.BHUYAN) 

Judicial Magistrate 1st Class 

Udalguri. 

 

 

 

 

 


