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GR. CASE NO. 95/2012   

IN THE COURT OF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE  FIRST CLASS, 

UDALGURI 

GR. CASE NO. 95/2012 

U/S- 341/387/506/365/511/34 IPC 

State 

Vs. 

Sri. PramodBoro 

 Present before  : KumariArti, AJS 

 For Prosecution  : Sri A. Paurel 

 For Defence   : Sri. Tarun Ch. Boro 

 Date of Evidence  : 17/01/2018, 03/02/2018, 

 Date of argument  : 15/02/2018 

 Date of Judgment  : 28/02/2018. 

 

JUDGMENT 

1. The prosecution’s case in brief is that, on 02.02.12 the informant 

Shri Nabajit Mudoi lodged a FIR at Rowta P.S informing that 

some unknown person used to call him at his mobile phone and 

threatened him and on 01.02.12 at around 8 pm when his wife and 

Madu Biswas were coming towards their house from his shop, 

three persons came and pulled them. But they fled away along 

with the motorcycle when police came there after hearing the 

shout. Hence this case. 

Compliance of Sec- 207 Cr.P.C. 

2. Copies of relevant documents were furnished to the accused in 

accordance with Sec-207 Cr.P.C. 
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Offence explanation 

3. During trial particulars of offence u/s- 387/365/511Indian Penal 

Code read over and explained to the accused to which he pleaded 

not guilty and claimed to face trial. 

Evidence Adduced 

4. Prosecution has examined four witnesses. Examination u/s-313 

Criminal Procedure Code of accused is dispensed with. 

Points for determination 

5. (i) Whether the accused could be hold accountable for the offences 

levelled against him? 

(ii) Whether the prosecution established its case beyond all 

reasonable doubt? 

Discussion, Decision and Reasons thereofs 

6. PW1, Sri Nabajit Mudoi is the informant. He deposed that he 

cannot recognize the accused. The occurrence took place in 2012. 

On the day of occurrence two unknown persons restrained his wife 

and one employee of his shop on their way to home from the shop 

and tried to snatch away the money they were carrying. On 

hearing their hue and cry police came and caught one of the 

accused and took him to the police station. Ext-1 is the FIR and 

Ext-1(1) is his signature. 

           In his cross examination he deposed that he cannot say who 

tried to take away the money and fled away taking the motorcycle. 

7. PW2, Smt. Bandana Mudoi deposed that her husband is the 

informant. She cannot recognize the accused. The occurrence took 

place in 2012. On the day of occurrence two unknown persons 
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restrained her and one of the employee of her shop on their way to 

home from the shop tried to snatch away the money they were 

carrying. On hearing her hue and cry police came and caught on of 

the accused and took him to the police station. 

           In her cross examination she deposed that the accused 

persons were wearing helmet therefore she could not recognize 

them and also it was a dark night. 

8. PW3, Sri Madhu Ram Biswas deposed that he can recognize the 

informant but cannot recognize the accused. The occurrence took 

place 6/7 years ago at about 7/7.30 pm. On the relevant day after 

closing the shop he was returning home with bike and informant’s 

wife was sitting at the back seat when he reached the house of the 

informant someone grabbed him from backside forcefully took the 

bike and fled away from the spot. 

             In his cross examination he deposed that he cannot say 

who took the bike as he cannot recognize person. 

9. PW4, Sri Nibas Singh deposed that he can recognize the 

informant but cannot recognize the accused. The occurrence took 

place 5/6 years ago at about 7.30 pm. On the relevant day after 

closing the shop he was leaving for his home town then he heard 

some noise and came to know that somebody snatched the 

motorcycle from the hands of Madhu Ram Biswas. 

             In his cross examination he deposed that he do not know 

who had taken the bike. 

10. On discussion of witnesses examined by the prosecution it 

becomes clear that accused cannot held guilty for the commission 
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of offence as no incriminating material found from the evidence of 

the witnesses against accused as every witness deposed in his 

evidence that they cannot recognise the accused and cannot say 

who had snatched the money and the bike on the relevant day. 

11. My discussion above propels me to decide both the points for 

determination in negative. Accordingly the accused is held not 

guilty for commission of the offences punishable u/s- 

387/365/511Indian Penal Code. 

ORDER 

12. Accused Sri. Pramod Boro is acquitted of the offence 

punishable u/s-387/365/511Indian Penal Code and he is set at 

liberty. 

13. His bail bond shall be in force for six months from the date of 

judgment delivered.  

14. Given under my hand and seal of this court on 28thday of 

February, 2018.       

        
 
 
        KUMARI ARTI 

       JMFC, UDALGURI 
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A P P E N D I X 

 

PROSECUTION EXHIBITS: 

Ext.1...............FIR 

Ext-1(1) is signature of PW-1. 

 

DEFENCE EXHIBITS: 

NIL 

WITNESSES FOR THE PROSECUTION: 

P.W.1 -Sri NabajitMudoi 

P.W.2 - Smt. Bandana Mudoi 

P.W.3- Sri Madhu Ram Biswas 

P.W.4 - Sri Nibas Singh 

 

WITNESSES FOR THE DEFENCE: 

NIL       

 

 

 

        KUMARI ARTI 

              JMFC, UDALGURI 

 

 


