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    JUDGMENT  
   

1. The prosecution story in brief is that informant Musstt. Rashida Begum was 

married to accused Abdul Latif as per Shariat law prior to 7 years before lodging 

the FIR of this case on 6.11.2012. On the date of marriage many articles as dowry 

were given. The informant took all those articles to the house of the accused 

persons and started her marital life. It is stated that the marriage life between 

them lasted smoothly for about 1 to 1½ years. After that, at the instigation of 

accused Alif Uddin, who is the father of accused Abdul Latif, the other accused 

persons started torturing her both physically and mentally. It is alleged that Abdul 

Latif was a man of bad character and he had eye on other woman and girls. When 

the informant said anything against that then her husband used to assault her. 

The other accused persons also rebuked her and always engaged her in the 

agricultural field. Sometimes, whenever she could not go to the agricultural field or 

took the cattle for grazing, then they tortured her physically and mentally and also 

stopped providing her food and cloth. She was not allowed to stay the night inside 

the house. It is alleged that they behaved in this manner on earlier point of time 

also and drove her out from the house. However, by holding village bichar she 

went to their house back but thereafter they started demanding money and 

dowry. When she said that she could not bring the money and articles then at the 

instigation of her parents-in-laws her husband assaulted her on 20.8.2012 and 

kept her lying on the bed. It is also stated that on 28.9.2012 at about 7:00 AM the 

accused persons asked her to go to their vegetable field to do work. But, when she 

refused to go to work owing to her physical illness, then at the instigation of her 

parents-in-laws her husband told her that in case she did not go to work then she 

would have to give the money and then assaulted her very badly with loru (a small 

branch of bamboo) causing severe injuries. She was also not provided with food 

the whole day and was not allowed to enter in the house. So, she had to spend 

the night outside the house. Thereafter, on 29.9.2012 at about 4:00 PM her 

husband and mother-in-law started a quarrel for not bringing the money and 

dowry and for not going to the agricultural field to work. Then they dragged her 

out of the house by holding her hair and drove out of their house with threatening 

to end her life. So, finding no other way she went out and went to her parent’s 

house. It is stated that the nearby people condemned the accused persons for the 
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aforesaid acts. It is stated that after coming from the house of her husband due to 

financial crisis and suffering from illness delay has occurred in filing the case. 

2. To the aforesaid effect the informant, as complainant, filed a complaint in the 

court of learned CJM, Udalguri on 6.11.2012. Accordingly, after registration of CR 

No.843/12, the same was forwarded to the O/C, Rowta P.S. for registration of a 

case, investigate and submit report in FF. On receipt of the same Rowta P.S. Case 

No.132/12 dated 15.11.2012 was registered U/S-498A/506/34 of IPC and duly 

investigated. Then, on completion of investigation the I/O submitted the charge 

sheet against all the accused persons under the same section of law showing 

accused Abdul Latif as absconder. Hence, this case. 

3. After submission of the charge sheet when the accused persons appeared before 

the court then copies of relevant documents were furnished. Then, after hearing 

both sides my learned predecessor framed a formal charge against them U/S-

498A/506/34 of IPC which is evident from the order dated 17.12.13. The 

particulars of charges were read over and explained to which they pleaded not 

guilty and claimed to be tried. Hence, the trial of the case commenced and the 

evidence of five prosecution witnesses were recorded. However, on 18.2.2016 it 

came to the notice that though the charges were shown to be framed by my 

learned predecessor but the same could not be found in the record. Rather, a 

blank charge form with two heads could be found. In view of above and in order 

to curtail future complexities it was felt necessary to fill up the charge form first 

and then to proceed. Accordingly, on 19.3.2016 this court filled up the charge form 

and the particulars of charges were again read over and explained to the accused 

persons to which they pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried. Thus, the trial of 

the case recommenced.  

4. Point for determination: 

(1) Whether, accused Abdul Latif being the husband of 

informant Musstt. Rashida Begum and other accused 

persons being his relatives subjected her to cruelty 

demanding dowry and thereby committed an offence 

punishable U/S-498A of IPC, and within my cognizance? 

(2) Whether, during the relevant period all the accused 

persons criminally intimidated the informant and 
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threatened her of dire consequences for not fulfilling the 

dowry demand and thereby committed an offence 

punishable U/S-506 of IPC; and within my cognizance? 

5. The prosecution side examined as many as 7(seven) witnesses and exhibited the 

FIR. All the witnesses were cross-examined by the defence. At this stage the 

learned A.P.P. submitted that by adducing further evidence the prosecution case is 

not going to improve any further and accordingly the prosecution evidence was 

closed. The statement of defence of the accused persons were recorded U/S-313 

CrPC wherein they pleaded total denial. However, they declined to adduce defence 

evidence and accordingly the stage of defence evidence was closed.  

6. I have heard argument from learned defence counsel Mr. J. Ahmed and learned 

Addl. PP Mr. B. Chetry on behalf of the prosecution. At the time of argument 

learned Mr. Chetry submitted that the prosecution has succeeded in proving the 

case against the accused persons beyond all reasonable doubt and so they are 

liable to be punished. On the other hand learned defence counsel Mr. Ahmed 

submitted that there is serious contradictions on material points. So, raising doubt 

in the prosecution case he submitted that the prosecution could not prove the guilt 

of the accused persons beyond all reasonable doubt and for that they are liable to 

be acquitted.  

7. I have given due consideration to the rival submissions. I have also gone through 

the case record very carefully. The statement of defence of the accused persons 

recorded U/S-313 CrPC are also closely perused by me. Now, let me discuss the 

evidence of the prosecution in detail. 

Discussion, decision and reasons thereof: 

8. In her evidence PW-1, the informant/victim of this case deposed that she was 

married to accused Abdul Latif in the year, 2006. She stated that after two years 

of marriage, her husband started to assault her demanding dowry of Rs.10,000/-

(Rupees Ten Thousand) only. She stated that her father managed the aforesaid 

amount and it was given to her husband. According to her after paying the money 

some days passed well. But, again her husband subjected torture upon her 

demanding dowry of another Rs.20,000/-(Rupees Twenty Thousand) only and 

when she could not afford the same then he did not provide her square of meal 

and also did not let her enter inside the house and compelled her to stay the night 
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in the veranda. She again stated that one day in the year, 2010 she was assaulted 

very badly and driven out of his house and having no other way she came to her 

father’s house and till the date of giving evidence in the court on 28.8.2015 she 

had been there. It is also stated that after that her husband married another girl. 

The witness exhibited her complaint as Ext.1 with her signatures as Ext.1 (1) to 

Ext.1(4). 

9. In cross-examination the witness shockingly denied Ext.1(1) to Ext.1(4) to be her 

signatures. She stated that she made an agreement with Munaf Ali (PW-5) for 

solemnizing marriage, who is the husband of her elder sister deceased Monowara 

Begum. According to her she has lodged the case in the year, 2012 though she 

had been in her parent’s house since 2010 thereby admitting the fact that the case 

has been filed after a period of three years. She admitted that Abdul Latif also filed 

a case against them after the present case has been filed. She further admitted 

that she has also filed a case in Mangoldai under PWDVA against her husband and 

the said case has been withdrawn by her owing to her marriage to Munnaf Ali. She 

stated that she knows nothing about the contents of Ext.1. She admitted that she 

had never taken treatment because of the assault made by her husband. She 

denied having not paid Rs.10,000/-(Rupees Ten Thousand) only to her husband 

and that the case being a false one no village bichar/mel was given in the village. 

10. In his evidence PW-2, the father of PW-1, deposed that his daughter was married 

to Abdul Latif in the year, 2007. According to him his daughter is with them since 

4 years. He stated that, after some days of marriage his daughter was physically 

assaulted demanding Rs.10,000/-(Rupees Ten Thousand) only which he paid. After 

paying the money some days passed well. But, again her husband subjected her to 

torture demanding dowry of Rs.10,000/-(Rupees Ten Thousand) only and he paid 

the same. After paying the amount, again some days passed well but her husband 

subjected her to torture demanding another Rs.50,000/-(Rupees Fifty Thousand) 

only as dowry. This amount he could not pay and so she was assaulted and driven 

out 4 years before and since then she has been with him. 

11. In cross-examination he admitted that Munnaf Ali is his second son-in-law. He 

stated that his daughter divorced Abdul Latif and made agreement with Munnaf Ali 

for solemnizing marriage. According to him he has not given the demanded money 

to his daughter but directly paid to her husband. He stated that he visited the 

house of Abdul Latif twice or thrice but never halted for a night. He stated that 
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Abdul Latif never directly asked money from him but his daughter informed him 

about it. He admitted that he did not invite any village mel. According to him they 

took back informant Rashida from the house of Abdul Latif and after 10 days the 

father of Abdul Latif visited their house to bring Rashida back. Then, he asked him 

to bring his brother Afzol but he did not come and so he did not send Rashida 

back. He denied that Abdul Latif ever invited any village mel and as per decision of 

village, the villagers visited his house to bring back his daughter and that he did 

not send her back. He stated that he paid Rs.10,000/-(Rupees Ten Thousand) only 

to Abdul Latif twice when he was in the refugee camp along with his family 

members. He denied that Abdul Latif never assaulted his daughter demanding 

dowry and that he never paid any money. 

12. Again, in her evidence PW-3, the mother of PW-1, deposed that the accused 

person is her son-in-law. She stated that her daughter was married to accused 

Abdul Latif 11 years before. She stated that her daughter stayed at the house of 

the accused for seven years after the marriage and then stayed 4 years at her 

house. She stated that the accused persons demanded money from them and they 

paid Rs.20,000/-(Rupees Twenty Thousand) only in two instalments of Rs.10,000/-

(Rupees Ten Thousand) only each. Later on, they again demanded to pay 

Rs.50,000/-(Rupees Fifty Thousand) only but they could not pay the same. She 

again stated that one day her daughter made a phone call to her stating that she 

had been physically harassed, assaulted and did not let her food. So, she visited 

the house of the accused persons, one day, before four years ago. Then, her 

daughter told her about to torture meted to her. She stated that just after 

returning from their house the accused persons tortured her daughter and 

compelled her to come with her to her house. Then, her daughter lodged the case 

against the accused persons after 10-12 days of the incident. 

13. In cross-examination she denied that accused Abdul Latif went to work at Tezpur 

army camp. She stated that her daughter is having no child. She reiterated that 

her daughter stayed in the house of the accused persons for seven years after the 

marriage. She admitted having stated before police that as her daughter is not 

having any child, therefore, her husband compelled her to work at cultivation field, 

and if she denied to go sometimes, she was being assaulted physically and also 

did not give her food and also compelled to sleep at the kitchen and that his family 

members abused by words. She admitted that accused Abdul Latif filed a case 
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against her daughter and her elder son-in-law alleging that her daughter fled away 

from his house. She denied having not deposed before police that accused Abdulla 

Latif demanded any money from them. She stated that Munnaf Ali is their eldest 

son-in-law and his wife had already expired. She also admitted that they got their 

daughter married to Munnaf Ali, 3 to 4 months before. She denied that she had 

taken their child to their house without informing them and that to save their skin 

from the case filed by the accused persons, they have filed this false and 

concocted case.  

14. In his evidence PW-4 deposed that he knows the informant as well as the accused 

persons of this case. He stated that before 3 years ago the informant got married 

to accused Abdul Latif but now she has been residing at her parental house. He 

also stated that Abdul Latif has married again another girl. He stated that before 3 

years ago the informant left the house of the accused persons. He stated that the 

accused is the son of elder brother of his brother-in-law.  

15. During cross-examination he stated that he heard informant Rashida Begum also 

married to another man. He stated that he had gone along with some other 

persons to the house of the informant to bring her back but she denied to come 

with them.  

16. Similarly, in his evidence PW-5 deposed that he knows the informant as well as the 

accused persons. He stated that around 14/15 years before the informant got 

married with accused Abdul Latif. After marriage she was taken to the house of 

the accused persons and started their conjugal life. According to him Abdul Latif is 

his nephew and his house is situated 100 feet away from the house of Abdul Latif. 

He also stated that he often used to visit the house of Abdul Latif. According to 

him at present informant Rashida Begum has been residing at her father’s house. 

He stated that about 5/6 years before the informant left the house of the accused 

persons and he along with some other persons went to the house of her father to 

bring her back and then her father promised to send her back within a week. But, 

she was not sent back. He also stated that accused Abdul Latif has married again 

another lady about 1 or 1½ years ago and his family members were present in the 

marriage. He also stated that the accused has not given Talaque” to the informant.  

17. In cross-examination he stated that Rashida Begum has also married another man. 

According to him the brother-in-law of the informant Md. Abdul Munnaf and her 
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mother brought her from the house of the accused persons. He stated that he had 

not heard any altercation amongst themselves.   

18. In his evidence PW-6 deposed that he knows informant Rashida Begum but does 

not know the accused persons. He calls Rashida’s father Bishu as his uncle though 

he is not related to his family. He stated that his house is situated at a distance of 

about 600 mts. from the house of Rashida Begum and their villages are different. 

He stated that Rashida Begum was given marriage at Baganbasti under Rowta 

before 7/8 years ago but he was not present in the marriage. Later on, he came to 

know from Rashida that she was driven out of her husband’s house by her 

husband. However, he stated that Rashida did not tell him why she was driven 

out. After being driven out she was in her father’s house. He stated that to that 

effect a meeting was held at Rowta P.S. amongst the family members of Rashida 

and her first husband. In that meeting he was also present. But, no solution was 

arrived at and so she went to her father’s house again. He also stated that at 

present Rashida has remarried and that he heard that she has been given talaq by 

her first husband. 

19. In cross-examination he stated that in the meeting held at Rowta P.S. the father of 

Rashida Begum did not consent to send his daughter to the house of the accused. 

Instead he demanded Rs.1,00,000/-(Rupees One Lac) only from the accused 

persons. But when the accused persons refused to give the money then he refused 

to send his daughter to their house. He admitting having not seen the accused 

persons assaulting Rashida Begum.  

20. In his evidence PW-7 deposed that he knows informant Musstt. Rashida Begum, 

who is the wife of accused Abdul Latif. According to him the occurrence took place 

about 3½ years ago. He stated that at the relevant time accused Abdul Latif was 

not at home and went for work outside the station. He stated that when Abdul was 

not at home then the mother of the informant and her brother-in-law took her 

from the house of the accused persons to their house. He stated that he had not 

heard any incident happening between the family of the accused and the 

informant, except the aforesaid incident.  

21. In cross-examination he stated that to his knowledge Rashida is in the house of 

her parents but expressed ignorance having knowledge if she had remarried. He 

admitted having not seen the accused persons assaulting Rashida at any point of 
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time. According to him after about 3 to 4 months of taking Rashida from the house 

of the accused persons, Abdul Latif returned back to his house. He stated that the 

marriage life of accused Rashida and Abdul Latif lasted for 4 to 5 years but they 

did not have issues out of their wedlock.  

22. Before elaborate discussion on the merit and demerits of the prosecution case I 

would like to mention herein what the accused persons stated in their statement of 

defence recorded U/S-313 CrPC. Accused Abdul Latif stated that his wife has filed 

this case against him on some false allegation though he did not torture her. He 

also stated that at present his wife Rasida Begum is residing with her second 

husband Monaf Ali of village Arimari under Shampur PS, Darrang. Accused Alif 

Uddin stated that his son Abdul Latif used to reside separately from his family. At 

the relevant time he had been to his work place. At that time his daughter-in-law 

Rasida Begum left the house of his son and lodged the false case against his son 

and him. Again, Nasiman Begum stated that her marriage was solemnized five (5) 

years ago. After the marriage she went to her matrimonial home. According to her 

the allegation leveled against her is false and a false case has been filed against 

her by her sister-in-law Rasida Begum. Accused Akhlima Khatun stated that at 

present her daughter-in-law Rasida Begum is residing with her second husband 

Monaf Ali of village Arimari under Shampur PS, Darrang. Similarly, Abdul Rahim 

stated that the informant has filed a false case against him and that he is an 

innocent person. 

23. I have very carefully and minutely scrutinised the evidence on record. I have also 

gone through the relevant provision U/S-498(A)/506 of IPC. Upon careful 

consideration of all the material available what is evidently clear is that informant 

Rashida Begum and accused Abdul Latif were husband and wife in relation. 

Evidence also proves the fact that at present Abdul Latif and Rashida Begum have 

remarried and they are living with their respective new spouses. On careful 

comparison of the evidence of PW-1 with that of PW-2 and PW-3, who are her 

father and mother, respectively it is transpired that there is material contradictions 

in respect of the quantum of alleged dowry demand made by the accused persons. 

Whereas in her evidence PW-1 stated that in addition to Rs.10,000/-(Rupees ten 

thousand) only her husband demanded another Rs.20,000/- (Rupees twenty 

thousand) only as dowry and for not being able to fulfil the demand she was 

subjected to torture, both physically and mentally. There is also specific allegation 
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against the accused persons regarding not providing any meal and compelling her 

to stay the night in the verandah and ultimately one day, in the year 2010 by 

assaulting her very badly drove her out of their house. Most astonishingly in her 

evidence PW-1 admitted that she had never taken any medical treatment for 

alleged physical torture subjected to her by her husband. Again, in his evidence 

PW-2 stated that he paid Rs.10,000/-(Rupees ten thousand) only each on two 

occasions. He also alleged that accused Abdul Latif again subjected his daughter to 

torture demanding Rs.50,000/- (Rupees fifty thousand) only as dowry. This fact 

has also been alleged in the evidence of PW-3, who is the wife of PW-2. She also 

stated that the accused demanded Rs.50,000/- (Rupees fifty thousand) only as 

dowry. Thus, a clear difference in respect of the quantum of alleged demand could 

be seen in the evidence of PW-1 and the evidence of PW-2 and PW-3.   

24. It is again observed from the evidence of PW-1 that though she has alleged 

physical and mental torture upon her being subjected by the other accused 

persons in her complaint, but she has not reiterated these facts in her evidence 

before the court. PW-2 and PW-3 also did not state anything against the remaining 

accused persons, except accused Abdul Latif. Thus, apparently there is no 

evidence against the other four accused persons regarding their involvement in 

committing the alleged crime against the informant, directly or indirectly. This has 

lead me to believe that the allegation against them in the complaint is exaggerated 

one and not based on true facts.  

25. Now, let me see whether the evidence of other witnesses can throw any light into 

the facts of this case. On closer look into the evidence of PW-4 it appears that 

there is no incriminating material against the accused persons regarding subjecting 

PW-1 to torture demanding money or otherwise. His evidence is relevant only to 

the effect that he knows PW-1 and accused Abdul Latif as husband and wife in 

relation and that at present PW-1 does not live with Abdul Latif. Most interestingly 

this witness also heard that PW-1 has remarried. In addition to that he stated that 

he had gone along with some other persons to the house of the informant to bring 

her back but she had denied to come with them.  

26. Similarly, from the evidence of PW-5 it is seen that his evidence is relevant only to 

the effect that the informant left the house of the accused persons about 5/6 

years back. He also stated that he along with some other persons went to the 

house of her father to bring her back and then her father promised to send her 
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within a week. But, she was not sent back. From his evidence it is also learnt that 

accused Abdul Latif and Rashida have remarried. Interestingly, he stated that the 

brother-in-law of the informant Md. Abdul Munnaf and her mother brought her 

from the house of the accused persons. He also stated to have not heard any 

altercation among them. Since, the prosecution did not raise any objection to the 

aforesaid answers given by the witness, therefore, it is presumed that the 

informant was brought to the house of her parents from the house of her husband 

by her brother-in-law Abdul Manaf and her mother. 

27. Again, in his evidence of PW-6 stated that he allegedly came to know from 

Rashida Begum that she was driven out of her husband’s house by her husband. 

However, Rashida did not tell him why she was driven out. He also stated that 

after being driven out Rashida was in her father’s house and to that effect a 

meeting was held at Rowta P.S. amongst the family members of Rashida and her 

first husband. In that meeting he was also present. But, no solution was arrived at 

and so she went to her father’s house again. He also stated that at present 

Rashida has remarried. In cross-examination he stated that in the meeting held at 

Rowta P.S. the father of Rashida Begum did not consent to send her daughter to 

the house of the accused. Instead he demanded Rs.1,00,000/-(Rupees One Lac) 

from the accused persons and when refused to pay the money they then he 

refused to send his daughter to the house of the accused persons. He admitted 

having not seen the accused persons assaulting Rashida Begum. Since, the 

questions put to the witness and the answers given by him has not been objected 

by the prosecution, therefore, it is presumed that whatever he has stated is true in 

all aspects.  

28. Now, let me see lastly what PW-7 stated in his evidence. According to him at the 

relevant time Abdul Latif was not at home and went for work outside the station. 

He stated that when Abdul was not at home then the mother of Rashida and her 

brother-in-law took her from the house of the accused person to their house. Most 

interestingly he stated that he had not heard any incident happening between the 

family of the accused and the informant, except the aforesaid incident. He 

admitted having not seen the accused persons assaulting Rashida at any point of 

time in his cross-examination. According to him after about 3 to 4 months of 

taking Rashida from the house of the accused persons, Abdul Latif returned back 

to his house. He stated that the marriage life of accused Rashida and Abdul Latif 
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lasted for 4 to 5 years but they did not have issues out of their wed lock. Since, 

the prosecution did not object to the replies given by this witness it is also 

presumed that whatever this witness stated is true in all aspects.  

29. The above discussion makes it apparent that there was dispute between the 

informant and her husband accused Abdul Latif. There is no denial to the fact that 

the accused might have asked for money and the father of the informant might 

have given the money to her husband. But, a sharp contradiction in the amount 

allegedly demanded by the accused persons could be seen, which I have already 

discussed above. This has created a doubt in the mind of the court regarding the 

quantum of alleged demand. Again, there was allegation against all the accused 

persons regarding subjecting the informant to physical and mental torture for not 

fulfilling the dowry demand. There is also allegation that they did not provide meal 

and compelled her to stay the nights in the verandah. But, it is observed that no 

incriminating evidence has been given by the informant/PW-1 as well as her 

parents and other witnesses against the accused persons, except to some extent 

against accused Abdul Latif. Thus, it is clear that the facts of this case has been 

exaggerated very widely, which is not praiseworthy at all. The admission of PW-1 

in not taking any medical treatment also allows me to draw an adverse 

presumption thereby raising a question to the veracity of the prosecution case.  

30. Now, let me see whether the facts revealed from the evidence of the prosecution 

is sufficient to hold the accused persons guilty of offence U/S-498A of IPC. For the 

sake of convenience let me reproduce the provision of Section 498A of IPC.  

498A-A. Husband or relative of husband of a woman 

subjecting her to cruelty.—Whoever, being the husband or 

the relative of the husband of a woman subjects such woman to 

cruelty, shall be punished with imprisonment for a term which 

may extend to 3 years and shall also be liable to fine. 

Explanation.—For the purpose of this section, “cruelty” 

means— 

(a) any wilful conduct which is of such a nature as is likely to 

drive the woman to commit suicide or to cause grave injury 

or danger to life, limb or health (whether mental or physical) 

of the woman; or 
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(b) harassment of the woman where such harassment is with a 

view to coercing her or any person related to her to meet 

any unlawful demands for any property or valuable security 

or is on account of failure by her or any person relate to her 

to make such demand. 

31.  It transpires from the definition of “cruelty” that in order to bring home the 

accused person U/S-498A of IPC the prosecution has to prove that the alleged act of 

the accused was such that it compelled or drove the woman to commit suicide or to 

cause grave injury or danger to life, limb or health (whether mental or physical) of 

the woman; or that harassment of the woman were with a view to coercing her or 

any person related to her to meet any unlawful demands for any property or 

valuable security or is on account of failure by her or any person relate to her to 

make such demand. However, when the facts revealed from the evidence of the 

prosecution witnesses is closely compared with the legal requirements in order to 

bring home the accused persons for the alleged offence U/S-498A of IPC, it is found 

that there is no material against them. Rather, some major contradictions could be 

seen in the evidence of PW-1 in respect of facts stated in Ext.1 as discussed above. 

In my considered opinion even if the accused persons took money from the parents 

of the informant that does not attract any penal provision against them. In the 

result I have no option left other than to believe that the prosecution has miserably 

failed to establish the guilt of the accused persons U/S-498A of IPC and 

consequently they are liable to be acquitted.  

32.  Again, it is the requirement of law that in order to establish the guilt of the accused 

U/S-506 of IPC the prosecution must prove that the accused criminally intimidated 

the victim as defined U/S-503 of IPC. “Criminal intimidation” is defined as follows:- 

503.  Criminal intimidation:- Whoever, threatens another with any 

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

reputation of anyone in whom that person is interested, with intent 

to cause alarm to that person, or to cause that person to do any act 

which he is not legally bound to do, or to omit to do any act which 

that person is legally entitled to do, as the means of avoiding the 

execution of such threat, commits criminal intimidation. 
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Explanation:-A threat to injure the reputation of any deceased 

person in whom the person threatened is interested, is within this 

section.  

33.  In the FIR the informant alleged that she had been driven out by the accused 

persons from their house with threatening to end her life for not bringing the 

demanded dowry. However, while deposing before the court not a single word has 

been whispered by the informant to that effect. From the evidence of other 

witnesses it also did not come out that the accused persons, in anyway, criminally 

intimidated the informant or her family members. Thus, I hold that the prosecution 

has miserably failed to establish the guilt of the accused persons U/S-506 of IPC as 

well and for that they are liable to be acquitted.   

34.  In view of above discussion all the accused persons are acquitted from this case 

and set at liberty forthwith on the ground of benefit of doubt. Their bailor is also 

discharged from further liabilities in the case. However, the bail bonds submitted 

on behalf of the accused persons shall remain in force for the next six months 

from today in view of the spirit of Section 437 CrPC.  

The case is accordingly disposed of. 

Given under my hand and the seal of this court, on this the 22nd day of 

May, 2017 at Udalguri, B.T.A.D., Assam. 

 

Typed and corrected by me: 

Rajesh Bodo, A.J.S.             Rajesh Bodo                                             

S.D.J.M.(S), Udalguri     S.D.J.M.(S), Udalguri  

BTAD, ASSAM             BTAD, ASSAM          
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APPENDIX 

1. PROSECUTION WITNESSES: 

PW-1—Musstt. Rashida Begum 

PW-2—Md. Bisu Miya 

PW-3—Musstt. Rabia Begum 

PW-4—Md. Rafique Ali 

PW-5—Md. Afjal Ali 

PW-6—Md. Mujaffar Ali 

Pw-7—Md. Musab Ali 

2.  DEFENCE WITNESSES:--NIL-- 

3.  PROSECUTION EXHIBITS: 

Ext.1—--------------Complaint  

Ext.1(1) to 1(4)---Signatures of PW-1 in Ext.1 

4.  DEFENCE EXHIBITS:--NIL--  

 

Typed and corrected by me: 

Rajesh Bodo, A.J.S.             Rajesh Bodo                                             

S.D.J.M.(S), Udalguri     S.D.J.M.(S), Udalguri  

BTAD, ASSAM             BTAD, ASSAM          

 

    

 


