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             IN THE COURT OF CHIEF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE, 
UDALGURI, BTAD, ASSAM.                           

                        
 

     

Present:      Sri Mridul Kumar Saikia. 
    Chief Judicial Magistrate, 

     Udalguri, BTAD, Assam. 
 

 

G.R. CASE NO. 1257 of 2018 
(PRC NO. 104/2019) 

 

 

 

STATE  
  

-VS- 
 

MISS ANJUMA BEGUM 
                          ........ Accused. 

      

 

For the Prosecution    :     Mr. A. Basumatary, Learned Addl. P.P. 
 

For the Defence        :      Mr. P. Lomga, Learned  Advocate. 
 

Date of Evidence recorded :       28-03-19, 06-04-19,  

        22-04-19 and 07-05-2019. 

Date of Argument & Judgment    :       11-06-2019. 

 

U/S   447/325/506 I.P.C. 

 

 J U D G M E N T 

 
1. The prosecution case, in brief, is that the complainant Miss Sultana Nasrin 

lodged an ejahar before the Officer-in-Charge of Kalaigaon Police Station on 

08-12-2018 stating inter-alia that on that relevant day at about 3.30 P.M. one 

tethered goat belonging to their neighbor Miss Anjuma Begum, wife of Md. 

Aijuddin Ahmed entered into their paddy field and caused damage some 

paddy and therefore, she chased away the goat from their boundary to which 

seeing this, the accused angrily rushed towards her with a pestle in her hand, 

using indecent words abused and assaulted with the pestle on her head and 
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leg to which she sustained severe injury. Thereafter, the accused also 

threatened to the complainant with dire consequences.  

2. On receipt of the ejahar to the effect aforesaid, the Officer-in-Charge  Police 

Station registered Kalaigaon PS case no. 138/18 U/S 447/325/506 I.P.C. and 

on completion of investigation, the I/O submitted the charge-sheet against 

accused Miss Anjuma Begum alleging commission of offences U/S 

447/325/506 IPC. 

3. Cognizance of offence was taken under Section 190 (1)(b) of the Cr.PC. The 

processes were issued for causing appearance of the accused before the 

Court. Accordingly, the accused appeared before this court to answer the 

charges leveled against her and then she was furnished with copies of all 

relevant papers and documents in compliance with the provision of Sec. 207 

Cr.P.C. Finding a prima-facie case for commission of offence U/S 447/325/506 

I.P.C. charges was framed U/S 447/325/506 I.P.C., read over and explained to 

the accused to which the accused pleaded not guilty and claimed to stand 

trial. 

5. In order to bring home the charges, the prosecution examined as many as six 

(6) PWs including the complainant in the form of : 

 
PW 1 – Musst. Sultana Nasrin  

PW 2 – Md. Mafijul Hoque 

PW 3 – Md. Saiful Hoque 

PW 4 – Musst. Saleha Begum 

PW 5 – A.S.I. Mahadev Nath 

PW 6 – Dr. Chandra Prasad payeng. 

The prosecution also exhibited the following documents: 

Ext. 1 – Ejahar.  

Ext. 2 – Sketch map 

Ext. 3 – Charge-sheet 

Ext. 4 – Injury Report. 

6. After recording the prosecution witnesses, the accused was examined U/S 313 

Cr.P.C. All the incriminating circumstances which appeared in evidence against 

the accused were put to her for her explanation. The accused denied all the 

circumstances and pleaded her innocence. Further, the accused declined to 

adduce any evidence in defence. 
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7. I have heard the argument put forward by the learned Addl.P.P. and the 

learned advocate appearing for the accused. I have also carefully gone 

through the entire evidence available with the case record. 

 
8.  POINTS FOR DETERMINATION: To ascertain the guilt of the accused on 

the charge leveled against her, the following points are sorted out for decision 

in the present case: 

(i) Whether on 08-12-2018 at about 3.30 P.M. at village 

Ranthali Bagisha under Kalaigaon PS the accused had 

criminally trespassed into the paddy field of the informant ? 

(ii) Whether on the same day, same time & place the accused 

voluntarily caused grievous hurt to the informant? 

(iii) Whether on the same day, time and place the accused 

criminally intimidated the complainant by threatening with 

dire consequences?  

 

DISCUSSION,  DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF : 
 

9. To decide the above points, let us make a scrutiny of the evidence led by the 

prosecution in support of its case. P.W.1 Miss Sultana Nasrin is the 

complainant of the case. She has stated in her evidence that on 08-12-2018 

at about 3 P.M. the pet goat of the accused entered inside their paddy field 

and ate paddy and hence she chased the goat with a stick to which the 

accused chased her and gave blow with a stick on her head to which she 

sustained injury on her head and also threatened her for chasing their goat. 

Then her sister-in-law Saleha Begum took her to the house of one 

Kutubuddin and informed her husband.  Three stitches were put on her head. 

Thereafter, the accused filed a false case against them. On the same day she 

too lodged the ejahar. She has proved her ejahar Ext. 1 by identifying her 

signature Ext. 1(1) thereon.  

10. In cross-examination PW 1 stated that at the time of occurrence nobody  

present at the spot. She assaulted the goat with a stiff. She denied some 

suggestions put to her by the defence. 

11. P.W.2 Md. Hafijul Haque stated in his deposition that the incident took place 

on 08-12-2018. At the time of incident while he was in the school, his sister 

Saleha Begum Begum informed him over the phone about the incident that 
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accused caused injury over the head of his wife with a stick to which he 

immediately rushed towards his home. After reaching him home, he saw his 

wife with blood stains and then immediately took her to the Police Station. He 

also stated that accused threatened his wife with dire consequences. 

12. In his cross-examination, he stated that he did not see the occurrence. Prior 

to this occurrence, they had some quarrel with the accused person.  

13. P.W.3 Md. Saiful Haque has stated that the accused and the complainant 

used to have frequent quarrel between them. At the time of occurrence he 

was in his shop after return to home, he came to know that accused 

assaulted the complainant with a stick and injured her. He saw blood oozing 

from the head of complainant and there were three stitches on her head. 

14. In his cross-examination he stated that he did not see the occurrence. 

15. P.W. 4 Miss Saleha Begum in her deposition stated that on the day of 

occurrence at about 3-30 P.M. she the complainant running towards their 

paddy field and hence she too followed her and found the accused there 

wherein she asked the complainant as to why she beat their goat and saying 

so, she gave blow on the head of the complainant with a stick. Thereafter, 

she took the complainant to their house and send to hospital for treatment. 

Thereafter, the accused left the place.  

16. In cross examination PW 4 stated that it was the Saturday on which the 

occurrence took place. The complainant is her sister-in-law. She saw the 

complainant threw a cudgel measuring about two feet towards the goat. She 

took the complainant to the house of one Kutubuddin. She stated before 

police about the scuffle took place between the accused and the complainant. 

None of them abused each other. The accused did not give any threatening 

to the complainant.  

17. PW 5 A.S.I. Mahadev Nath in his deposition has deposed that he was 

endorsed for the investigation of the case and accordingly, he investigation 

the case and on completion of investigation, submitted the charge sheet U/S 

447/325/506 I.P.C. against the accused. He has proved Ext. 2 Sketch map 

and Ext. 3 Charge-sheet by identifying his signatures Ext. 2(1) and Ext. 3(1) 

as his signatures thereon.  

18. In cross-examination PW 5 stated that Saleha Begum took him to the place of 

occurrence. He did not seize anything from the place of occurrence.  
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19. PW 6 Dr. Chandra Prasad Payeng has stated that on 08-12-2018 he examined 

the victim Sultana Nasrin Khanam and on examination he found the following 

injuries: 

(I)  Laceration over the left side of the head measuring 2 x ½  

x ½ inc. 

(II)  Tenderness at the left side of the thigh. 

In his opinion, the injury was fresh & simple, caused by blunt object. He has 

proved Ext. 4 Medical Report by identifying his signature Ext. 4(1) thereon.  

20.  In his cross examination PW 6 stated that the victim was produced before 

him on police requisition and such type of injury may also cause by falling 

down. 

21. Conjoint comparison of the cases this Kalaigaon P.S. Case no. 138/18 and 

Kalaigaon P.S. case No. 137/18 clearly transpires that both the cases are 

intermittently threaded. Both of the victims claim to have assaulted her by 

the accused of respective cases to have used the same weapon to assault 

each other. Their common claim as regard their quarrel for damaging of 

paddy by a goat of one party and chasing the goat by another party signifies 

that in deed there was an incident between the parties.  

22. Admitted position of the victim cum complainant of this case is that she 

having seen the goat damaging their paddy chased the goat. This admission 

of the complainant goes to reflect that she inflamed a highly inflammable 

situation as seemed to have continued between them by this act. As a result, 

admittedly, both of them sustained more or less injuries. Though the 

remaining witnesses of the case namely PW 2 Md. Hafijul Hoque and PW 3 

Md. Saiful Hoque bear little impact as they were neither eye witness nor 

circumstantial witnesses. It is a separate thing that they saw the victim with 

bleeding from her head and this much of their claim is tainted by their failure 

to ascertain how the victim sustained injury. 

23. PW 4 as claimed to have seen the accused assaulting the victim; but her 

conduct we find somewhat foggy, because, she seems to have defeated the 

concept of impartiality while she sidelined with this victim though there is 

another case filed by the accused. We find infirmity in her version and as 

such, we are not inclined to accept her version to be true. 

24. As reflected by the Medical Certificates of both the victims, as regard their 



G.R. CASE NO.  1257 of 2018 

 

 

6 

nature of injury and time of injury and the weapon used go to give the  

impression that both of them have actual fierce scuffle wherein both of them 

sustained injuries of simple nature. The examining doctor PW 6 have clarified 

that this type of injury can be sustained by falling down also.  Therefore, we 

feel to cut short the multiplicity of litigation and also for the betterment of the 

parties and society. As a result, we need to throw a soft eye to this 

occurrence and the final outcome at our considered opinion is that the 

accused of this case is neither aggressor nor had any intention to cause 

assault on the victim cum complainant of this case. But both of them became 

victims of the heat of the moment.  

 
25.  From the testimony of the P.W. 5, the I.O. of the case, it appears that he 

visited the place of occurrence and conducted the investigation. In his cross 

examination the defence has failed to highlight any sort of impropriety or 

illegality in the process of investigation conducted by this witness about the 

occurrence to view his testimony with suspicion. 

26. Thus, from the above appraisal, appreciation of evidence on record, and the 

application of law, I find that the prosecution has failed to establish the 

offences U/S 447/325/506 I.P.C. against the accused beyond all reasonable 

doubt. In the result, the accused is not found guilty U/S 447/325/506 I.P.C. 

Hence, the accused Musstt Anjuma Begum is acquitted from the charges U/S 

447/325/506  I.P.C. and is set her at liberty forthwith. 

 

27. The bail bond shall remain in force for the next six months as per provisions of 

Section 437(A) Cr.PC. 

 

 Given under my hand and seal of this court on this 11th day of June, 2019 at 

Udalguri, BTAD, Assam.                                                                                                                            

 

 

             (Mridul Kumar  Saikia) 
Dictated and corrected by me:           Chief Judicial Magistrate 
               Udalguri, BTAD, Assam.  

 

 
(Mridul Kumar Saikia)     
Chief Judicial Magistrate.   
Udalguri, BTAD, Assam.  
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APPENDIX 

 

 

A. Prosecution witnesses       : PW 1 Miss Sultana Nasrin 

 PW 2 Md. Hafijul Haque 

PW 3 Md. Saiful Haque. 

 PW 4 Miss Saleha Begum         

 PW 5 ASI Mahadev Nath and 
 PW 6 Dr. Chandra Prasad Payang. 

 

B. Defence witness  : Nil 
 

 

C. Documents exhibited : Ext. 1 – Ejahar.  

       Ext. 2 – Sketch mpa 

       Ext. 3 – Charge-sheet 

       Ext. 4 – Medical Report.  

         
               
                     

 

 

 

       (Mridul Kumar  Saikia) 
 Chief Judicial Magistrate 
   Udalguri, BTAD, Assam.  
 

 

Transcribed and typed by me: 
 

 

 

 

(T. D. Sarma/Stenographer). 


