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

                           
                 

G.R. CASE NO.  878 of 2019 

(PRC NO. 1154/2019) 
           

 

Present:     Sri Mridul Kumar Saikia. 
       Chief Judicial Magistrate, 

        Udalguri, BTAD, Assam. 
 
 

 

STATE 

-VS- 

SRI PARASU RAM CHOUHAN 
               ........ Accused. 

      

 

For the Prosecution    :    Mr. M.Khaklary, Learned Addl. P.P. 
 

For the Defence         :    Mr. M.C. Narzari, Learned Advocate. 
 

Date of  Evidence recorded          :   10-01-20, 15-02-20 & 28-02-2020. 

Date of  Argument & Judgment  :   28-02-2020. 

 

U/S   341/294/506  I.P.C. 

 

 J U D G M E N T 
 

1. The victim of the case is Sri Raja Ram Chouhan. 

2. On 15-08-2019 at about 2-40 P.M. the complainant Sri Raja Ram Chouhan saw 

one Smt. Ritu Ruj, aged about 17 years, the daughter of Sri Ambar Ruj 

wantonly roaming on a maruti car with one Sri Ajoy Chouhan, the cousin of Sri 

Parasu Ram Chouhan. As the parents of that girl were in outcry for their 

daughter as she was not at home and so, in the mean time, he informed the 

matter to Sri Ambar Ruj, the father of the girl for which he, on the basis of this  

information lodged an ejahar against Sri Ajoy Chouhan. As a grudge, on 04-09-

2019 at about 8-20 A.M. one Sri Parasu Ram Chouhan intercepted the 

complainant on his way at Sapkhaiti Chowk, abused him using obscene words 
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and threatened to cut him into pieces. Hence, the complainant lodged an ejahar 

on 04-09-2019 before the Officer-in-Charge, Udalguri Police Station with prayer 

for taking necessary action. 

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

Udalguri Police Station registered Udalguri PS case no. 167/2019 U/S 

341/294/506 I.P.C. against the accused and on completion of investigation, the 

I/O submitted the charge-sheet against the accused Sri Parasu Ram Chouhan 

alleging commission of offences U/S 341/294/506 I.P.C. 

 
4. 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 the court and they were furnished 

with copies of all relevant papers and documents in compliance with the 

provisions of Sec.207 Cr.P.C. Finding a prima-facie case for commission of 

offences U/S 341/294/506 I.P.C. the particulars of offences U/S 341/294/506 

I.P.C. were explained to the accused person 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 

four(4) prosecution witnesses including the complainant in the form of: 

PW 1 – Sri Raja Ram Chouhan(Complainant) 

PW 2 – Sri Ranjit Rajbhar 

PW 3 – Sri Dharamlal Chouhan and  

PW 4 – Sri Sundor Daimary. 

          The prosecution has exhibited the following document in the form of: 
 

Ext. 1 – Ejahar.    
              

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

Cr.P.C. The accused pleaded his innocence. Further, the accused declined to 

adduce any evidence in defence. 

7. I have heard the argument put forward by the learned Additional 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 

person on the charges levelled against him, the following points are  sorted out 

for decision in the present case: 
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(i) Whether on 04-09-2019 at about 8-20 A.M. at Sapkhaiti 

Chowk under Udalguri Police Station the accused wrongfully 

intercepted the complainant on his way? 

(ii) Whether on the same day at same time and place the 

accused abused the complainant using indecent words?  

(iii) Whether on the same day at same time and place the 

accused threatened the complainant 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. PW-1 Sri Raja Ram Chouhan is the 

complainant. He has stated that on the day of occurrence at about 8 AM at 

Sapkhaiti Chowk the accused threatened him alleging giving information to 

the sister of the girl stating about taking away a girl by his cousin. Hence, he 

lodged the ejahar in the police station. He has proved the ejahar Ext. 1 by 

identifying his signature Ext. 1(1) thereon.  

10. In cross-examination PW 1 stated that the occurrence took place in front of 

the shop of Ranjit Rajbhar. At the time of occurrence other people were also 

present there. He was only threatened by the accused. He has denied some 

suggestions put to him by the defence.  

11. PW 2 Sri Ranjit Rajbhar sated in his deposition that on the day of occurrence 

about three months ago, he heard the altercation between the accused and 

the complainant.  

12. In the cross examination, PW 2 stated that he was unaware why the 

altercation took place between them.  

13. PW 3 Sri Dharamlal Chouhan stated that about four months ago one day 

morning at about 8 AM he saw both the accused and the complainant while 

the complainant was threatened by the accused by saying such type of man 

needs to be cut into pieces. Then he left the place of occurrence. Later on, he 

heard that the complainant lodged an ejahar against the accused.  
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14. In the cross examination, PW 3 stated that at that time the accused went to 

drop his son at school and told the complainant that he(complainant) needs to 

be cut by approaching the complainant while saw him in front of the shop of 

Ranjit Rajbhar. No other incident was seen on the road. The complainant is 

his relative. He denied some suggestions put to him by the defence.  

15. PW 4 Sri Sundor Daimari stated nothing about the occurrence.  

16. Perusing the evidence of the witnesses we find PW 1 is the complainant and 

PW 3 is the relative of him and the other independent witnesses i.e. PW 2 & 

PW 4 are silent about the occurrence. It is found that the complainant lodged 

the ejahar against the accused allegedly complaining that he was intercepted 

by the accused and threatened with dire consequences which is supported by 

the PW 3 who is his nephew, as per version of PW 3 himself. No doubt, there 

was an altercation that took place between the accused and the complainant 

on the relevant day of occurrence of which the independent witness PW 2 was 

an eye witness of the occurrence wherein he clearly stated that while he was 

at his shop, he heard the altercation only between the parties. But he too is 

ignorant about the root cause. He uttered no word indicating about any kind 

of threatening by the accused to the complainant at the time of occurrence.  

Except that he is mum about the occurrence. The complainant worked at the 

house of one Ambuj Ruj whose daughter eloped with the cousin of the 

accused and that fact of eloping the girl was informed to Ambuj Ruj by the 

complainant for which the accused enquired about the matter from him. From 

the version of the complainant, it is found clear that out of fear only, he 

lodged the ejahar against the accused person. Except that nothing was 

happened. Besides, none of the witnesses have made fuss about the 

utterance of any kind of obscene words by the accused at the time of 

occurrence. 

17. This factor suggests that his claim of alleging the accused with the offence of 

threatening to his life is not beyond suspicion. None of the remaining 

independent witnesses supported the version of the complainant. Therefore, 

the sole incriminatory evidence of the complainant & PW 3 who is found to be 

interested witness, fails to inspire confidence about the involvement of the 

accused with the alleged offences. From the above, we are of the opinion that 

this is nothing but a mere allegation and mere allegations of the complainant 
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does not inspire to attract any penal provision to make the accused abstract in 

the instant case.   

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

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

offence U/S 341/294/506 I.P.C. against the aforesaid accused person beyond 

all reasonable doubt. In the result, the accused is not found guilty U/S 

341/294/506 I.P.C. Hence, the accused Sri Parasu Ram Chouhan is acquitted 

from the charges U/S 341/294/506 I.P.C. on benefit of doubt and he is set at 

liberty forthwith. 

19. Bail bond shall remain in force for next 6 months as per provisions of Section 

437 A CrPC.  

 Given under my hand and seal of this court on this 28th day of February, 2020 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 – Sri Raja Ram Chouhan (Complainant). 

PW 2 – Sri Ranjit Rajbhar 

PW 3 – Sri Dharamlal Chouhan and  

PW 4 – Sri Sundor Daimary. 

 

B. Defence witness : Nil. 
 

 

C. Documents exhibited : Ext. 1 –  Ejahar.  

         
               
                  
 

 

 

 

       (Mridul Kumar  Saikia) 

 Chief Judicial Magistrate 
   Udalguri, BTAD, Assam.  
 

 

Transcribed and typed by me: 
 

 

 

 

(Tulashi Dev Sarma/Stenographer). 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 


