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State V. Smti Ranjita Kataki 

 

IN THE COURT OF THE SUB-DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE (S),   

                  SONITPUR, TEZPUR 

   G.R CASE No. 1611/2015 

                                 U/S 420/294/506 IPC 

               State 

                                              Vs 

         Smti Ranjita Kataki                               …..…Accused  

 

PRESENT: Sri B. Acharyya, LL.M., A.J.S. 

                  Sub-Divisional Judicial Magistrate (S), Sonitpur, Tezpur 

Appearances: 

For the Prosecution  : Sri R. Goswami, Ld. APP.  

For the Defence  : Smti Dulumoni Sinha, Ld. Adv. 

Charge Framed on  : 08.02.2018 

 

Date of Evidence  : 06.06.2019 & 19.10.2019 

Date of Argument  : 18.11.2019 

Date of Judgment  : 03.12.2019 

                                J U D G M E N T 

1.  The Prosecution case in brief is that one Smti Kalpana Devi has filed a complaint 

petition before the Ld. Chief Judicial Magistrate, Sonitpur, Tezpur stating, inter-alia, 

that on 10.09.2013 accused Ranjita Kataki borrowed Rs. 20,000/- (Rupees twenty 

thousand) only from her on condition that she would return the same within one 

month i.e. within 11.10.2013 by executing a written agreement. However, accused 

failed to return the same on due date. It has been further stated that accused again 

on 30.10.2013 borrowed Rs. 20,000/- from the complainant with a promise to return 

the same within three months by executing another written agreement in total of Rs. 
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40,000/- (Rupees forty thousand) only has been taken from the complainant in two 

installments. It has also been stated that on 07.05.2015 when the complainant went 

to the house of the accused to ask about her borrowed money, husband of the 

accused Sri Pranjal Kataki chased her with a dao and abused her with obscene words 

and also threatened to kill her. Hence, this case was filed. 

  

2.  Upon receiving the complaint, Ld. Chief Judicial Magistrate, Sonitpur forwarded the 

same to Jamuguri P.S for registering a case and for investigating the same and 

submit report in final form. The O.C, Jamuguri P.S on receiving the complaint petition, 

registered the same as Jamuguri P.S Case No. 86/15 under Sections 420/294/506 of 

the Indian Penal Code and investigation was done. After investigation, the I.O laid 

down the Charge sheet under Sections 420/294/506 of the Indian Penal Code against 

accused person Smti Ranjita Kataki for trial.  

 

3.  On appearance before the court, accused person was furnished with copy of relevant 

documents u/s 207 of the Cr.P.C. Upon perusal of the case record and on hearing the 

Learned Counsels for both sides, charge u/s 420/294/506 of Indian Penal Code was 

framed and the same was read over and explained to the accused person and she 

pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried. 

 

4.  The Prosecution examined only two witnesses including the informant of this case. 

Thereafter, Ld. APP has prayed to close the evidence of the prosecution and 

accordingly, prayer was allowed. 

 

5.  The recording of statement of the accused person u/s 313 of the Cr.P.C was done to 

which she denied the questions put to her. The accused person declined to adduce 

any evidence in her defence. 

 

6.  Heard the arguments put forward by the learned counsel for the accused person and 

the learned APP for the State and also perused the evidences and materials on 

record.   

       POINTS FOR DETERMINATION: 

7.  The following Points have been taken up for determination and discussion in the case: 

 

1. Whether accused Smti Ranjita Kataki on 10.09.2013 and 30.10.2013 had 

cheated the informant Smti Kalpana Devi by dishonestly inducing her to deliver 



G R  C a s e  N o .  1 6 1 1  o f  2 0 1 5  
 
State V. Smti Ranjita Kataki 

 
money to an amount of Rs. 40,000/- (Rupees forty thousand) only and thereby 

committed an offence punishable under Section 420 of the Indian Penal Code? 

 

2. Whether accused person on 07.05.2015 has uttered obscene words and 

language upon the informant to the annoyance of others and thereby committed 

an offence punishable under Section 294 of the Indian Penal Code?  

 

3. Whether accused person on 07.05.2015 committed criminal intimidation by 

threatening the informant and thereby committed an offence punishable under 

Section 506 of the Indian Penal Code?  

        DISCUSSION, DECISION & REASONS THEREOF: 

8.  Smti Kalpana Devi as PW 1 had deposed that she filed this case against the accused 

person who is her neighbour. She stated that the alleged incident took place during 

September-October, 2013. During September 2013, accused told her that her 

daughter requires Rs. 20,000/- who was then at Bangalore and she paid her the said 

amount. Thereafter, she again gave her Rs. 20,000/- in October, 2013 as accused 

told her that her house was under construction. Thereafter, during November-

December 2013, she went to the house of the accused to recover her money but 

husband of the accused Pranjal Kalita came to assault her with a dao and then she 

filed the FIR. PW 1 stated that police seized two deeds wherein it was written that 

she gave accused Ranjita Rs. 20,000/- and Rs. 20,000/- on two occasions. Ext. 1 is 

her complaint petition and Ext 1(i) to Ext 1(iv) is her signature. Mat. Ext. 1 and Mat. 

Ext. 2 are two agreements with the accused of lending money. Mat. Ext. A (1) (i) is 

the signature of the accused alongwith Mat. Ext. A (2) (i). She stated that she knows 

Ranjan Hazarika and Suman Borah who are witnesses in the agreements. Mohori at 

the Police station wrote the agreements whose name is Tinku Bhuyan and said Tinku 

Bhuyan is known to her. She filed this case to recover her money.     

In her cross examination, PW 1 has stated that she does not have any licence of 

money lending. Ext. 1 was written by Tinku Bhuyan. She stated that she is deposing 

before the court on the basis of FIR filed and written by Tinku Bhuyan. She stated 

that Tinku Bhuyan was a private tutor of her children and he wrote the said 

agreements when she gave money to the accused. Witness Ranjan Hazarika lives 

near Jamuguri PS. Witness Suman Borah is at a distance of about 2 Kilometers from 

her house. PW 1 stated that when accused demanded money, she came to Tezpur 

Court and brought the two blank deeds. Later one blank deed was taken from 

Jamuguri. She stated that their Sub-Registry office falls at Sootea. In Mat Ext. 1, one 
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date is overlapping over the earlier written date. She stated that she used to have 

money transaction with witness Suman Borah. She stated that she gave the second 

amount of Rs. 20,000/- to the accused before completion of one month of giving first 

amount of Rs. 20,000/-. She directed Tinku Bhuyan to write in the deed that she gave 

money to the accused on interest. She denied that she has stated before police that 

when accused did not return money, then she created two deeds. She denied that 

she did not state before police as to why and for what reason she gave money to the 

accused. She stated that she did not file any money suit. She denied that Pranjal 

Kakati did not chase her with a dao. She stated that she gave the deeds to the police 

after 7-8 days of filing FIR when police came to her house and she gave the deeds on 

the next day at the police station. Accused is an unemployed lady. She stated that 

when she lends money to the accused, her husband was unaware of the fact that she 

gave money to her. Her husband did not know that she gave money to her. She 

stated that she has two more cases other than this in courts. She denied that accused 

was not given any money by her. She further denied that this case was filed to harass 

the accused. She also denied that Mat Ext. 1 and Mat Ext 2 are neither from Tezpur 

nor of Jamuguri.     

9.  Suman Borah as PW 2 had deposed that she knows both the informant and the 

accused who are her fellow villagers. She stated that the alleged incident took place 

in the year 2014-2015 when she heard that accused was given money by the 

informant and an agreement took place between both the informant and the accused. 

She stated that accused told the informant that she would give her Rs. 5,000/- 

monthly but as she did not return, informant filed this case.  

In her cross examination, PW 2 has stated that she does not know how much money 

was given by the informant to the accused and when was said money given. She 

stated that she does not know whether accused returned the money to the informant 

or not. She further stated that she only knows the incident of 2014-15. She denied 

that she has stated before police that Ranjita told Kalpana in front of her that she will 

return Rs. 5,000/- per month to her. She further stated that she does not have 

personal knowledge regarding this case.  

10.  Upon careful appreciation of the evidence of informant as well as evidence of PW 2 

and also upon going through the other materials on record, it can be ascertained that 

it is admitted by the informant herself that she did not have licence to lend money to 

people. Moreover, there appear certain inconsistencies in the evidences of 

Prosecution witnesses. Thus neither in the FIR nor in the evidences of Prosecution 

witnesses including the informant it is mentioned that accused Ranjita Kataki had 
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abused the informant using obscene words and threatened her in any manner. Thus 

Prosecution has failed to prove the ingredients of Section 294 and 506 of the Indian 

Penal Code against accused Ranjita Kataki. Though in the FIR it is stated that 

husband of the accused uttered obscene words against the informant and threatened 

to kill her when she went to the house of the accused to recover money, but husband 

of the accused was not sent up as an accused in this case and no materials might 

have been found against him during investigation. But it is clear enough that there is 

nothing in the evidences that accused Ranjita uttered obscene words and threatened 

to kill the informant so as to attract Sections 294 and 506 of the Penal Code. 

11.  It can be ascertained from the purport of the evidence of informant that she literally 

gave the money to the accused voluntarily without any force. Informant as PW 1 in 

her evidence stated that she knows Ranjan Hazarika and Suman Borah who are 

witnesses in the agreement entered into by her with accused. But Suman Borah does 

not know anything in details about the said agreements and Ranjan Hazarika has not 

been examined in this case by the Prosecution.  

12.  Moreover, informant clearly stated in her cross examination that she did not file any 

money suit for recovery of money but contradicting this informant again stated in her 

evidence that she filed this case for recovery of money. But it can be ascertained that 

this case was filed and registered and cognizance was taken and charge was framed 

under Sections 420/294/506 of the Penal Code. It has already been held that 

Prosecution has failed to prove the ingredients of Sections 294 and 506 of the Indian 

Penal Code against the accused and now it can be held that this case under the 

present Sections of law cannot be for recovery of money and for that informant 

should have file a money suit and it is an appropriate case for filing money suit 

instead of filing a case of this nature.  

13.  Informant in her cross examination clearly stated that she used to lend money to 

Suman Borah as well. It can be presumed that informant has been involved in 

voluntary money lending with interest from several persons. Informant admitted in 

her cross examination that she gave the second amount of Rs. 20,000/- to the 

accused before completion of one month of giving first amount of Rs. 20,000/-. She 

also admitted that she gave the two deeds to the police after 7-8 days of filing FIR. It 

can be presumed from the evidence and cross examination of informant that she 

might have created the two deeds subsequently when accused did not return her 

money. Thus informant as PW 1 has admitted that when accused demanded money, 

she came to Tezpur Court and brought the two blank deeds. Later one blank deed 

was taken from Jamuguri. Thus there is enough doubt regarding the creation of those 
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deeds and informant has also admitted that her husband was unaware of the fact of 

her lending money to the accused. 

14.  It also appears that no seized document was produced before the court nor are 

seizure witnesses been examined in this case. Hence upon going through aforesaid 

discussion and considerations, it can be said that Prosecution has failed to prove the 

allegation against the accused person beyond reasonable doubt so as to conclude 

that it is the accused person who has committed the alleged incident under Sections 

420/294/506 of the Indian Penal Code. In view of above discussion and 

considerations, it can be said that accused person is entitled to be acquitted of the 

offences under Sections 420/294/506 of Indian Penal Code and all the aforesaid 

Points for determination of this case are decided in favour of the accused persons.           

 

O R D E R 

 

Hence, I hold that accused Smti Ranjita Kataki is not guilty of committing offences 

punishable under Sections 420/294/506 of the Indian Penal Code. Accordingly she is 

acquitted from the offences punishable under Sections 420/294/506 of the Indian 

Penal Code and is set at liberty forthwith. 

 

The bail bond of the accused shall stand cancelled and surety shall be discharged 

after the expiry of 6 (six) months period from today. 

 

The case stands disposed off on contest.  

 

The Judgment is delivered in the open Court in presence of the accused person and 

her Advocate. The Judgment is given under my hand and seal of this Court on this 

the 03rd day of December, 2019. 

 

 

                                                                                     (B. Acharyya) 

                      SDJM(S), Sonitpur, Tezpur 
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                                                  Appendix: 

Prosecution Witness: 

PW 1:           Smti Kalpana Devi 

PW 2:             Suman Borah 

 

Documents Exhibited by Prosecution:  

Ext. 1:                    Complaint petition  

Ext. 1(i) to Ext. 1(iv): Signature of the complainant   

 

Defence Witness: Nil 

Documents Exhibited by the defence: Nil  

 

Material Exhibits: 

Mat. Ext. 1:               Agreement dated 10.09.2013   

Mat. Ext. 2:           Agreement dated 30.10.2013    

Mat Ext. A (1) (i):      Signature of the accused person.  

Mat Ext. A (2)(i):       Signature of the accused person.  

 

 

 

                                                                                            (B. Acharyya) 

                                                            SDJM(S), Sonitpur, Tezpur 


