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IN THE COURT OF  CHIEF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE  AT SONITPUR, 
TEZPUR 

 
Present :  Debashish Saikia, A.J.S 
   Chief Judicial Magistrate,  
   Sonitpur, Tezpur 
 

G.R. CASE NO 718/09 
U/S 507 IPC 

 
State 

 

Vs 
 
 

                                              Md Muktar Hussain   (Accused)  
 

Appearances 
 

Mr K Gogoi,  

Learned Addl PP       :   For the state 

Sri SR Choudhury,  

Ld Counsel    :   For the accused person 

 

 

   Date of recording evidence  :  18-03-15, 08-5-15,  
            30-06-15, 21-8-15,  

   19-10-15,13-11-15, 
 09-08-16,25-4-18. 

  Date of hearing argument : 21-3-18, ……… 

   Date of judgment  :  25-5-18 

 

JUDGMENT 
 

 
1) The prosecution case in brief is as follows:  

Informant Sri Bachchu Dey, lodged an ejahar on 26-4-09 stating that prior 

to a few days before the lodging of the ezaher, he got a phone call from some 

unknown person but he did not respond to that phone call. According to the 

informant, on 13-4-09 he got a threatening message from mobile No 

9854640358 wherein it stated that he is a member of NDFB Non Cease Fire. 

Hence, the ejahar.  
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2) On receiving the ejahar, O/C of Dhekiajuli PS registered the case as 

Dhekiajuli P.S Case No 121/09 U/S 121/121(A)/507 IPC and started investigation 

of the same. On completion of investigation, police submitted charge sheet 

against the accused persons U/S 121/121(A)/507  IPC.  

3.  On appearance of the accused, copy of the case was furnished. Vide 

order dt 27.11.15, the case was committed to the Hon’ble Sessions Court as the 

offence u/s 121/121(A) IPC is exclusively triable by the Sessions Court. The 

Hon’ble Sessions Judge, Sonitpur after perusal of the case record and relevant 

materials in the case diary however sent back the case record for trial by this 

court after framing charge u/s 507 IPC.  

4)  Prosecution in order to prove this case, examined as many as three 

witnesses including the informant. The plea of the defence is of total denial. 

Statement of the accused person U/S 313 Cr.P.C. was dispensed with as no 

incriminating materials surfaced against the accused. I have heard the argument 

advanced by the learned Counsel of both sides.  

 

5)   The only point  for determination is : 

 

 i). Whether the accused on 13-4-09 held out criminal intimidation 

by sending an anonymous communication threatening the 

informant with injury to his person reputation or property through 

telephone and thereby committed the offence punishable under   

Section 507 of IPC? 

 

DISCUSSION, DECISIONS AND REASONS THEREOF: 

 

6.  PW1 Sri Rabindra Sharma is a seizure witness and he deposed that the 

occurrence took place about 7/8 years back and on that day while he was in 

Dhekiajuli Dey Petrol Service, police came and seized one Nokia Mobile Handset 

from the complainant and he put his signature in the seizure list.  Ext.1 is the 

seizure list and Ext.1(1) is his signature. 

6.  PW2 Sri Ranjit Ch Dey is the nephew of the informant and also a seizure 

witness. He deposed that the occurrence took place in the year 2009. He also 

stated that he came to know from the complainant that some calls had come  in 
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his mobile phone from the same number, so they informed police. He also stated 

that police seized one mobile handset of someone else and he put his signature 

in Ext.1, seizure list and Ext.1(1) is his signature. 

   

6. PW3 Sri Bacchu Dey is the informant of this case and in his evidence he 

stated that on the day of occurrence at about 10 pm one unknown person asked 

him over telephone as to why he had not answered his phone call and thereafter 

the person disconnected his phone. PW3 further stated that out of fear, he 

lodged the ejahar on the next day. PW1 identified the ezaher lodged by him as 

Ext.1 whereupon Ext.1(1) is his signature.    This is in nutshell are the evidence 

available on record.  

 

7) From the evidence so adduced by the informant victim PW3, it is seen that 

there is nothing in his evidence to show that he was intimidated by the caller 

over his phone. The prosecution has also failed to establish the identity of the 

caller, hence in the above circumstances I am of the view that prosecution has 

miserably failed to bring home the charge against the accused beyond all 

reasonable doubt and as such the accused is held not guilty of the offence he is 

charged with.  

 

O R D E R 

Accused Muktar Hussain is acquitted of the charge u/s 507 IPC and is set at 

liberty forthwith. 

Bail-Bond of accused shall remain in force for a period of six months from today. 
 

Given under my hand and seal of this court on the 25th day May 2018 at 

Sonitpur, Tezpur. 

 
 

(Sri D Saikia) 
Chief Judicial Magistrate, 

Sonitpur, Tezpur 
Dictated and corrected by me:- 
 
 

 
 

 
     (Sri D Saikia) 
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Chief Judicial Magistrate, 
     Sonitpur, Tezpur 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 
 
 
 
Prosecution witnesses :      
 
PW1 is Sri Rabindra Sharma 
PW2 is Sri Ranjit Ch Dey 
PW3 is Sri Bacchu Dey 
 
Prosecution Exhibits:  
  
Ejaher  as Ext1.  
Seizure list as Ext1 
 
 
Defence witness:                  Nil. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(Sri D Saikia) 
Chief Judicial Magistrate, 

Sonitpur, Tezpur 
 
 
 


