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

GOHPUR 

  PRESENT: SRI KAUSHIK KUMAR SHARMA 

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

                                      GR:  223/12 

                                U/S 120(B)/384/511 of IPC 

                 STATE OF ASSAM……………………PROSECUTION 

                               v. 

                 Sri Pranjal Bharali and Ors………………………ACCUSED 

Ld. Advocates: For Prosecution………Smti Bornali Chetia, Ld.APP 

                           For Defence…………..Sri , Ld. Advocates 

Evidence Recorded on : 24.06.2013, 30.09.2013,31.12.2013,15.03.2014 

Argument heard on: 09.01.2015 

Judgment delivered on: 27.01.2015 

                                                    J U D G M E N T 

1. The prosecution’s case is that the accused persons, namely, Sri Pranjal Bharali, Sri 

Bipul Borah and Sri Dhanti Saikia, had conspired to extort money from the 

informant, Sri Ghanakanta Lekharu, and demanded a sum of Rs.50000/- from 

him, over phone, by phone no. 9678823051,in the name of an organization, and 

also criminally threatened him of dire consequences if the demand was not met. 

2. The informant has lodged the FIR on 04.4.12. After investigation, the police had 

filed charge sheet u/s120 B/ 384/511 of IPC against the accused persons. 

3. The prosecution had examined 6 witnesses.  The accused persons are examined 

u/s 313 Cr PC.  The defence side  did not adduce any evidence. Heard 

arguments. 

 

 POINTS FOR DETREMINATION: 

a) Whether the accused persons had conspired to extort money from the informant, 

as alleged? 

b) Whether the accused persons had attempted to extort money from the informant, 

as alleged? 

 

DISCUSSION AND DECISION BASED ON REASON: 

4. PW1, Sri Ghanakanta Lekharu, in his examination in chief has sttaed that on 

3.4.12, he had received  call from an unknown number. The caller from the other 

end had sttaed that he was calling on behalf of United Liberation Front. The 

caller had asked for a sum of Rs.50000/- in order to help the organization. When 

he stated that he cannot arrange for the money, the caller had stated that he can 

consult with his staff and pay jointly. On the next day, he had discussed the 

matter with his office staff. On their suggestion, he had informed the matter to 

the police. He had filed FIR . Ext 1 is the FIR and Ext 1(1) is his signature. He 
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stated that the caller had called him by phone number 9678823051. The police 

had seized his phone number, vide Ext 2. His phone number is 9435388315. Ext 

2(1) is his signature. Ext 3 is the zimmanama and Ext 3(1) is his signature.  

5. In his cross examination, he stated that he cannot say, whose phone number was 

being used for the call. He stated that he did not pay any money to anyone. He 

stated that he does not know, whether the police had seized the phone number, 

9678823051. 

6. PW2, Sri Golap Saikia, in his examination in chief has stated that on 3rd or 4rth 

April, 2012, the informant had told him that someone had called him and 

demanded Rs.50000/- from him. He stated that they told the informant to inform 

the police. Accordingly, the informant had informed the police. 

7. In his cross examination, he has stated that he does not know who had called the 

informant .  

8. PW3, Sri Lakhyajit Bharali, in his examination in chief has stated that police had 

told him to sign on seizure list, Ext 4, and accordingly, he had signed on it. Ext 

4(1) is his signature. He stated that he does not know, why his signature was 

taken. He stated that police has not shown anything to him.  

9. PW4, Sri Manmohan Neog, in his examination in chief has stated that in the year 

2012, he was working in Assam Gramin Vikas Bank, Hwajan Branch. At that 

time, the manager was Ghanakanta Lekharu. He stated that he does not know 

anything about the incident.  

10. PW5, Sri Likhak Bharali, in his examination in chief has stated that Ext 4(2) is his 

signature. He has signed on Ext 4 in the house of Pranjal Bharali. He stated that 

he had signed on Ext 4 as police had seized a Nokia mobile phone from Pranjal 

Bharali.  

11. In his cross examination, he has stated that he resides near to the house of Pranjal 

Bharali. He came to the house of Pranjal Bharali, seeing police in latter’s house. 

He stated that he was not being read out, what was being written on the paper.  

12. PW6, Sri Amalendu Bora, in his examination in chief has stated that the 

informant had told him that someone had demanded money from him. In that 

context, the police had seized the mobile phone from him. Ext 2(2) is his 

signature.  

13. In his cross examination, he has stated that he does not know more than that. 

 

Appreciation of evidence and determination of the points: 

 

14. From the evidence of PW1, though, it is established that he had received a call 

from the phone number 9678823051, whereby, someone had demanded money 

from him, but it is not proved from the evidence of PWs, that who had called 

him. The identity of the caller could not be established by the prosecution.  

15. The evidence of PW5, Sri Likhak Bharali, no doubt, has given good support to 

the prosecution’s case, because, in his presence the Nokia mobile phone was 

seized by police from the accused, Pranjal Bharali, in his house, vide Ext 4. If Ext 

4, seizure list is considered, there is nothing on the Ext 4, to show the number of 

the mobile phone, which was seized. Hence, it is not clear, which mobile phone 

was seized. In other words, it is not proved that the mobile phone, having 

number, 9678823051, was seized from Pranjal Bharali.  

16. Moreover, the prosecution did not produce any call record, to show that a call 

was made from the phone number, 9678823051, to the phone of the informant.  
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17. Considering the above , I find that the prosecution has failed to prove that the 

accused persons, had conspired to extort money from the informant; that they 

had made such a call from the number, 9678823051, for attempt to extort money 

from the informant. 

18. Hence, in the light of the above evidence, I am of the considered view that 

prosecution has failed to prove the guilt of the accused persons  u/s 

120B/384/511 of IPC. Hence, the accused is acquitted from all the charges of this 

case, and are set at liberty forthwith.  

 

19. The judgment is pronounced in the open court on this 27th  of January, 2015. The 

judgment is prepared under my hand and seal of this Court . 

20.  The bail bonds shall remain operative till 6 months from the date of this order 

and shall stand cancelled after the expiry of 6 months. 

21.  The case is, accordingly, disposed of. 

 

                                                                                   (K.K. Sharma) 

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

 


