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IN THE COURT OF ADDL. CHIEF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE, TEZPUR 

  PRESENT: SRI KAUSHIK KUMAR SHARMA 

                        ADDL. CJM, TEZPUR 

                                      GR: 3103/15 

                                U/S 498A of IPC 

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

                               v. 

                 Sri Madhu Pradhan….……ACCUSED 

Ld. Advocates: For Prosecution………,Md. Hussain Ld.APP 

                      For Defence…..Sri Rupjyoti Baruah, Ld. Legal Aid 
Counsel 

Evidence Recorded on: 15.3.16, 06.4.16 

Argument heard on: 06.4.16 

Judgment delivered on: 06.4.16 

                                                    J U D G M E N T 

1. The prosecution’s case, in nutshell, is that, the accused , Sri Madhu 

Pradhan had subjected his wife/informant Smti Padumi Pradhan, to 

cruelty by inflicting on her physical and mental torture. 

2. The  informant had lodged a complaint petition in Court on 6.11.15, 

which was forwarded to the Dhekiajuli P.S. Accordingly, Dhekiajuli P.S 

Case 697/15, u/s 417/376/325/506/342 was registered. The accused 

was arrested and was remanded to judicial custody. Meanwhile, 

charge sheet was filed by the I.O u/s 498A of IPC. Charge u/s498A of 

IPC was framed against the accused, which when being read out to 

the informant, he pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried.  

 

3.  The prosecution has examined 4 witness and thereafter closed its 

evidence.  The accused is examined u/s 313 Cr PC. The defense has 

not adduced any evidence. Heard arguments. 
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4.  POINTS FOR DETERMINATION: 

a) Whether the accused had subjected the informant to cruelty by  

torturing her physically and mentally? 

DISCUSSION AND DECISION BASED ON REASON: 

5. PW1, Sri Prahlad Pradhan, in his examination in chief has stated that 

the informant is his relative. He knows the accused, who resides near 

his house. The informant is the wife of the accused. When they were 

together, a boy child was born. He had heard that there was some 

quarrel between them. He does not know anything else. 

6. In his cross examination, he has stated that he does not know what 

had happened between them. He stated that he does not know about 

the incident. 

7. PW2, Smti Pramila Pradhan, in her examination in chief has stated 

that the informant is her sister. The accused is the husband of the 

informant. They had lived as husband and wife for about 2 years. 

There was some quarrel between them. They have a boy child. The 

case was lodged out of anger. She stated that she does not about the 

incident more than that. 

8. In her cross examination, she has stated that the house of the 

accused is one house away from the house of the accused. She stated 

that the informant had lodged the case due to trivial domestic issues. 

9. PW3, Smti Padumi Pradhan, in her examination in chief has stated 

that she is the informant. The accused is her husband. Their marriage 

had taken place about 2 years ago as per Hindu rites and custom. She 

stated that a boy child was born out of their wedlock. She stated that 

she had lodged the case as he used to beat her after getting drunk. 

Now, the matter has been amicably settled, in the interest of family 

life. She stated that she does not want to proceed with the case. Ext 1 

is her FIR and Ext 1(1) to 1(6) are her signatures. 

10. In her cross examination, she has stated that she has no objection if 

the accused is acquitted from this case. She stated that they will live 
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together. She also stated that the accused had assured that he would 

treat her well.  

11. PW4, Sri Dambaru Pradhan, in his examination in chief has stated that 

the informant is his daughter and the accused is his son in law. Their 

marriage was solemnized three years ago. They had led marital life. 

They have a 2 years old son. There was some quarrel in their house. 

Then, his daughter had lodged the case. Now the matter has been 

amicably settled and the accused had assured that  he will treat his 

daughter well.  

12. In his cross examination, he has stated that the case was lodged due 

to domestic quarrel. The talks of mutual settlement have taken place. 

 

13. APPRECIATION OF EVIDENCE: 

14. The testimonies of PWS  do not prove that the accused had subjected 

her to any cruelty. PW1, PW2 and PW4 have only stated that there 

was some quarrel between the informant and the accused. But they 

did not state the nature of the quarrel and the intensity thereof. PW3, 

the informant has stated that the accused used to beat her after 

getting drunk. But she did not state whether she had sustained any 

injury, which would pose a grave danger to her life, limb or health. 

This  is not sufficient to prove cruelty. 

15. Hence, the offence u/s 498A of IPC is not proved. 

16. In the light of the above discussion,  I come to the conclusion that the 

prosecution could not prove the guilt of the accused  u/s 498A of IPC, 

beyond reasonable doubt. Thus, the accused is acquitted of the 

charge u/s 498A of IPC.  

17. The judgment is pronounced in the open court on this  6th    of April, 

2016. The judgment is prepared under my hand and seal of this Court  

18.  The case is, accordingly, disposed of. 

                                                       (K.K. Sharma) 

                                                     Addl. CJM, Tezpur 
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LIST OF DOCUMENT EXHIBITED BY THE PROSECUTION 

EXT 1:  FIR 

 

                                                   ADDL. CJM, TEZPUR 

 

 

 

 


