
1 
 

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

GOHPUR, DIST.- SONITPUR 

PRESENT: Sri Kaushik Kumar Sharma 

                           GR Case No. 232/11 

                              u/s 457/323 of IPC 

                       State of Assam……...........Prosecution 

                                    v. 

                         Sri Bana Baruah…………Accused 

 Ld. Advocates : For the prosecution, Smti  Barnali Chetia Ld. Addl.PP  

                              For the Accused  Sri Arnab Kr. Das,  Ld. Advocate 

Date of Evidence:28.11.13, 28.4.14, 28.5.14 

Date of Argument: 24.09.14 

Date of Judgment:21.10.14 

 

                                  J U D G M E N T 

 

1. In brief, the prosecution’s case is that on 04.04.10, at about 8 PM, the accused, Sri 

Bana Baurah, had verbally abused, using obscene words, and entered into the house of 

the informant, Smti Bhugeswari Bhuyan, and attacked the husband of the informant, 

with  an axe, causing  injury to him. Hence, the case.  

2. The informant, had lodged the FIR on 4.4.11 in the Gohour Police Station,  where 

Gohpur P.S Case no. 87/11 u/s 457/326 of IPC was registered.  

3. After investigation, the police had submitted charge sheet u/s 457/325 of IPC, 

against the accused.  On appearance of the accused, the charge u/s 457/323 of IPC 

was framed, which on being read out to him, he pleaded not guilty and claimed to be 

tried. 

4. During trial, the prosecution had examined 9 witnesses, including the I.O. and M.O.  

After closure of the prosecution’s evidence, the accused was examined u/s 313 Cr PC, 

where  he denied commission of such offences. The arguments were heard. 
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POINTS FOR DETERMINATION: 

a) Whether the accused, had committed hurt to Sri Dhiren Bhuyan, the husband of 

the informant on 04.04.11 at about 8 PM, as alleged? 

 

b) Whether the accused, on 04.4.11 at about 8 pm, had committed lurking house 

trespass or house breaking by night in order to commit hurt to Sri Dhiren 

Bhuyan, the husband of the informant, as alleged? 

 

DISCUSSION OF EVIDENCE AND DECISION BASED ON REASONS: 

5. PW1, Sri Bap Ch. Saikia, in his examination in chief had stated that he recognises the 

accused as well as the informant. He stated that the incident had taken place on 

04.04.11, at about 8/8:30 PM, in the house of Dhiren Bhuyan and his wife, Bhugeswari 

Bhuyan. He stated that he was watching T.V and then, he had heard the noise, where 

it was shouted “Bana Baruah (accused) had inflicted cut injury”. Thereafter, he went to 

the house of Dhiren Bhuyan, where he saw that Dhiren Bhuyan, lying with blood all 

over his body, on his courtyard. Hearing the commotion, Dhiran Saikia and Sarbeswar 

Bhuyan came  there at that moment. Thereafter, they bandaged the head injury of 

Dhiren Bhuyan, and took him to hospital in 108 Ambulance. Thereafter case was 

lodged in Police Station, and from there again, they went to hospital. He stated that he 

remained with Dhiren for four  days and after 4 days, Dhiren was released.  

6. In his cross examination, he had stated that the Police had inquired from him about 

the incident. He stated that he had mentioned in his statement before police that he 

was watching T.V. in the house of Jivan Sharma. He stated that his house is situated at 

a distance of about 1.5 furlong from Jivan’s house. He stated that he was informed by 

Bulumai Barua by phone. He stated that he and the family of Dhiren Bhuyan, had 

purchased land from the accused and they are residing there. He stated that he does 

not know, if there is any dispute between Dhiren Bhuyan and the accused, over 

boundary issue. He also stated that after coming from the house of Jivan, he did not 

see the accused. He denied the suggestion that he had deposed falsely that the accused 

had inflicted injury on Dhiren Bhuyan with weapon.  

7. PW2, Sri Sarbeswar Bhuyan, in his examination in chief had stated that he knows 

both the parties. He stated that the incident had taken place on 04.04.11 at about 

8:30PM, inside the house of Dhiren Bhuyan. He stated that Baap Saikia had informed 

him that cut injury was inflicted on Dhiren in his house and then, he went to the house 

of Dhiren and saw him with blood all over his body. Thereafter, he had sent Dhiren to 
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hospital in a vehicle. He also stated that he had not seen the accused, Bana Baruah at 

the place of occurrence.  

8. In his cross examination, he had stated that his house is situated after crossing three 

houses from the house of Dhiren. He stated that he had not seen who had caused 

injury to Dhiren. He stated that he knows that there is a dispute between the accused 

and Dhiren Bhuyan over land matter.  

9. PW3, Sri Jan Saikia, in his examination  in chief, had stated that he recognises both 

the sides of the case. The incident had taken place on 04.04.11, at about 8pm, in the 

house of Dhiren. He stated that the accused, Bana Baruah had hit Dhiren with an axe 

in the courtyard of Dhiren. He also stated that on seeing the attack on Dhiren, he had 

fled from the scene. He stated that his father(Baap Saikia), Sarbeswar Bhuyan and 

others had taken Dhiren to the hospital.  

10. In his cross examination, he stated that the accused had hit Dhiren on his head and 

side with the axe. He stated that he saw it immediately after the incident and he saw 

that 2-3 blows were inflicted. He stated that Dhiren fell on the courtyard. He also 

stated that after the incident, his father, Sarbeswar, Dhiren Saikia and others came. He 

denied the suggestion that he had deposed falsely that he had seen the incident. He 

stated that police had inquired from him about the incident.  He stated that it is a fact 

that he had stated before police, in his statement, that at the time of the incident he 

was in his house and that he had seen the incident from his house.  

11. He denied the suggestion that he had deposed falsely, that at the time of the 

incident, he was in the house of Dhiren Bhuyan.  

12. PW4, Sri Biren Saikia, in his examination in chief had stated that he recognises both 

the  sides(parties) of this case. He stated that he had found Dhiren lying in his house in 

an injured condition on 04.04.11. He had heard that Bana Baruah had caused the cut 

injury. Thereafter, the injured was taken to the hospital in a vehicle. He had stated that 

he had searched Bana Barua, but he did not find him there. He stated that he had 

admitted the injured in the hospital. 

13. In his cross examination, he had stated that three persons reside in the house of 

Dhiren. He stated that he had reached the place of occurrence after the incident. He 

stated that Sri Kali Bhuyan, who was standing in front of the house of Dhiren had told 

him that Bana Baruah had caused cut injury to Dhiren.  

14. He also stated that his house is situated near to the house of the informant and the 

accused. He stated that he knows that there is a dispute between the two sides over 
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land issue. He admitted that he did not state before the police that Kali Bhuyan had 

told him that the accused had caused cut injury to Dhiren Bhuyan.  

15. PW5, Smti Bagheswari Bhuyan, in her examination in chief had stated that she 

recognise the accused, Bana Baruah. The incident took place on 04.04.11 at about 8 pm, 

in her house. She stated that when they were having dinner, the accused had verbally 

abused them by standing on their doorstep. When her husband(Dhiren Bhuyan), came 

out, the accused had caused cut injury with an axe inside their house. The accused had 

caused injury on the head on her husband, from where blood came out. When she 

raised hue and cry, Bulu Bhuyan had called Baap Saikia, over phone. When Bap 

Saikia, had brought a vehicle, she, Bap Saikia, Sarbeswar Bhuyan and Biren Saikia had 

taken her husband to Gohpur FRU hospital. She was there in the hospital for 5 days 

after admission. She had lodged the FIR on that day. Ext 1 is the FIR and Ext 1(1) is her 

signature. She stated that at the time of the incident, she was in her home and had seen 

the incident.  

16. In her cross examination, she stated that the accused, Bana Barua, is their 

neighbour, having adjoining boundary. She stated that there was dispute between the 

two sides over boundary issue. She has stated that she had seen the incident, when her 

husband was being inflicted cut injury. Blood came out. She also stated that other 

people came later when she raised hue and cry. She stated that over this incident,  case 

was lodged in Police Station as well as in the Court. She stated that when the people 

from her neighbourhood came, they did not find the accused. She stated that her 

husband had suffered injury on his head and hand. She stated that the accused did not 

cause any cut injury to her husband and that she had deposed falsely.  

17. PW6, Sri Dhiren Bhuyan, in his examination in chief had stated that the incident 

had taken place on 04.04.11, at about 8 pm. He stated that when he was having dinner, 

the accused was verbally abusing his wife from the road, using foul language. He 

stated that when he said “what happened”, the accused brought an axe and inflicted 

cut injury on him with the axe in his doorstep. For self defence, he took up a dao in his 

hand. He stated that when the accused had tried to give him a blow with the axe, he 

raised his dao to save himself. The blow of the axe fell on the dao, and then fell on his 

head. He stated that the force with which the accused wanted to cause the cut injury, 

did not materialise due to the use of the dao. As a result of the impact, the dao  became 

bent.  He stated that Jaan Saikia, son of Baap Saikia, was present in his house. He had 

called him, but Jaan Saikia had fled from the scene out of fear. He stated that he 

became senseless. He was admitted in hospital. He regained his senses in the hospital. 



5 
 

He stated that he had to stay in the hospital for 9 days. He was being treated by 

Dr.Robin Deuri.  

18. In his cross examination, he had stated that the day of the incident was the day of 

election for Legislative Assembly. He stated that he had worked on behalf of an 

independent candidate. The accused belonged to Congress party. He stated that after 

purchasing land from the accused, he had constructed his house adjacent to that of the 

accused. He stated that there was a dispute between him and the accused over land 

issue. He stated that he had lodged case in the Court, in addition to that lodged in 

Police Station. He stated that the complaint petition lodged in the Court, was written 

as stated by him. He stated that he did not show the dao before the Police and he did 

not tell the police about the dao. He stated that the incident had taken place at about 8 

PM. He denied the suggestion that no incident had taken place and hence he stated the 

time of incident as 8pm before the police and 4pm in his complaint petition lodged 

before the Court. He stated that the blood stained clothes were not seized by police. 

He also stated that police did not inquire from him about the incident. He denied the 

suggestion that the accused did not cause any injury to him and that there mere 

quarrel over the issue of election. He denied the suggestion that he had deposed 

falsely. 

19. PW7, Smti Bulu Bora, in her examination in chief had stated that she recognises the 

accused and the informant. The incident had taken place three years ago on the day of 

election for Legislative Assembly, at about 7:30 to 8 PM. The incident had taken at  the 

doorstep of Dhiren Bhuyan. She stated that she was in her house, when the incident 

had taken place. She stated that her house is adjacent to that of Dhiren Bhuyan, having 

same boundary. She stated that she was cooking food. She stated that the accused, was 

badly verbally abusing in front of the house of Dhiren Bhuyan. When she came out, 

she saw Dhiren Bhyan lying on the ground on the outer side, with blood all over his 

body, and the wife of the accused had pulled the accused and took him away. The 

injured was taken to hospital. Baap Saikia came. The wife of Dgiren Bhuyan had 

informed over phone, when the ballot box was taken away.  

20. In her cross examination, she had stated that Baap Saikia, is her brother in law and 

was a polling agent  for BJP, in the election. When she reached the place of occurrence, 

Baap Saikia was not there. Later on he came to the place of occurrence. Police had 

inquired from her. She stated that she did not state before police that the wife of the 

accused, had pulled him away. She stated that she had seen accused inflicting cut 

injury on Dhiren. She did not see anything in the hand of Dhiren. She had seen blood 
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on the body of Dhiren. She denied the suggestion that she had not seen the incident 

herself.  

21. PW8, Dr Rabindra Nath Deuri, in his examination in chief had stated that on 

04.04.11, he had examined Sri Dhiren Bhuyan, s/o Lt. Dimbeswar Bhuyan, and found 

following injuries on his body 

1) Lacerated injury , present over right side of the scalp/ Size 3inch x 2 inch x 1 

inch(apprx.) 

2) Lacerated injury, present over the right hand on the outer aspect. Size 2 inch x 1 

inch x 1 inch.  

22. Both the injuries are simple in nature, caused by blunt weapon with sharp edge. He 

stated that the age of injury was 6 hours old. The injured was identified by  HG Sri 

Budhen Lahon, Apendra Narzary and Hareswar Das. He stated that Ext 2 is his report 

and Ext 2(1) is his signature.  

23. In his cross examination, he had stated that the time of the injury is not mentioned 

in the report. The requisition number is not mentioned in the report. He stated that 

scalp is a part of the head. He also stated that in the right side of the scalp, there is 

injury. Such injuries can be received by falling over right wooden door.   

24. PW9, Sri Rajani Kanta Barman, who is the I.O , had stated in his examination in 

chief that on 4.4.11, he was working as Sub-Inspector in Gohpur P.S. On the basis of 

the FIR, he was entrusted with the responsibility to conduct the investigation. In the 

investigation phase, he had drawn the sketch map. Ext 3 is the sketch map and Ext 3(1) 

is his signature. He stated that he did not record the statement of  the injured Dhiren 

Bhuyan   during investigation. The accused was arrested on 28.09.11 and he was 

allowed to go on bail. After the investigation, he had filed charge sheet u/s 457/325 of 

IPC. Ext 4 is the charge sheet and Ext 4(1) is his signature.      

25. In his cross examination, he had stated that he had went to the place of occurrence 

on the next day and on the next day, he had taken statement of all the witnesses. He 

also stated that he had taken statement after 5 months. He stated that PW, Bap Saikia 

did not tell him that he was with the injured in the hospital for 4 days. He stated that 

Khageswar Bhuyan did not state before him, while giving his statement, that Bap 

Saikia, had told Khageswar Bhuyan about the incident. He stated that as per the 

statement, Jan Saikia was watching the incident near the house. He stated that he did 

not take the statement of the injured. He also stated that he did not seize the blood 
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stained clothes of the injured. He stated that he did not seize any dao or axe in relation 

to the incident. He had submitted charge sheet on 21.09.11.  

26. In the light of the above evidence, it is to be analysed, whether the prosecution 

could prove the guilt of the accused, under the aforesaid charges, beyond reasonable 

doubt.  

27. After close scrutiny of the evidence of PW8, Dr. Rabindra Nath Deuri, the M.O. , I 

find his evidence reliable. The defence had tried to raise doubt by highlighting the 

non-mentioning of the time of injury and the requisition number in the medical report, 

but those omissions are not material. This is so because, the age of injury was 

mentioned and that the patient was identified by home guards. Likewise, though, the 

M.O. had stated, on being suggested to him by defence, that the injury may occur due 

to fall on wooden door, but it is also not material because, the defence did not raise 

this plea, while cross examination of other PWs, by way of any suggestion.  Thus, it is 

proved, beyond reasonable doubt, that Dhiren Bhuyan had sustained lacerated injury 

on his head and hand.  

28. It is to be now, determined, whether the prosecution could prove, beyond 

reasonable doubt, whether the alleged offences were committed by the accused or not. 

29. On a threadbare examination of the evidence of PW1, I have found his evidence 

credible. He had stated that while he was watching T.V, he had heard the noise that 

the accused, Bana Barua had caused cut injury to Dhiren( injured), and when he went 

to Dhiren’s house, he saw Dhiren Bhuyan bleeding.  

30. Nothing could be elicited in the cross examination of PW1, which would cast a 

doubt as to the veracity of his testimony. Even if it is assumed that he was watching 

T,V in Jivan’s house, that does not make the assertion of PW1, that he had heard the 

noise, unbelievable. However, at the same time, it is clear that he did not see the 

alleged incident of assault/attack by the accused.  

31. The evidence of PW1, was supported by PW2. PW2 had also stated that on being 

informed by PW1, Baap Saikia, about the incident, and when he went to Dhiren’s 

house, he also saw blood all over the body of Dhiren. In the cross examination, this 

assertion of PW2 was not disputed. Not even a suggestion was put to him that he did 

not see Dhiren bleeding, on the date of the incident. Further, the evidence of PW1 and 

PW2, establishes the fact that the  alleged incident had taken place on 04.04.11 at about 

8 pm.  
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32. Furthermore, the existence of land/ property dispute between Dhiren and the 

accused , per se, does not make the prosecution’s case unsafe to be relied upon, in the 

absence of any evidence, to show the extent of enmity and past conduct.  If existence 

of land dispute, can be treated as the cause for false accusation, it can also be treated as 

the motive or cause for the accused to assault.  

33. Now, coming to the evidence of PW3, Jaan Saikia, I find his testimony, reliable. 

Firstly, he is an eye-witness to the incident. He categorically stated that the incident 

had taken place on 4.4.11 at about 8pm, in the house of Dhiren, where, the accused, 

Bana Baruah had hit Dhiren with an axe in the courtyard of Dhiren. He also stated that 

on seeing the attack on Dhiren, he had fled from the scene. 

34. Thus, PW3 had seen the accused attacking or inflicting blow on Dhiren with axe, in 

latter’s courtyard. The fact that he had seen the incident and had fled from the scene, 

has been corroborated by PW6, Dhiren Bhuyan, as he had also stated in his evidence 

that Jaan Saikia, was present in his house  and he had called him, but Jaan Saikia had 

fled from the scene out of fear. Further, on careful consideration of the cross 

examination of PW3, I find his testimony unshaken by his cross examination, in its 

material particulars. It is true that he had stated that in his statement before the I.O he 

had stated that he had seen the incident from his house, whereas PW6, had stated that 

he was present in his house. But, this does not render the testimony unsafe to be relied 

upon. This is so, because, statement made before I.O. u/s 161 CrPC, is not a 

substantive evidence. It can only be used to contradict the maker. PW3 did not state in 

his examination in chief that he was present in the house of Dhiren. He merely, stated 

that he had seen the assault. Even if it is believed, for argument sake, that PW3 was 

present in his house, the inconsistency, vis a vis to the statement of PW6, appears to 

me as not a material inconsistency.  

35. The evidence of PW4, Sri Biren Saikia, supports other witnesses to the extent that 

the injured, Dhiren Bhuyan was taken to hospital, where he was admitted, and  that he 

had found Dhiren,  lying in his( Dhiren’s) house in an injured condition on 04.04.11. 

However, it is clear that PW4 had not seen the incident. Therefore, his evidence that he 

had heard that the accused had committed the offence, is hearsay, and not admissible. 

But, his evidence that he had seen Dhiren Bhuyan, in an injured condition in his house 

on the date of occurrence and that he was taken to hospital , is trustworthy and 

unshaken.  

36. PW 5, Smti Bhageswari Bhuyan, who is the wife of the injured, Sri Dhiren Barua, is 

an eye witness. Her evidence also supports the prosecution’s story in its material 
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particulars. She had categorically stated that on the day of occurrence at about 8pm, 

the accused was verbally abusing at their doorstep, and when her husband came out, 

the accused had inflicted injury on his head with an axe. She stated that she had seen 

the incident. When she raised hue and cry, people such as Bap Saikia, Sarbeswar , 

Biren Saikia had came and took her husband to the hospital.  

37. The evidence of PW5 could not be shaken by cross examination. In the cross 

examination, PW5 had pointed to the previous dispute between the two sides over 

boundary matter. But, mere existence of boundary dispute, cannot be the ground for 

disbelieving the testimony of PW5. The medical evidence shows that the husband of 

PW5, was injured. Hence, it is unlikely that PW5, being the wife of the injured, would 

shield the actual offender and falsely implicate the accused. Mere close relation with 

the injured does not render PW5 as an interested witness.  Moreover, false implication 

would not settle the boundary dispute in their favour. Further, no contradiction could 

be unearthed during cross examination.  

38. The evidence of PW5 corroborates the evidence of PW6, Sri Dhiren Bhuyan. PW6, 

the injured had also stated that on the day of occurrence, at about 8pm, the accused 

was verbally abusing, from the road, and when he inquired, the accused had inflicted 

injury on him with an axe.  

39. PW6, Dhiren Bhuyan, the injured, in his evidence had mentioned that he had used 

a dao in self defence, and had used it to repel the attack by the accused with the axe. 

But the use of dao,  or not disclosing the use of dao before police, is not fatal to the 

prosecution’s case. This is so, because the use of dao does not rule out the possibility of 

the assault by the accused.  

40. The prosecution story has also received ample support by the evidence of PW7, 

Smti Bulu Bora. PW7 had stated that while she was cooking food, she had heard 

accused shouting in front of the house of Dhiren Bhuyan. When she came out she saw 

Dhiren bleeding and that the wife of the accused was pulling away the accused.  

41. From the evidence of PW7, it reasonably appears that the accused had caused 

physical assault on Dhiren, thereby causing injury. This is because, PW7 is a 

neighbour of Dhiren, and hence, her assertion that she had heard noise created by 

accused in front of the house of Dhiren and her presence at the place of occurrence 

after hearing the noise, appears to me natural and trustworthy. Nothing could be 

elicited during her cross examination, which could make the testimony of PW7 unsafe 

to be relied upon. The assertion that he saw Dhiren Bhuyan bleeding, when she came 
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out, points to the fact that the accused had caused the injury, as there was no 

possibility of any third party intervention, during that short span of time. 

42. The admission by PW7 that she did not state before the I.O. that the wife of 

accused had pulled him away, appears to me, not a material omission, so as to cast a 

doubt on her entire testimony. Further, the possibility of political  rivalry between the 

accused and the injured , does not, per se, makes the prosecution’s case unbelievable.  

Filing of complaint and FIR, whether fatal to the prosecution’s case: 

43. From the record, it is clear that initially FIR was lodged on the date of the incident 

i.e on 4.4.11, based upon the incident, which had happened on 4.4.11. The complaint 

petition was lodged on 21.9.11. On bare perusal of the compliant petition, it appears 

that the petition had to be filed because no action was taken by police on the incident 

that had taken place on 4.4.11, and that the accused had committed other alleged 

offences on various dates, thereafter. But when it came to the notice of the Court that 

the lodging of the FIR had actually resulted in filing of charge sheet against the 

accused, and a case has been initiated, the complaint case had been amalgated with the 

GR case, and the case proceeded as GR case. In my view, initiation of two cases did 

not cause any prejudice to the accused, because the GR case related to a part of the 

various allegations against the accused, which were mentioned in the compliant 

petition.  

POINT NO.1: 

44. On the basis of the evidence of PWs, and the scrutiny, thereof, as stated above, I am 

of the view that the prosecution could prove that the accused had caused hurt to the 

injured, Sri Dhiren Bhuyan on the day of and at the time of occurrence. This fact in 

issue was proved by the evidence of the eye witnesses, supported by other witnesses, 

in material particulars. Hence,  the prosecution could prove the guilt of the accused 

u/s 323 of IPC.  

POINT NO.2: 

45. In order to constitute an offence u/s 457, it is necessary to prove that lurking house 

trespass or breaking at night was committed in order to commit any offence 

punishable with imprisonment.  

46. From the evidence of PWs, it is clear that the case of the prosecution is not of 

lurking house trespass, as because, the accused had verbally abused in front of the 
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house of the injured, before assaulting him. Hence, there is no element of 

surreptitiousness.  

47. For house breaking, there must be clear evidence that the accused had eneterd into 

the house of the injured, in any of the mode as prescribed in Sec 445 of IPC. From the 

evidence on record, it is clear that the prosecution did not allege any of the modes, 

mentioned in Sec 445, first, secondly, thirdly, fourthly and sixthly. Considering the mode 

prescribed in Sec 445 fifthly, I am of the considered view that the prosecution could not 

prove, beyond reasonable doubt, that the accused had entered into the building or 

house of the injured, by committing assault on the injured. This is because of the 

inconsistency between the statements of PW5, PW6 and PW7.  

48. PW5, Smti Bagheswari Bhuyan, had stated that the accused had assaulted her 

husband(PW6) inside their house. But, PW6, had stated that the accused had inflicted 

injury to him at his doorstep. PW6, did not stated that the accused had entered into his 

house. Likewise, PW7, had stated that Dhiren was lying on the ground on the outer 

side.  

49. Thus, it is not clear, whether the accused had actually entered into the house of the 

injured. In other words, the basic element of criminal trespass is not proved, beyond 

reasonable doubt. Thus, Sec 457 of IPC is not attracted.  

50. In the light of the above,  the prosecution could prove the guilt of the accused 

persons, namely, Sri Bana Barua u/s 323 of IPC, only, beyond reasonable doubt. As 

such, I convict the accused u/s 323 of IPC, but acquit him from the charge u/s 457 of 

IPC.  

51. Considering the nature and circumstances of the offences  and the mature age of 

the accused persons, I am not inclined to extend the benefit of Probation of Offenders 

Act to the accused. 

52. However, at the same time, the fact that the offence is not grave , and the M.O. had 

stated that lacerated wound of simple nature had taken place, I am of the view, that 

imposition of fine only will serve the ends of justice. Hence, I sentence the accused 

persons to pay a fine of Rs. 1000/- ( One Thousand)  u/s 323 of IPC i/d 30 days of R.I 

to  the accused . 

53. The judgment is delivered in the open Court under my hand and seal of this Court on this 

day 21
st 

day of October,  2014. The case is, accordingly, disposed of. 

 

( K.K. Sharma ) 

Sub-Divisional  Judicial Magistrate(M) 

Gohpur. 


